BROWARD OFFICE OF THE INSPECTOR GENERAL
MEMORANDUM
To:

Honorable Bill Ganz, Mayor, City of Deerfield Beach,
and Members, City of Deerfield Beach City Commission

From:

John W. Scott, Inspector General

Date:

October 28, 2021

Subject:

OIG Final Report Re: City of Deerfield Beach Officials Withheld Public
Records Regarding Retiree Health Benefits Misspending, Ref. OIG 19-010-M

Attached please find the final report of the Broward Office of the Inspector General (OIG) regarding
the above-captioned matter. The OIG substantiated allegations that city management withheld
information from residents who queried the city about the overpayment of health benefit subsidies to
retirees over the age of 65, finding that Amanda Robin, the city’s human resources and risk
management (HR) director, was at fault for the failure to produce responsive documents to public
records requestors on three occasions in October 2017, November 2017, and September 2018.
Residents made the requests to gain clarity on the city administration of the health plan and the
scope, magnitude, duration, and cost of misspending on health care costs for retirees over the age of
65. Specifically, the OIG determined that Ms. Robin withheld a document that was in her custody
and directly responsive to public records requests we investigated. That particular document,
referred to as the Retiree Health Plan Analysis, included facts that formed the basis for its author to
conclude that the city had contributed to subsidies for retirees without authority for more than a
decade, that the city’s HR employees instructed several retirees not to enroll in Medicare, that
retirees could attempt legal action against the city, the scope of the coverage at issue, and other
observations that would have provided fodder to critics of the city’s administration.
The OIG also established that the City Clerk oversaw a public records process that failed to properly
respond to one public records request, also in violation of state public records law.
We appreciate the city’s response, which reflects its acceptance of our factual findings and
recognition of the need for several improvement to the city’s process of record maintenance and
system for tracking and responding to public records requests.

John W. Scott, Inspector General
One North University Drive, Suite 111 • Plantation, Florida 33324 • (954) 357-7873 • Fax (954) 357-7857
www.browardig.org • (954) 357-TIPS

We hereby request the city provide us with a status report on its progress in the eight areas it
articulated in its response and listed on page 55 of the report within 120 days or on or by Friday,
February 25, 2022.
Attachment
cc: Hon. Mark D. Bogen, Broward County Board of County Commissioners
Hon. Lamar P. Fisher, Broward County Board of County Commissioners
Anthony C. Soroka, City Attorney
David Santucci, City Manager
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Retiree Health Benefits Misspending

BROWARD OFFICE OF THE INSPECTOR GENERAL
FINAL REPORT RE: CITY OF DEERFIELD BEACH OFFICIALS
WITHHELD PUBLIC RECORDS REGARDING RETIREE HEALTH BENEFITS MISSPENDING
SUMMARY
In March 2019, the Broward Office of the Inspector General (OIG) received information alleging that
City of Deerfield Beach management had allowed payment of health care claims to retirees over the
age of 65 without commission approval and that they withheld information from residents who queried
the city about the overpayments, among other allegations. After reviewing the allegations, the OIG
opened an investigation into whether city officials or employees violated Florida’s public records laws
in response to public records requests from residents.
Our investigation substantiated the allegations regarding public records and found misconduct, 1
finding that Amanda Robin, the city’s human resources and risk management (HR) director, was at
fault for the city’s failure to produce responsive documents to residents’ public records requests on
three occasions in October 2017, November 2017, and September 2018, impeding residents’ efforts to
gain clarity on the city’s administration of the health plan and the scope, magnitude, duration, and cost
of misspending on health care costs for retirees over the age of 65. These failures amounted to
violations of Florida’s public records law.
Among its findings, the OIG determined that Ms. Robin withheld a document that was in her custody
and directly responsive to public records requests we investigated. That document, referred to
throughout this report as the Retiree Health Plan Analysis, was a singularly comprehensive review of
the health plan and the issue regarding the payment of health care claims to retirees over the age of 65,
and it contained potentially explosive information that would have provided fodder to critics of the
city’s administration, including “very angry” retirees. Specifically, the document included facts that
formed the basis for its author to conclude that “legal action could and probably would be attempted”
by retirees against the city, that the city continued contributing to the subsidies without authority for
more than a decade, that the city’s HR employees instructed several retirees not to enroll in Medicare,
that the city lost the ability to offset costs when retirees waived signing up for Medicare, the scope of
the coverage at issue, and several suggestions for city action going forward.
Ms. Robin provided a different record to one of the requestors, a spreadsheet that made no sense and
was of no value to him, as he did not understand its context or what it represented. He said his pursuit
of records went “down a rabbit hole,” and that he did not get what he sought after “delay” and “deceit
on the part of the city.”

Misconduct is defined as “any violation of the state or federal constitution, any state or federal statute or code, any county
or municipal ordinance or code; or conduct involving fraud, corruption, or abuse.” Broward Co. Charter Sec. 10.01 A.(2).
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The OIG also established that the City Clerk oversaw a public records process that failed to properly
respond to one public records request, also in violation of Florida’s public records law.
OIG CHARTER AUTHORITY
Section 10.01 of the Charter of Broward County empowers the Broward Office of the Inspector
General to investigate misconduct and gross mismanagement within the Charter Government of
Broward County and all of its municipalities. This authority extends to all elected and appointed
officials, employees and all providers of goods and services to the County and the municipalities. On
his own initiative, or based on a signed complaint, the Inspector General shall commence an
investigation upon a finding of good cause. As part of any investigation, the Inspector General shall
have the power to subpoena witnesses, administer oaths, require the production of documents and
records, and audit any program, contract, and the operations of any division of the County, its
municipalities, and any providers.
The Broward Office of the Inspector General is also empowered to issue reports, including
recommendations, and to require officials to provide reports regarding the implementation of those
recommendations.
INDIVIDUALS COVERED IN THIS REPORT
Amanda Robin, Director of Human Resources and Risk Management (HR)
Ms. Robin began working for the city in February 2006 in the city clerk’s office. Two months later
she was promoted and transferred to the city manager’s office. In January 2015, she became the HR
director. In her capacity as HR director, her duties and responsibilities were to oversee six employees
who handled recruiting, employee benefits, employee relations, worker’s compensation, employee
retention, and collective bargaining.
The City Clerk
The City Clerk began her employment with the city as a temporary employee in December 2005 and
was selected as the deputy city clerk in February 2006. Around July 2013, she became the acting city
clerk and in October 2014 she was appointed as the city clerk. She was the official custodian of
records for the city and had the specific responsibility to ensure that applicable, relevant department
staff retrieved public records and provided them to the requestor.
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RELEVANT GOVERNING AND ADMINISTRATIVE AUTHORITIES
Florida Public Records Law
Florida Constitution Article I, Section 24 – Declaration of Rights, Access to public records and
meetings, provides in part:
(a)

Every person has the right to inspect or copy any public record made or received in
connection with the official business of any public body, officer, or employee of the state,
or persons acting on their behalf, except with respect to records exempted pursuant to this
section or specifically made confidential by this Constitution. This section specifically
includes the legislative, executive, and judicial branches of government and each agency
or department created thereunder; . . . municipalities . . . ; and each . . . entity created
pursuant to law or this Constitution.

Section 119.01, Florida Statutes – General state policy on public records, provides in part:
(1)

It is the policy of this state that all … municipal records are open for personal inspection
and copying by any person. Providing access to public records is a duty of each agency.

(2)

(a) Automation of public records must not erode the right of access to those records. As
each agency increases its use of and dependence on electronic recordkeeping, each
agency must provide reasonable public access to records electronically maintained and
must ensure that exempt or confidential records are not disclosed except as otherwise
permitted by law. . . .
(f) Each agency that maintains a public record in an electronic recordkeeping system
shall provide to any person, pursuant to this chapter, a copy of any public record in that
system which is not exempted by law from public disclosure. . . .

Section 119.011, Florida Statutes – Definitions, provides in part:
(2)

“Agency” means any … municipal officer, department, division, board, bureau,
commission, or other separate unit of government created or established by law … and
any other public or private agency, person, partnership, corporation, or business entity
acting on behalf of any public agency. . . .

(5)

“Custodian of public records” means the elected or appointed state, county, or municipal
officer charged with the responsibility of maintaining the office having public records, or
his or her designee. . . .
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(8)

“Exemption” means a provision of general law which provides that a specified record or
meeting, or portion thereof, is not subject to the access requirements of s. 119.07(1), s.
286.011, or s. 24, Art. I of the State Constitution. . . .

(12) “Public records” means all documents, papers, letters, maps, books, tapes, photographs,
films, sound recordings, data processing software, or other material, regardless of the
physical form, characteristics, or means of transmission, made or received pursuant to
law or ordinance or in connection with the transaction of official business by any agency.
(13) “Redact” means to conceal from a copy of an original public record, or to conceal from
an electronic image that is available for public viewing, that portion of the record
containing exempt or confidential information. . . .
Section 119.021, Florida Statutes – Custodial requirements; maintenance, preservation, and
retention of public records, provides in part: . . .
(2)

(a) The Division of Library and Information Services of the Department of State shall
adopt rules to establish retention schedules and a disposal process for public records.
(b) Each agency shall comply with the rules establishing retention schedules and disposal
processes for public records which are adopted by the records and information
management program of the division. . . .

Section 119.07, Florida Statutes – Inspection and copying of records; photographing public
records; fees; exemptions, provides in part:
(1)

(a) Every person who has custody of a public record shall permit the record to be
inspected and copied by any person desiring to do so, at any reasonable time, under
reasonable conditions, and under supervision by the custodian of the public records. . . .
(c) A custodian of public records and his or her designee must acknowledge requests to
inspect or copy records promptly and respond to such requests in good faith. A good
faith response includes making reasonable efforts to determine from other officers or
employees within the agency whether such a record exists and, if so, the location at
which the record can be accessed.
(d) A person who has custody of a public record who asserts that an exemption applies to
a part of such record shall redact that portion of the record to which an exemption has
been asserted and validly applies, and such person shall produce the remainder of such
record for inspection and copying.
(e) If the person who has custody of a public record contends that all or part of the record
is exempt from inspection and copying, he or she shall state the basis of the exemption
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that he or she contends is applicable to the record, including the statutory citation to an
exemption created or afforded by statute. . . .
(4)

The custodian of public records shall furnish a copy or a certified copy of the record upon
payment of the fee prescribed by law. . . .

Section 119.10, Florida Statutes – Violation of chapter; penalties, provides in part:
(1) Any public officer who:
(a) Violates any provision of this chapter commits a noncriminal infraction, punishable by fine
not exceeding $500.
(b) Knowingly violates the provisions of s. 119.07(1) is subject to suspension and removal or
impeachment and, in addition, commits a misdemeanor of the first degree, punishable as
provided in s. 775.082 or s. 775.083.
(2) Any person who willfully and knowingly violates:
(a) Any of the provisions of this chapter commits a misdemeanor of the first degree, punishable
as provided in section 775.082 or section 775.083. . . .
Deerfield Beach City Charter
ARTICLE IV. – ADMINISTRATIVE
Sec. 4.06. – City clerk.
The city manager shall appoint the city clerk with the consent of the city commission when a vacancy
exists. The city clerk shall administer any oath required by law or ordinance of the city; shall give
notice of meetings of the city commission, shall attend the meetings of the city commission, shall keep
the journal of its proceedings, shall authenticate by his/her signature on record in full the book kept for
the purpose of recording ordinances and resolutions of the commission, shall be the custodian of the
seal and of all official city records, and shall perform such [other] duties as shall be required by law,
by this Charter, by city ordinance or by the city manager.
Deerfield Beach City Code
Chapter 2 – ADMINISTRATION
ARTICLE IV. – DEPARTMENTS, DIVISIONS, OFFICES AND AGENCIES
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Sec. 2-246. – City government administration.
(1) Office of the city manager.
(a) Community development division.
(b) Public information office.
(c) Purchasing and contract administration division.
(2) Office of the city clerk.
(3) Community redevelopment agency.
(4) Environmental services department.
(5) Financial services department.
(6) Human resources department.
(7) Information technology services department.
(8) Parks and recreation department.
(9) Planning and development services department.
(10) Recycling and solid waste management department.
Chapter 54 – PENSIONS AND RETIREMENT
ARTICLE IV. – NONUNIFORMED EMPLOYEES RETIREMENT PLAN
DIVISION 1. – GENERALLY
Sec. 54-138. – Purpose.
The purpose of the plan is to provide benefits to regular and permanent nonuniformed city
employees and BSO employees, as defined in this article, and to their beneficiaries upon the
occurrences of retirement, death or disability of the employee or upon his termination of the
employment as provided in this article.
Sec. 54-139. – Name.
The plan hereby created by the city under the terms of this article shall be known as the
“Deerfield Beach Nonuniformed Employees’ Retirement Plan” (referred to in this article as the
“plan”). All the affairs and business of such plan shall be transacted in such name.
Sec. 54-140. – Effective date.
The plan shall be effective as of November 9, 1973.
Sec. 54-142. – Eligibility; participation.
(a) All city employees and BSO employees shall be participants in the plan. ….
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(b) Continued participation in the plan shall be mandatory for city employees employed after
the effective date of the plan, if such employees do not elect to participate in the city’s
money purchase plan and trust.
(c) Each participant will be retired under the plan and entitled to a retirement income upon
retirement from service with the city or BSO, subject to any minimum age and service
requirements in this article. ….
DIVISION 4. - ADMINISTRATION
Sec. 54-199. – Contributions.
(a) Employee contributions. Each participant who is a city employee shall contribute toward
the cost of the plan an amount equal to nine percent of his gross pay. …
(b) Contributions by city. The city shall make such contributions as are required to keep the
plan actuarially sound, in accordance with section 54-146. …
Deerfield Beach Personnel Rules and Regulations
ARTICLE I AUTHORITY, ADMINISTRATION AND DEFINITIONS
1.01

PURPOSE

It is the purpose of these rules and regulations to implement and refine the objectives of the Civil
Service System which have been established by the City Commission. … These rules shall
constitute the administrative guide for accomplishing the desired objectives of the City’s personnel
program and will outline to officers and the employees their respective responsibilities, benefits
and privileges. …
1.03 AUTHORITY
These rules and regulations shall govern all Civil Service System employees of the City. …
ARTICLE VIII EMPLOYEE RELATIONS AND BENEFITS
8.01 GENERAL PROVISIONS
All permanent Civil Service System employees shall be eligible to receive the following benefits
outlined. …
All records of benefits shall be kept by the Human Resources Department and Management and
Budget Department and shall be the official record.
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8.02 INSURANCE
A health and life insurance plan is in effect for regular, full-time, City employees. The City pays
for employee benefits under the plan and a premium is collected if the employee wishes his
dependents covered. … This benefit continues until the member becomes eligible for Medicare,
Medicaid, or TEFRA.
INVESTIGATION
This investigation was predicated on information that city management had allowed payment of health
care claims to retirees over the age of 65 without commission approval and withheld information from
residents who queried the city about the overpayments, among other allegations. 2 After a review into
the allegations, the OIG opened an investigation into whether city officials or employees violated
Florida’s public records laws in response to public records requests from residents. Following our
investigation, we substantiated misconduct in the city’s response to two residents’ requests for public
records.
The investigation involved the review of substantial documentation by OIG Special Agents including but
not limited to emails regarding the city’s health insurance plan; city commission meeting minutes; public
records requests regarding health care claims and costs for city and housing authority retirees, spouses, and
dependents; city responses to the aforementioned public records requests; the city’s public records policy;
the city’s records management policy; city ordinances; the State of Florida retention schedule for state and
local government agencies; city pay authorizations; benefits for active and retired employees; collective
bargaining agreements; health reimbursement arrangement (HRA) employer contributions for retirees;
and monitoring by utilization and enrollment reports for the city.
A Brief Overview of Florida’s Public Records Laws
Florida’s commitment to providing the public with unfettered access to government meetings and records is
an acknowledgement of the value of public discussion and other benefits that come with a culture of
transparency such as public trust and confidence in government decisions. Florida has some of the most
comprehensive open government laws in the country, which include public records rights articulation in the
Florida Constitution’s declaration of rights and codified in Florida Statutes, chapter 119.
The public records law requires anyone who possesses a public record to promptly acknowledge and then
produce the record in response to a request from any person, within a reasonable time. Upon receiving a
public records request from “any person,” Florida’s public records law requires the custodian of records or
her designee to produce the record or provide an explanation of why its production is exempt by law.
The OIG did not investigate the allegations regarding the city’s overpayment of health insurance benefits to retirees
because, by the time of our initial review of the instant allegations, we observed that the city commission and the public
were aware of the retiree health benefits overpayment issues, that the practice had ended, and that the city manager had
resigned. However, the withholding of public information and records had not been addressed by the time we received this
information.
2
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The legislative objective underlying the public records laws was to ensure that the people have the right to
freely gain access to governmental records, which is in line with the goal of promoting public scrutiny and
trust in government.
The breadth of [the right to freely access public records] is virtually unfettered, save
for the statutory exemptions designed to achieve a balance between an informed
public and the ability of government to maintain secrecy in the public interest.
Lorei v. Smith, 464 So. 2d 1330, 1332 (Fla. 2d DCA 1985).
Upon payment of the fee provided by law, an agency must produce non-exempt records requested—no
matter how voluminous or inconvenient the production might be to the agency. A person may request
to see all of an agency’s financial records, for example, and the agency may not require the person to
articulate that he or she is seeking any particular record. State ex rel. Davidson v. Couch, 156 So. 297,
300 (Fla. 1934). And if the agency is unable to discern what records the requestor is seeking, the
agency has the duty to follow up on the request. Salvadore v. City of Stuart, No. 91-812 CA (Fla. 19th
Cir. Ct. Dec. 17, 1991).
The statute requires that responses be made in good faith. Fla. Stat. § 119.07(1)(c). The legislature
added the good faith requirement in 2007, intending “to strengthen the responsibilities of records
custodians by imposing an explicit requirement on public agencies that they act in good faith in
responding to public records requests.” Board of Trustees, Jacksonville Police & Fire Pension Fund
v. Lee, 189 So. 3d 120, 128 (Fla. 2016). A good faith response includes making inquiries of other
agency staff to determine whether the requested record exists and where. C.f., SDE Media LLC v. City
of Doral, 25 F.L.W. Supp. 243a (Fla. 11th Cir. Ct. May 5, 2017).
An agency may be justified in delaying its production of requested public records: to determine
whether a record exists, if the custodian considers part of the record exempt from disclosure, if the
requestor fails to forward the appropriate fees, to retrieve the record, or delete exempt portions.
Promenade D’Iberville, LLC v. Sundy, 145 So. 3d 980, 983 (Fla. 1st DCA 2014); Siegmeister v.
Johnson, 240 So. 3d 70, 74 (Fla. 1st DCA 2018). An unjustified delay in producing public records is
an unlawful refusal to produce the records. Lilker v. Suwannee Valley Transit Authority, 133 So. 3d
654, 655 (Fla. 1st DCA 2014); State v. Webb, 786 So. 2d 602, 604 (Fla. 1st DCA 2001).
To legally withhold any part of the record, there must be an applicable statutory exemption that is cited to
the requestor—in writing and with particularity, if asked for—and the custodian or her designee must
produce the record with the exempt portion of the record redacted. Fla. Stat. § 119.07(1)(d)-(f); City of
Riviera Beach v. Barfield, 642 So. 2d 1135, 1137 (Fla. 4th DCA 1994), review denied, 651 So. 2d 1192 (Fla.
1995); Ocala Star Banner Corp. v. McGhee, 643 So. 2d 1196 (Fla. 5th DCA 1994). An agency may not
release records that are both confidential and exempt except under the circumstances, if any, articulated in
the statute providing for confidentiality. State v. Wooten, 260 So. 3d 1060, 1069-1070 (Fla. 4th DCA 2018);
AGOs 08-24, 04-09 and 86-97.
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Not just the designated custodian but “[e]very person who has custody of a public record” has the duty to
produce it. Puls v. City of Port St. Lucie, 678 So. 2d 514 (Fla. 4th DCA 1996) (emphasis in original); Mintus
v. City of West Palm Beach, 711 So. 2d 1359 (Fla. 4th DCA 1998). In the context of public records law,
“custodian” refers to anyone within an agency who has the power to release or communicate a public
record. Mintus. Supervision and control over the document are enough to make the document within the
individual’s custody. Williams v. City of Minneola, 575 So. 2d 683, 687 (Fla. 5th DCA 1991).
The City’s Public Records Process
The city has a policy that instructs employees how to handle public records requests they may receive. The
city clerk’s office also offers training on the city’s public records process to new employees and annually to
most city employees—but not to department directors—encouraging employees to send the city clerk’s
office any requests that the employee is not sure about. Instead of providing public records request training
to department directors, staff simply discussed with directors and assistant directors how to handle public
records requests when they received one.3
The city’s written public records policy (Exhibit 1) outlined certain situations where a city employee could
receive a public records request and how to handle such situations. For instance, if a requestor contacted an
employee via phone or in person, the policy instructed the employee to write down the request, e-mail it to
the clerk’s office, and advise the requestor that the clerk’s office would be in contact with him or her. If the
request was sent via email or fax, then the policy required the employee to forward the request to the clerk’s
office. The policy advised that, if a requested document was immediately available, then the employee
could email the record free of charge. The policy also provided a fee schedule. Finally, it provided
information on what to do when the requestor asked a question, when confidential or exempt information
was requested, and when the requestor was anonymous.
Generally, the City Clerk did not review routine public records requests. A member of her staff, the
Assistant City Clerk,4 was responsible for carrying out the public records receipt and response process.
When a public records requestor emailed his or her request directly to the city clerk’s office or via
another department, the Assistant City Clerk copied and pasted the content of the requestor’s email
into the city’s JustFOIA 5 system, which processed and tracked the request. The Assistant City Clerk
immediately advised the requestor that the request was received, that it would be routed through
JustFOIA, and that if the response required an extensive amount of labor, the requestor would be
required to pay upfront for the costs required to process the request.
Once she entered the email content into JustFOIA, the Assistant City Clerk routed it to a designated
employee in the appropriate city department, and the designated department employee then retrieved
The city attorney provided overviews of public records law to directors and assistant directors.
The job duties and responsibilities of the assistant city clerk include processing public records requests.
5
JustFOIA is software designed to help government organizations manage and track public records requests. The web
address to the city’s JustFOIA portal is https://deerfieldbeachfl.justfoia.com/publicportal/home/newrequest.
3
4
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the record(s). If the department employee could not retrieve the record(s), he or she would contact his
or her immediate supervisor or the department director for assistance. Once the department designee
retrieved the records, the department director approved the records prior to them being uploaded to
JustFOIA. Upon approval and uploading, the department designee clicked a “complete” button in the
system to indicate the department had completed processing the request. This routed the record back
to the City Clerk and the Assistant City Clerk.
Most of the time the City Clerk or the Assistant City Clerk conducted a final review of the records to make
sure that the records were properly attached. However, when processing a public records request for city
emails, they might not have conducted a review of all the emails that IT provided. Sometimes IT pulled
1,000 emails, and the City Clerk’s office did not review each email. The type of public records request
determined who, either the City Clerk or the Assistant City Clerk, conducted the final review. Once that
review was completed, the Assistant City Clerk provided the records to the requestor, usually through
JustFOIA.
If the City Clerk or the Assistant City Clerk deemed that the request could result in liability for the city
or there was a chance the records contained information that could be exempt from the laws requiring
disclosure, then one of them made sure that the city attorney reviewed the records before production
was complete and the requestor received the records. If a city employee outside of the city clerk’s
office initially received a public records request, then the employee’s department could contact the city
attorney directly, without going through the city clerk’s office.
If the city received a very broad request or a request that was not specific, the city tried to work with
the requestor to narrow it down. If the requestor did not want to narrow down the request, then the
city proceeded in accordance with the information that was on the request and provided the records if
they existed. Otherwise, the Assistant City Clerk advised the requestor that the city did not have the
requested records.
The city did not require a requestor to communicate a document’s specific name in order to receive a
document. If a requestor submitted a public records request without providing a specific document
name or document title because he or she did not know it, the city clerk’s office communicated with
the requestor to determine what the contents of the document were or to what the document was
pertaining. After the city clerk’s office determined this information from the requestor, it carried out
its due diligence to identify responsive records.
The city’s information technology services department (IT) did not get involved with every public
records request that the city received. IT got involved when a public records request required a search
on the city’s servers, including for emails. When the city clerk’s office received such a public records
request via email, staff routed the request to IT through JustFOIA. Once IT reached an understanding
of the records the requestor was seeking, it developed search criteria and search techniques to conduct
a query on the city’s server. If results were not obtained from the query, someone from IT informed
the Assistant City Clerk, who then communicated with the City Clerk, and on occasion they offered
additional search criteria to IT.
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Occasionally, a city employee outside of the city clerk’s office received a public records request in an
email, responded to the requestor if he or she had the record readily available, and copied the clerk’s
office on the reply email to advise that he or she had handled the request. The clerk’s staff encouraged
city employees to copy them in the email response so that they could keep a record of the request and
the response.
For the public records requests discussed within this report, Ms. Robin was the Assistant City Clerk’s
contact for the HR department and the individual who delegated to the HR technician the task of
gathering documents and uploading them into JustFOIA. 6 Thereafter, either the City Clerk or the
Assistant City Clerk provided the document to the requestor.
Retiree Health Plan Events and Significant Records
Although this investigation substantiated misconduct in relation to public records law violations and not
with the administration of the city’s retiree health benefits, for context, it is important to understand the
records and events that preceded and prompted the public records requests that are the subject of this report.
Sometime prior to 2017, management within the city realized that city retirees over the age of 65—that is,
Medicare eligible retirees—had remained on the city’s health care plan in apparent violation of the city’s
personnel rules and regulations, which specified that these benefits were only to continue until retirees
became eligible for Medicare, Medicaid, or TEFRA. 7 According to the city’s Former Risk Manager, before
the former director of HR joined the city, HR employees had instructed several city retirees not to
enroll in Medicare, which proved especially problematic, as we explain below.
During 2017, Ms. Robin sent affected retirees letters notifying them that the city-subsidized health care
benefits coverage previously provided to them after age 65 would be phased out and ultimately terminated
and that they had the option of enrolling in low-cost medical coverage through Medicare or to stay in the
city’s plan and pay an unsubsidized premium. (Exhibits 3 and 4) However, neither of these letters
addressed the possibility of the penalty that the HR Consultant cautioned about in her comprehensive
review, as discussed at length below.8 Various city residents began seeking clarity from city officials
concerning the reason, scope, magnitude, duration, and cost of the misspending, by appearing at city
commission meetings to make public comment inquiries and by submitting requests for public records. We
noted that the city provided many records in response to the requests; however, it failed to produce certain
significant responsive records. Most specifically, the city failed to provide a report of a professional
For example, Ms. Robin told the OIG that she was most likely the person who provided the Retiree Eligibility Analysis
spreadsheet (Exhibit 2) to the HR technician or directed the HR technician to the server where the spreadsheet was saved.
7
The Tax Equity and Fiscal Responsibility Act (TEFRA) of 1982 is a federal law that allows states to make Medical
Assistance (MA) available to certain children with disabilities without counting their parent’s income.
8
According to medicare.gov, “If you didn’t get Part B when you’re first eligible, your monthly premium may go up 10%
for each 12-month period you could’ve had Part B, but didn’t sign up. In most cases, you’ll have to pay this penalty each
time you pay your premiums, for as long as you have Part B. And, the penalty increases the longer you go without Part B
coverage.” Retrieved on September 21, 2021, from https://www.medicare.gov/your-medicare-costs/part-b-costs/part-blate-enrollment-penalty.
6
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consultant whom it hired to address the matter—a report that provided a relatively comprehensive, concise,
and thorough accounting of the issue.9 (Exhibit 11)
According to the Former Risk Manager, the city had a self-insured health plan and paid Florida Blue10 an
annual fee to be the third-party program administrator. A self-insured plan differed from a fully insured
health plan in that, with a fully insured health plan, the employer paid the insurance company a premium
regardless of the claims’ costs and the amounts of the claims. On the other hand, in a self-insured plan like
the one the city had, the city paid claims up to specified limits through its administrator. Since the city
assumed a given amount of claim costs, for example, the first $300,000 in claims on any individual and a
maximum limit of $2,000,000 for the group, the city was responsible for ensuring that the plan was solvent
and that funds were set aside to reimburse Florida Blue for the claims’ costs.
According to him, when he began working for the city around 2014, a representative from Florida Blue
informed him that the city owed over $1,000,000 for two months of the claims’ costs. He thus began his
pursuit to identify the source of the problem by reviewing files and documents. He started to identify
inconsistencies and problems, including that HR had written policies that had not been implemented
correctly or consistently. After identifying these issues, in 2015, HR decided to change the health plan
coverage and get a handle on the issue.
According to Ms. Robin, before 2017 the city utilized paper enrollments so there was no online enrollment
system to run reports. They did have a third-party administrator, but the city could not run reports to review
all the information it needed. Ms. Robin advised the OIG that this deficiency substantially hampered her
ability to determine the scope of the problem regarding the city’s retention of ineligible retirees on the city’s
health care plan. This led the city to hire Gehring Group, a benefits broker that brought in a software
program called BenTek. 11 This program enabled the city to switch to online enrollment and run and
analyze reports, which allowed Ms. Robin to determine that the city improperly covered many Medicareeligible retirees and other categories of beneficiaries under the city’s health care benefit plan.
It also led the city to contract with the HR Consultant in October 2016 to assist the city with the issue
of retirees over 65 staying in the city’s health plan without Medicare A and B as the primary payer. In
part, the city’s Personnel Rules and Regulations stated, “The City continues an employee’s medical
insurance benefits equivalent to what all other City employees receive when a member begins
receiving pension disability, early retirement or full retirement immediately upon separation from the
City. This benefit continues until the member becomes eligible for Medicare, Medicaid, or
TEFRA.” However, according to the HR Consultant’s report discussed below, the city had not ended
contributions for Medicare-eligible retirees in excess of a decade, 12 and the actual administration had
been to continue the plan and the subsidy until death.
When we requested records concerning the issue, the city did provide us the report; however, it was contained within a
voluminous cache of thousands of emails, a significant portion of which were in no way responsive to our requests.
10
Florida Blue is the name of the Blue Cross Blue Shield insurance company operating within Florida.
11
BenTek is a proprietary platform developed for benefits administration.
12
City residents and the OIG submitted public records requests in an attempt to determine the duration of this violation;
however, records provided in response to the requests failed to clarify the answer. Interviews of current and former city
9
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Three significant records that the city’s HR department possessed on the issue are discussed here.
1. Monitoring by Utilization and Enrollment Reports
Within the city’s production of records to the OIG on July 26, 2021, we located Florida Blue
monitoring by utilization and enrollment reports13 for retirees over 65 from October 2013 to September
2014 (Composite Exhibit 5), October 2014 to September 2015 (Composite Exhibit 6), and October
2015 to September 2016 (Composite Exhibit 7).14 These reports had a run date of November 3, 2016,
and according to the documents’ properties were created on November 7, 2016. This was just three
weeks before the HR Consultant wrote up her analysis on the retiree health insurance issue for the city,
which we discuss below.
For the three enrollment years ending September of 2014, 2015, and 2016, these three
documents showed how much the city spent on its health insurance program for retirees over
65 years of age. 15
The HR Consultant stated that, if someone wanted to know how much the city spent on the
retirees’ health insurance program during certain periods of time, then monitoring by utilization
and enrollment reports would show it.
Below is a summary of the data from the monitoring by utilization and enrollment reports for
city retirees over 65 from October 2013 to September 2016:

management also failed to determine the precise duration of the violation. However, in a city commission meeting on
September 17, 2018, Ms. Robin advised the commission that the problem may have existed as far back as the 1980s.
13
The Florida Blue monitoring by utilization and enrollment reports showed how much the city spent on a given health
insurance program group division for a given period. They showed the number of contracts and members, total premiums,
total capitations, total fees for medical service claims, and total pharmacy claims that the city paid.
14
Composite Exhibits 5, 6, and 7 included code “R05,” which the HR Consultant said the city used for individuals over 65
years of age.
15
Tab 1 (page 1 on the exhibit) showed, by month, data under the following column headers: “Enrollment,” consisting of
“Contract” and “Members”; “Premium,” consisting of “ASO/MPP Fee,” “Stoploss Premium,” and “Total Premium”;
“Capitation,” consisting of “PCP,” “Specialty,” and “Total Capitation”; “Fee for Service Claims,” consisting of
“Inpatient,” “Outpatient,” “Physician,” “Other,” “Total Medical,” and “Pharmacy”; and “Grand Total.” It also included
rows for “Total,” “Grouping Avg,” and “Monthly Avg,” consolidated in OIG Table 1, below.
OIG 19-010-M
October 28, 2021
Page 14 of 58

BROWARD OFFICE OF THE INSPECTOR GENERAL

PRELIMINARY REPORT RE: CITY OF DEERFIELD BEACH OFFICIALS
WITHHELD PUBLIC RECORDS REGARDING RETIREE HEALTH BENEFITS MISSPENDING

OIG Table 1:
Totals from Florida Blue’s Monitoring by Utilization and Enrollment Reports
for City Retirees Over 65,
October 2013 to September 2016
TOTAL

TOTAL

TOTAL

PERIOD
10/2013
to
09/2014
10/2014
to
09/2015
10/2015
to
09/2016

CONTRACTS

MEMBERS

PREMIUM

1,252

1,405

$50,901.25

1,214

1,389

1,008

TOTAL

3,474

TOTAL
CAPITATION

TOTAL
16

GRAND

MEDICAL

PHARMACY

TOTAL

$872.83

$291,487.08

$275,272.56

$567,632.47

$50,685.65

$1,411.51

$440,052.63

$307,869.23

$749,333.37

1,247

$43,125.95

$1,483.71

$525,825.15

$282,039.55

$809,348.41

4,041

$144,712.85

$3,768.05

$1,257,364.86

$865,181.34

$2,126,314.25

The OIG concluded that these reports broke down all costs to the city for carrying health insurance
for retirees over 65 years of age, for the three years ending in September 2014, 2015, and 2016.
2. Retiree Health Plan Scope Spreadsheet
Although Ms. Robin told the OIG that she hired the HR Consultant to determine which city
retirees over 65 had enrolled in Medicare and gave her a list of retirees to call, we found that the
city hired the HR Consultant to examine the workings of the health plan and how the retiree health
insurance was administered and to advise the city concerning a resolution. 17
To enable the HR Consultant to conduct her review, the city provided information including
reports, benefits booklets, and census data. The HR Consultant confirmed that two of the items
that the city provided her were spreadsheets from Florida Blue that the then-assistant director of
HR forwarded in an email dated November 28, 2016, to Ms. Robin and her. (Exhibit 8) The two
spreadsheets were titled, “23663_Retirees with Medicare Primary_01012015-10312016.xlsx”

According to the American College of Physicians, “Capitation is a fixed amount of money per patient per unit of time
paid in advance . . . for the delivery of health care services. The actual amount of money paid is determined by the ranges
of services that are provided, the number of patients involved, and the period of time during which the services are
provided.” Retrieved on September 22, 2021, from https://www.acponline.org/about-acp/about-internal-medicine/careerpaths/residency-career-counseling/guidance/understanding-capitation.
17
The HR Consultant’s contract with the city did not outline the scope of services she was to provide, except to say she
would work directly with and take direction from the director of HR as needed.
16
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(Exhibit 9) 18 and “23663_Summary of Plan Spend for Retirees_01012013-12312015.xlsx”
(Composite Exhibit 10).
The OIG did not find the first spreadsheet to be of relevance to the requests detailed below as it
was not a comprehensive review and did not contain any information on payment of claims. 19
(Exhibit 9)
The second of these spreadsheets (“Retiree Health Plan Scope Spreadsheet”) included two tabs
titled, “Retirees Over 65” and “Retirees Under 65” that showed data for medical claim amounts
that the city paid in calendar years 2013 through 2015, as follows:

OIG Figure 1: Tab 1 titled, “Retirees Over 65,” an excerpt from “23663_Summary
of Plan Spend for Retirees_01012013-12312015.xlsx” (Composite Exhibit 10).

The OIG redacted the names and addresses of retirees in this document in accordance with Florida law prior to releasing
this report.
19
Exhibit 9 was headed: “Medcare [sic] Primary Report for Group: 23663,” “Retiree Divisions Only,” “From 2015-01-01
To 2016-10-31,” “Report as of 2016-11-14,” “ *Report contains confidential & proprietary information.” It contained one
tab with the following column titles: “Group,” “Division,” “Last Name,” “First Name,” “Mbr Eff Date,” “Mbr Term
Date,” “Contract Number” [entries were consistent with the last four digits of social security numbers], “HCCID,”
“Member DOB,” “Relationship,” “Coverage,” “Plan,” “Med Primary,” “Medicare HIB Number,” “Address 1,” “Address
2,” “City,” “State, Zip Code,” “Gender,” “Consumer Mbr Id,” “Medicare EFF Date,” “Medicare Term Date,” and
“Medicare Coverage.” Data populated 123 rows.
18
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OIG Figure 2: Tab 2 titled, “Retirees Under 65,” an excerpt from “23663_Summary
of Plan Spend for Retirees 01012013-12312015.xlsx” (Composite Exhibit 10).

The OIG concluded that Tab 1 reflected costs to the city for carrying health insurance for retirees
over 65 years of age, for the calendar years 2013, 2014, and 2015.
3. Retiree Health Plan Analysis
The HR Consultant told the OIG that she updated Ms. Robin throughout her review, and near her
review’s conclusion, she provided Ms. Robin with what she called a “report” with her
recommendations. In this report, the HR Consultant addressed a particularly troubling and
challenging aspect of the city’s improper continuation of health care claim payments for Medicareeligible retirees, that is, their reliance upon the city’s coverage instead of or in addition to enrolling
in Medicare. Of particular concern was that additional costs were levied upon persons who failed
to enroll in Medicare timely and that the additional costs continued to accrue over the time that the
Medicare-eligible person failed to enroll. The HR Consultant recalled having a short meeting with
Ms. Robin, the city’s labor attorney at the time, and another gentleman to discuss her report, at
which time she expressed to them that the city should not “turn the boat around abruptly” and that
it needed to consider people’s expectations of the city’s health plan since that was how the city was
administering it for a while, even though it conflicted with the city’s personnel rules and
regulations.
The HR Consultant confirmed that the email she sent to Ms. Robin on November 29, 2016, with
the subject line “Health Issue,” contained a letter in the body with the title, “Re: Deerfield Beach –
Health Plan Analysis” (“Retiree Health Plan Analysis”) looked like the report she provided.
(Exhibit 11) 20
20
The OIG redacted the names of retirees in this document prior to the release of this report in accordance with Florida
law.
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OIG Figure 3: Excerpt from the Retiree Health Plan Analysis email (Exhibit 11).
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Within the email itself, the HR Consultant variously referred to it as an analysis, an examination,
and a discussion; and it included a summary, a break-down, suggestions, and points to consider.
The body of the email was 2,495 words long or about six pages of single spaced text. It began,
“. . . I have been asked to examine the workings of the Health Plan. Specifically, how retiree
health insurance is administered.” It compared the city’s practices against what its rules required.
It stated that employer contributions beyond what was provided for in the rules had continued for
over ten years. It addressed how to bring the city into compliance with the rules. It provided a
plan summary. It looked at the overall demographics of the beneficiaries of the health plan.
Upon receipt of this email, Ms. Robin did not reject the email as a health plan analysis or
otherwise refute it for what it claimed to be. Instead, she, the city attorney, and a city labor
attorney sought an in-person meeting with the HR Consultant to discuss how the city should
proceed going forward.
Upon reviewing the Retiree Health Plan Analysis, the Former Risk Manager stated that it appeared
that the HR Consultant performed an extensive review of the health plan and correctly identified
the issues, saying, without question, the email was clearly an analysis of the data.
The OIG concluded that this email was a comprehensive review or analysis of the retiree health
insurance issues that the city faced at the time.
Sometime after the HR Consultant concluded her review, Ms. Robin sent notification letters (Exhibits
3 and 4) to retirees regarding their decision to stop subsidizing retirees’ health insurance, as well as
dental and vision benefits. These letters were dated June 26, 2017, and October 23, 2017, and served
as a catalyst for retirees and other residents to submit public records requests to the city in the hope of
understanding what had happened with the coverage and spending.
Public Records Law Violations
Once issues regarding the city’s health care benefits of Medicare-eligible retirees became apparent, city
residents began submitting public records requests to the city in an effort to understand them. However,
records that the city provided to the requestors failed to include information and records that they expected
to exist and did indeed exist.
On October 1, 2019, the OIG sent a letter to the city requesting records related to city-paid or citysubsidized health care benefits for current, former, and retired city employees and elected officials and their
dependents as well as current, former, and retired Deerfield Beach Housing Authority employees and board
members. Then on February 5, 2020, the OIG asked the city to provide (1) any and all public records
requests received by the city for the period between November 1, 2016, and February 5, 2020, for
records concerning the city's coverage of the health care claims or costs for the above-described
classes of people and (2) any and all responses provided to the requestor(s) for all public records
requests included in item 1 above, as well as any and all correspondence between the city and the
requestor(s) concerning the request(s).
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Next, the OIG compared the records we received in response to our October 1, 2019, request against those
that were provided in response to each of the original public records requests from residents. We found that
a number of records that existed and were responsive to the original resident requests were provided to us
but not to the original resident requestors.
This is troubling because, at the time of their requests, residents were highly concerned about the city’s
issues regarding retiree health care coverage. The city’s response to their public records requests exhibited,
at best, a lack of transparency and, at worst, the deliberate withholding of public records from the public,
which went directly against the letter and spirit of Florida’s public records laws.
1. J.M.’s Public Records Request (PRR) Number 5858 of October 27, 2017
The OIG determined that HR Director Robin failed to produce certain responsive records in the
first public records request we reviewed, PRR number 5858 that J.M. made to Ms. Robin on
October 27, 2017. This request stated the following:
Amanda [Robin], I received your 10/23/17 letter addressed to all retirees and it states
a comprehensive review was recently conducted of its retiree health insurance
program. Please provide a copy of the review. Also, please provide a copy of the
results from the RFP # 2013-14/26 at a cost of $12,500 with Arthur J. Gallagher and
Company DBA Healthcare Analytics. Thank you . . . .
On its face, the request appeared to be in search of a single document, “a comprehensive review” of the
program. However, in light of J.M.’s subsequent request, PRR number 6101 (discussed below), and
giving city staff the benefit of the doubt, we considered that the city could have responded with multiple
documents if its staff believed more than one document constituted a comprehensive review. As neither
the custodian of records, the City Clerk, nor the department with the responsive records, HR, attempted
to clarify what he was looking for, we looked at the city’s response from both perspectives.
The OIG reviewed the city’s February 18, 2020, response to our request for records regarding PRR
number 5858. Per the city’s response to us, the city provided J.M. with two files that were responsive to
the second part of his request regarding Arthur J. Gallagher and Company DBA Healthcare Analytics
(Exhibits 12 and 13), but neither of these documents addressed the first part of his request, like the
monitoring by utilization and enrollment reports, the Retiree Health Plan Spreadsheet, the Retiree
Health Plan Analysis, or anything else that could, in the aggregate, constitute the “comprehensive
review” of the retiree health insurance program that J.M. requested.
After noting in a subsequent public records request, discussed in more detail below, that J.M. had
received three responsive files in PRR number 5858, the OIG accessed the city’s public JustFOIA portal
and confirmed that the city provided another record in response to PRR number 5858 that it did not
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provide to the OIG. 21 It was a .pdf file titled, “Retiree Eligibility Analysis,” which contained a table
with data, some of which was highlighted in yellow or blue. (Exhibit 2) There was neither any title,
legend for the yellow or blue highlights, nor written explanation that gave any context or meaning to the
data in the document.
The first part of the table, spanning about four and one-third pages, was populated with approximately
224 rows of data under the following column headers: “First Name,” “Last Name,” “Benefit Class,”
“Gender,” “DOB,” “Age 12/31/17,” “Hire Date,” “Retirement Date,” “Yrs of Service,” “Fire/Police?”,
“ERIP?”, “Hired after 10/1/02 Stipend among,” [blank], and “Age at time of Retirement.”
The second part of the table, also spanning about four and one-third pages and populated with
approximately 224 rows of data, had the following column headers: “Medical,” “Total Premium,”
“Post-Tax Deduction,” “Difference,” “Dental,” “Total Premium,” “Post-Tax Deduction,” “Difference,”
“Vision,” “Total Premium,” “Post-Tax Deduction,” “Contribution,” “Retiree Basic Life,” “Pre-Tax
Deduction,” “Post-Tax Deduction,” and “Contribution.” No totals or summaries appeared anywhere on
the table.
Ms. Robin first said that the comprehensive review described in her letter to the retirees was achieved
through collaboration; the city and Gehring Group conducted analyses in Excel, and the analyses reports
were probably combined into one at the end. She said she did not recall a comprehensive report,
summary, or final summary report being written for the comprehensive review.
However, later in her interview, when the OIG presented her with the Retiree Eligibility Analysis
spreadsheet (Exhibit 2), she explained that it was in fact the comprehensive review that she mentioned
in her letter to retirees, including J.M. According to Ms. Robin, this spreadsheet was the only record
that existed at the time the city received J.M.’s request that was the compilation of all the records about
which she was speaking. She explained that the spreadsheet did not include every retiree from the city
but instead every retiree that received one form of a city benefit such as life insurance, health insurance,
dental, and the like, and that the city analyzed health insurance data as a whole and not only the data
related to retirees over 65 years of age.22
In reviewing the Retiree Eligibility Analysis spreadsheet, which she said was the comprehensive review,
she explained that the rows highlighted in blue were to show employees who were hired after October 1,
2002, which was when the provision for health insurance changed and made the subsidy for these
employees different. She could not recall what the data highlighted in yellow meant. The OIG notes
that even though the HR Director herself was unable to explain what some of the data in the analysis
The city did provide the OIG with three documents but one of those documents was J.M.’s original request to the city.
The OIG was only provided with two substantive documents that the city provided to J.M.
22
The OIG notes that the undated Retiree Eligibility Analysis had 224 retirees listed, whereas the response given to J.G., in
PRR number 8652 discussed below, had 17 retirees listed, yet the Monitoring Utilization report showed over 3,785 retirees
under 65 and 3,474 retirees over 65, during the period of October 2013 through September 2016, which were listed as the
enrolled contracts under the city’s plan. Thus, the city provided J.M. and J.G. with significantly less information than they
had at the time.
21
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meant, she believed this document served as the “comprehensive review” of the city’s health insurance
plan, which was cited in letters to affected retirees, including J.M.
The OIG also presented Ms. Robin with the Retiree Health Plan Scope Spreadsheet (Composite Exhibit
10) and Retiree Health Plan Analysis (Exhibit 11) that the OIG received from the city in response to our
October 1, 2019, request letter. Ms. Robin reviewed the Retiree Health Plan Scope Spreadsheet but
said she had no idea if the information in them was related to the comprehensive review or analysis
that Gehring Group or the city conducted. Furthermore, she said she did not know how the
information would have played into the analysis because that was what the city paid in claims for
those years under those specific groups. 23 Although the information contained in the file did not
include the cost to the city for the entire duration of the violation, which was undefined at the time,
we noted that it included a summary calculation of the cost for a prior three-year period, 2013 to
2015, which was $1,914,718.70.
Ms. Robin reviewed the Retiree Health Plan Analysis email that the HR Consultant sent to Ms.
Robin on November 29, 2016, with the subject “Health Issue.” She said that she recalled receiving
this email and probably read it at the time but did not recall if it was provided to J.M. in response
to his October 2017 public records request, acknowledging that, based on the information the OIG
provided during her interview, it appeared that it was not. Ms. Robin told the OIG that she does
not produce emails; IT does. She also said that the HR Consultant’s Retiree Health Plan Analysis
was not provided to J.M. because his request was very broad, and the Retiree Eligibility Analysis
spreadsheet was what HR considered to be the analysis at the time.
Specifically, Ms. Robin asserted that the Retiree Eligibility Analysis was the only record
concerning the multiple analyses that were conducted and that existed at the time PRR number
5858 was made, saying that it was the compilation of all the records about which she was
speaking.
First, we note that PRR number 5858 was a very specific request for a “comprehensive review” of
the “retiree health insurance program.” City staff could have interpreted this to mean all
documents in support of the city’s review of its health plan and its conclusion that it had overpaid
retiree health insurance benefits. But under this view, even a broad public records request does not
excuse an agency from providing every record that is responsive to the request, no matter how
voluminous or inconvenient the response might be to the agency. 24 What is more, where there are
several responsive documents, the law provides no authority whatsoever for the position that an
agency may choose to provide the one record it deems to be the most representative record in
response to a public records request.
Second, we did not find credible Ms. Robin’s suggestion that the Retiree Eligibility Analysis was
the only document that met what J.M. was looking for when he requested a copy of the
comprehensive review that the city had recently conducted of its retiree health insurance program
23
24

See OIG Figures 1 and 2, above.
See State ex rel. Davidson v. Couch, 156 So. 297, 300 (Fla. 1934).
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(Exhibit 14), and that the Retiree Health Plan Scope Spreadsheet (Composite Exhibit 10) and Retiree
Health Plan Analysis (Exhibit 11) were not. Under the view that just one document was responsive to
PRR number 5858, of the documents the OIG reviewed, only the Retiree Health Plan Analysis met
J.M.’s criteria.
The online Merriam-Webster dictionary’s definition of “review” includes, “a critical evaluation,”
“a retrospective view or survey,” “to go over or examine critically or deliberately,” and “to give a
critical evaluation of.” 25
In our interview with the Former Risk Manager, whose position significantly involved the city’s
insurance program and employee benefits program, he stated that while he worked for the city,
there was not a single specific document that could be called a comprehensive review of the health
plan. 26 After reviewing the Retiree Eligibility Analysis file, which the city produced to J.M. in
response to his request for the comprehensive review, the Former Risk Manager said that it was
probably a BenTek report but not the comprehensive review that Ms. Robin referenced in her
letter. It was part of the review, but it was just data. The file’s data did not address what the city
did or what the data meant. The file did not explain how the data affected the city’s decision
making. On the other hand, he assessed the HR Consultant’s Retiree Health Plan Analysis as an
extensive review of the health plan that correctly identified the issues, saying without question that
it was clearly an analysis.
J.M. told the OIG that, when he submitted PRR number 5858, he did not know the name of the
“comprehensive review.” Therefore, he just used the words that Ms. Robin used in the first
sentence of her letters to the retirees. He recalled receiving the Retiree Eligibility Analysis, but the
information in it made no sense and was of no value to him, because he neither understood the
information’s context nor what it represented. Furthermore, he did not believe that it was the
comprehensive review.
He said he had numerous conversations with Ms. Robin and had one or two meetings with the
former city manager about the retirees’ health care issue and his public records requests. In a faceto-face meeting with Ms. Robin, he told her that he wanted the comprehensive review. Instead, in
response to PRR number 5858, he received the Retiree Eligibility Analysis spreadsheet that made
no sense to him.
At one point, Ms. Robin referred him to the chief financial officer, and his pursuit of the records
went “down a rabbit hole,” as the chief financial officer told him that Ms. Robin was the person
who had all the information that J.M. was requesting, and he was only responsible for paying the
bills. J.M. believed that he did not get exactly what he needed from the city after “delay” and
“deceit on the part of the city.”

Retrieved on August 25, 2021, from https://www.merriam-webster.com/dictionary/review.
The Former Risk Manager resigned his position in August 2016, before the HR Consultant authored her Retiree Health
Plan Analysis.
25
26
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The OIG showed the City Clerk the Retiree Health Plan Analysis email that the HR Consultant sent
to Ms. Robin on November 29, 2016, (Exhibit 11), as well as J.M.’s records request number 5858
(Exhibit 14). When asked whether it was responsive to J.M.’s request, she stated, “If I would have read
it, I would have said that to just give him everything that pertains to the, to health insurance because we
don’t hold back.” “Okay, so, to me if we would have saw [sic] [the Retiree Health Plan Analysis], then
of course it would have been something that we would’ve provided. But this is my first time ever
seeing it.” She explained that the Retiree Health Plan Analysis email was not provided to J.M. because
he requested a copy of a comprehensive review, and her office depended on HR to provide that.
The City Clerk told the OIG that IT did not get involved with every public records request that the city
received because it was unnecessary. IT was involved when a public record request required a search
by the city on the city’s servers, including e-mail searches. The City Clerk said she had no way of
knowing if a study was done, internally or externally; therefore, her office would not have had the
knowledge to instruct IT to search for emails pertaining to it. From her office’s perspective, sending the
request to HR would have sufficed because any study or review conducted by the department would
have been known by the director or assistant director of HR. It would have been up to the department to
provide records to the city clerk’s office. In a follow-up e-mail to the OIG on March 30, 2021, after her
interview, she confirmed that PRR number 5858 was not routed to IT. (Exhibit 15)
The OIG notes that at the time of J.M.’s requests, Ms. Robin was the HR Director, and, in our interview
with her, she acknowledged that she did receive the Retiree Health Plan Analysis from the HR
Consultant.
After further reviewing the HR Consultant’s Retiree Health Plan Analysis email, the City Clerk
could not say whether the Retiree Health Plan Analysis could have been the comprehensive review
referred to by Ms. Robin in her October 23, 2017, letter to city retirees. She told us that a search
request for emails responsive to PRR number 5858—such as the Retiree Health Plan Analysis
email—would not have gone to IT, as PRR number 5858 did not specifically seek emails.
Based on the city’s response to J.M.’s request and later to the OIG, the OIG concluded that the city
did not provide the OIG with the Retiree Eligibility Analysis record that it had provided to J.M.
Additionally, Ms. Robin did not provide J.M. with records that were responsive to his request,
under either view that he sought a single document or a series of documents.
2. J.M.’s PRR Number 6101 of November 23, 2017
Dissatisfied with what the city produced in response to PRR number 5858, J.M. submitted a follow-up
request, PRR number 6101, that he emailed on November 23, 2017, in essence clarifying any
misunderstanding that Ms. Robin may have had about what documents he sought when he sought a
copy of the “comprehensive review.” The OIG determined that Ms. Robin and the City Clerk were
responsible for not providing any records in response to this request.
Again directed to Ms. Robin, J.M.’s second request stated, in part, the following:
OIG 19-010-M
October 28, 2021
Page 24 of 58

BROWARD OFFICE OF THE INSPECTOR GENERAL

PRELIMINARY REPORT RE: CITY OF DEERFIELD BEACH OFFICIALS
WITHHELD PUBLIC RECORDS REGARDING RETIREE HEALTH BENEFITS MISSPENDING

Amanda, I received from the City Clerk’s office three documents, however,
these are not what I requested. Specifically, my request was to provide a copy
of the comprehensive review as mentioned in your 10/23/17 letter to all retirees
of the city’s retiree health insurance program. I was provided an excel
spreadsheet with some information regarding retirees health. To better assist
you in providing the information for my request, it is to include all
correspondences, emails, letters, analysis, and actuaries regarding the city’s
review of the retirees health insurance program. . . . Thank you in advance for
providing the correct information regarding retiree health insurance. [J.M.]
In this follow-up request, J.M. sought multiple documents that would constitute the comprehensive
review that Ms. Robin had written about in her letters to retirees.
The OIG again reviewed the city’s production of records to the OIG to establish what records it
provided to J.M. in this request. Yet, instead of providing the Retiree Health Plan Scope Spreadsheet,
the Retiree Health Plan Analysis, or any other city records, the city provided J.M. with a file which
resided in JustFOIA (Exhibit 16), which the City Clerk said came from HR. It contained the
following response:
Human Resources - To give you the fairest reading to your request, I have to accept
the very broad based nature of the request. Therefore, in order to produce the
documents requested under the analyses of retiree health insurance and all
documents related thereto including every letter (i.e. letters sent to every retiree) and
email etc., it is estimated that the time will be several days of work. We will be
happy to do so, but would require a deposit that we?d [sic] discuss with the Clerk
unless you can provide more specific details of the documents you are looking for.
If we don?t [sic] hear otherwise, we will provide a more detailed estimate of time.
During her interview, the OIG presented Ms. Robin with HR’s response to J.M. Ms. Robin did not
know who wrote that response and explained she has never seen a response in that format. (Exhibit 16)
Ms. Robin also told the OIG that, because J.M.’s follow-up request included emails about the retirees’
health insurance program and it was IT that produced emails, she did not know why J.M. was not
provided with the Retiree Health Plan Analysis email. This claim ignored the irrefutable facts that the
HR Consultant sent the Retiree Health Plan Analysis directly to Ms. Robin and that Ms. Robin reviewed
it and discussed it in her official capacity as HR Director.
In an email to the OIG after her interview, the City Clerk wrote that “we” sent PRR number 6101 to
IT—presumably to search for responsive emails and other documents—but since J.M. verbally
cancelled this request, nothing would have been given to him, anyway. (Exhibit 15)
However, we found no evidence that J.M. ever cancelled this request. In fact, J.M. told the OIG that he
did not have a recollection of verbally cancelling the request but, instead, he remembered he just “left it
open.” He never received the comprehensive review from the city, even though it was a record that
should have been readily available. The City Clerk provided no further information on this cancellation,
OIG 19-010-M
October 28, 2021
Page 25 of 58

BROWARD OFFICE OF THE INSPECTOR GENERAL

PRELIMINARY REPORT RE: CITY OF DEERFIELD BEACH OFFICIALS
WITHHELD PUBLIC RECORDS REGARDING RETIREE HEALTH BENEFITS MISSPENDING

and there was no reference or documentation about it in JustFOIA or the JustFOIA history log, where
we would expect such reference or documentation to be.
Neither did the city provide the OIG with any documentation to show that anyone ever sent a detailed
estimate of time to J.M. as the city’s response said they would. According to J.M., he recalled having a
conversation with the Assistant City Clerk, in which she just told him that his public records request
would cost a fair amount of money. He thought that the city may have sent him an email about the cost,
but it was not something that looked like an invoice and did not have any detail about the estimated
hours and hourly rate that the city would charge. Furthermore, the city never produced such an email to
the OIG in response to any of our requests for records related to this issue. Thus, without a more
detailed estimate of time, J.M. was never made aware of what the cost of his request would be.
According to J.M., he was frustrated that he did not get the information that he initially requested. Once
he received the response stating that his request would produce voluminous records and that the city
would be back in touch with him with an estimate, he had had enough and believed that he was not
going to get any further along because he and other retirees did not have any money and in his opinion
the delaying and deceptiveness were part of a cover-up. He said he never received the analysis he
requested because “it was just being withheld.” The city provided no information to the OIG on this
estimate and there was no further reference about it in JustFOIA either, where we would expect it to be.
The City Clerk told the OIG that she did not recall getting involved with PRR number 6101 and did not
know whether her office contacted Ms. Robin to inform her that J.M. was requesting the comprehensive
review that Ms. Robin referred to in her letter to the retirees. Furthermore, the City Clerk said that
because she was not in the HR department, she could not answer whether she knew about the
comprehensive review’s existence or whether the comprehensive review only consisted of the Retiree
Eligibility Analysis spreadsheet. Finally, the City Clerk was unable to explain during her interview
why the city did not provide J.M. with either the Retiree Health Plan Scope Spreadsheet or the
Retiree Health Plan Analysis in response to his public records request.
Ms. Robin did not recall what happened when the city received PRR number 6101 and did not
recall being contacted by the clerk’s office about it, but said she was not denying that it happened.
When the OIG asked if she received a copy of the request since it was specifically addressed to
her, she replied that, even though she was sure she received it, she did not specifically recall
receiving it. She said, however, if she received a copy of the 6101 request, she read it and picked
up the portion that belonged to her department.
Ms. Robin did not recall the clerk’s office contacting her to obtain more details about the
comprehensive review, but she was sure they did. She further explained that J.M.’s follow-up was
for records that were produced as a result of that review, like the correspondence, the letters to
retirees, and so forth. Without explaining how she concluded that the Retiree Eligibility Analysis
spreadsheet was the comprehensive review, she reiterated that it was the comprehensive review
and that it was the record that existed for the request that was made.
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Ms. Robin told the OIG that she does not produce emails; IT does. Because J.M.’s request
specifically included emails, she did not know why the city did not provide J.M. with the Retiree
Health Plan Analysis email. She did not know that she would have recalled that this email existed
at the time J.M. submitted his request. She also pointed out that the city would not have proceeded
with processing the request if J.M. did not pay a deposit for the cost of the records. Although, as
noted earlier, the OIG did not obtain any indication that the city ever provided J.M. with the
detailed cost of his request.
We would have expected to find some documentation or explanation of why there was no follow
up to PRR number 6101, but we did not. The city responded to J.M. that, if it did not hear back
from him, it would provide an estimate for the cost of production. The city did not capture who
wrote this response, who was responsible for following up, or even whether the clerk’s office
forwarded it to HR. J.M. did not reply—telling us that he left it open—and the city never did
provide him with the estimate it said it would. The City Clerk informed the OIG that J.M. verbally
cancelled PRR number 6101, but the city did not offer and—significantly—we did not find any
record of such a cancellation.
The City Clerk was responsible as the custodian of records to produce responsive records to a
public records request, but neither she nor those under her direction provided an estimate for costs
to produce responsive records or any responsive records and thus, she is partly at fault for the
city’s failure to respond to PRR number 6101 in a lawful manner.
More concerning was that Ms. Robin directly received J.M.’s follow-up request, understood that
J.M. sought multiple records generated in conjunction with the city’s review, and in fact personally
received the emails that transmitted the Retiree Health Plan Scope Spreadsheet and the Retiree
Health Plan Analysis, but still only provided J.M. with the Retiree Eligibility Analysis. Worse yet,
she suggested that IT should have retrieved a record for which the city contracted and which she
had in her custody as the basis her department used to make changes to the retirees’ health care
plan. For all these reasons, we found it remarkable that Ms. Robin continued to maintain that the
Retiree Eligibility Analysis, which the city had provided to J.M., was the comprehensive review.
Under any interpretation of PRR number 6101, the Retiree Health Plan Analysis that was in Ms.
Robin’s custody was clearly a summary of the HR Consultant’s comprehensive review that the city
hired her to conduct, was responsive to J.M.’s request, and at least it should have been provided to
him in response to PRR number 6101.
3. J.G.’s PRR Number 8652 of September 20, 2018
Another resident, J.G., was keen to understand the scope of the retiree health plan issue. According to
JustFOIA records, he submitted PRR number 8652 on September 20, 2018, which sought records
relating to the city’s payments for health care coverage for retirees 65 years of age and older. The OIG
determined that Ms. Robin failed to produce any responsive records.
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J.G.’s request was for records in Ms. Robin’s custody, as follows:
With Regard to Sept 17 Commission Meeting, and Amanda Robins [sic]
presentation of the facts of what she said happened.27 Note this is regarding
Retiree’s Insurance being paid after they were 65 as well as their dependents,
though they were not entitled to it. She has brought up many questions after I
listened to her presentation. I would like all her notes, and documentation
showing that payments went back to the 1980’s. She stated it – so I am sure she
has the supporting documentation in her hand. I would like copies of it.
This request, also, was subject to interpretation. J.G. could have meant that he wanted the records
showing that the problem had existed back to the 1980s, or he could have meant that he wanted any
records from the 1980s forward that showed how much the city paid for retirees’ insurance and their
dependents after they were 65 years of age. As neither the custodian of records, the City Clerk, nor the
department with the responsive records, HR, attempted to clarify what he was looking for, we looked at
the city’s response from both perspectives.
The OIG reviewed the city’s February 18, 2020, production of records to the OIG to establish what
records it provided to J.G. in this request.28 We found that the city provided both J.G. and the OIG with
a single document, an Excel spreadsheet named, “Response (1) – PRR 8652.xlsx”29 (Exhibit 17)30 that
was authored by Ms. Robin and created on October 10, 2018, according to the document’s properties.
The spreadsheet contained a table comprised of 24 columns labeled, “Last Name,” “First Name,”
“Middle Name,” “DOB,” “Marital Status,” “Age as of 06/27/2016,” “DOH/Status Begin Date,” “Status
End Date,” “Gender,” “Address,” “Address 2,” “City,” “State,” “Zip,” “Email Address,” “Benefit
Class,” “Carrier,” “Coverage Type,” “Coverage,” “Plan Name/Benefit Amt,” “Tier,” “Monthly
Premium,” “Medicare on File according to CSA w FL Blue,” and “Medicare Part.” The table was
populated with 17 rows of data.
This document was responsive to J.G.’s request if he sought records of payments from the 1980s
forward; however, the OIG found that the city failed to produce other records that were responsive to
J.G.’s PRR number 8652, under either the interpretation that he sought records showing the problem
went back to the 1980s or the interpretation that he sought records showing payments from the 1980s
forward.
The meeting to which J.G. was referring was a city commission meeting that took place on September 17, 2018. In the
meeting, Ms. Robin explained that she took over the HR department in January 2015 and could not speak to what occurred
before her time. Nevertheless, a benefits broker was brought in with the approval of the commission once she took over
the role, which led to discovering that retirees over 65 were in the system; the analysis and review showed this issue dated
back to the 1980s.
28
We were not concerned with whether the city provided Ms. Robin’s notes, as personal rough drafts and notes are
generally not public records so long as they remain personal and are unshared. Shevin v. Byron, Harless, Schaffer, Reid and
Associates, Inc., 379 So. 2d 633, 640 (Fla. 1980); The J. Coalition v. The First Dist. Ct. of App. Jud. Nominating Commn.,
823 So. 2d 185, 186 (Fla. 1st DCA 2002); AGO 05-23.
29
This was the file name of the document provided to the OIG. The same document was provided to J.G. but the file was
named “PRR.xlsx.”
30
The OIG redacted the retirees’ names and addresses in accordance with Florida law prior to releasing this report.
27
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The OIG found that Florida Blue’s monitoring by utilization and enrollment reports for retirees over 65
for the enrollment years ending September 2014, 2015, and 201631; the Retiree Health Plan Scope
Spreadsheet; or the Retiree Health Plan Analysis—which showed some but not all retiree health
insurance costs to the city since the 1980s—were in HR and should have been provided if J.G.
sought records of payments from the 1980s forward. We also found that the Retiree Eligibility
Analysis (Exhibit 2)—which contained a column that showed the dates of retirement for several
retirees, some of which dated back to the 1980s—was in Ms. Robin’s custody and should have
been provided if J.G. sought records showing that the problem went back to the 1980s. But Ms.
Robin forwarded none of these documents.
The OIG presented Ms. Robin with PRR number 8652. She said she did not recall seeing it as it was a
long time ago. When the OIG showed her the city’s response to this request (Exhibit 17), she explained
that the response looked like a report pulled from BenTek, but she did not specifically recognize what it
was and was unable to point out who might have pulled this report. Regarding the accuracy and
completeness of the city’s response, she thought that her department gave the wrong record. To her, it
looked like a spreadsheet with a similar name was uploaded, but it was not the correct one. She
believed that the city should have provided J.G. with the same Retiree Eligibility Analysis spreadsheet
that they provided J.M. instead of the “Response (1) – PRR 8652” Excel spreadsheet.
The OIG found that, under either view that J.G. sought records showing that the problem went
back to the 1980s or sought records showing payments from the 1980s forward, Ms. Robin did not
identify and gather responsive records. Based on the city’s response to J.G.’s request, the OIG
concluded that Ms. Robin did not provide J.G. with responsive records.
HR took up the thorny issue of the overpayment of benefits for retirees and expended considerable time and
effort to resolve the issue for over a year by the time the city received the first of the three public records
requests discussed in this report. It defies logic to believe that Ms. Robin and her staff worked on the
problem with such determination for so long and yet failed to amass and organize the records in a way to
enable HR staff, particularly its director Ms. Robin, to work on and reference the documents necessary for
their task. Such an effort and organization would have necessarily allowed for records responsive to these
public records requests to be identified, gathered, and released. After we showed the Former Risk Manager
what the city produced in response to these public records requests, he stated, “ . . . I can tell you this: that I
know that there is a lot more documentation in the system. Or at least there was when I was there, about
how, what in the thunder is going on with all this stuff. Cause there was a lot, it took a considerable amount
of research to determine what was going on within the plan.”
The city’s failure to produce responsive records in response to J.M. and J.G.’s requests falls squarely on Ms.
Robin’s shoulders. She was an addressee on each of the emails that contained the Retiree Health Plan

While we would have expected that the city was in the possession of monitoring by utilization and enrollment reports for
enrollment periods prior to 2013, the city did not provide them to the OIG or to any public records requestors of which we
were aware.

31

OIG 19-010-M
October 28, 2021
Page 29 of 58

BROWARD OFFICE OF THE INSPECTOR GENERAL

PRELIMINARY REPORT RE: CITY OF DEERFIELD BEACH OFFICIALS
WITHHELD PUBLIC RECORDS REGARDING RETIREE HEALTH BENEFITS MISSPENDING

Scope Spreadsheet and the Retiree Health Plan Analysis.32 Also, as the director of HR, she was charged
with producing the city’s responses to PRR numbers 5858, 6101, and 8652, and, indeed, she provided some
responsive records but certainly not all of them and not what the requestors sought or expected under any
interpretation of their requests.
We considered the defense that Ms. Robin may have not provided the monitoring by utilization and
enrollment reports, the Retiree Health Plan Scope Spreadsheet, or the Retiree Health Plan Analysis in
response to PRR numbers 5858, 6101, or 8652 because the comprehensive review to which she referred in
her letters to retirees was an amalgamation of several tasks by several individuals and did not refer to a
single document—a defense that she asserted at the beginning of her interview with the OIG on April 19,
2021. To maintain this defense, she would have had to concede that she did not disclose the multiple
documents in HR or in her custody that related to a general review. Meaning, under this view, if the Retiree
Eligibility Analysis was responsive, then at least the monitoring by utilization and enrollment reports, the
Retiree Health Plan Scope Spreadsheet, and the Retiree Health Plan Analysis were responsive as well.
But instead, upon seeing the Retiree Eligibility Analysis table later in the same interview, she changed
course and insisted that that single document was the record to which she referred in her letters to retirees.
Unfortunately for Ms. Robin, a comparison of that record (Exhibit 2) against the monitoring by utilization
and enrollment reports (Composite Exhibits 5, 6, and 7), the Retiree Health Plan Scope Spreadsheet
(Composite Exhibit 10), and the Retiree Health Plan Analysis (Exhibit 11) proves that the Retiree Eligibility
Analysis simply did not fit the description of what J.M. was seeking—a copy of the comprehensive review
that the city’s HR department had recently concluded. Under the view that just one document was
responsive, of the documents the OIG reviewed, only the Retiree Health Plan Analysis met J.M.’s criteria.
We also considered whether Ms. Robin’s failure to provide these particular records was inadvertent. But in
addition to the implausible and uncorroborated claim that the indecipherable Retiree Eligibility Analysis
was the comprehensive review of the subject, we observed (1) that the Former Risk Manager believed that
the city did not provide requestors with information they sought and (2) that Ms. Robin had motives not to
release these documents—the Retiree Health Plan Analysis in particular—that would have provided fodder
to critics of the city’s administration.
As to the city’s treatment of public records, according to the Former Risk Manager, the city was not willing
to release a lot of information while he was there. He said he always disagreed with the city about how it
refused to share a lot of the information that did not contain personal or health information. At the time, one
individual’s public records requests were viewed as “nuisance requests.” He said he was baffled about why
the city would not simply provide requestors with the information they requested, saying that the city should
have acknowledged its mistakes, addressed them, and moved forward. He related that he once printed a
letter upon instructions of the former city attorney and Ms. Robin to avoid “leaving a footprint” in the
“Every person who has custody of a public record” has the duty to produce it. Puls v. City of Port St. Lucie, 678 So. 2d
514 (Fla. 4th DCA 1996) (emphasis in original); Mintus v. City of West Palm Beach, 711 So. 2d 1359 (Fla. 4th DCA 1998).
In the context of public records law, “custodian” refers to anyone within an agency who has the power to release or
communicate a public record. Mintus. Supervision and control over the document are enough to make the document
within the individual’s custody. Williams v. City of Minneola, 575 So. 2d 683, 687 (Fla. 5th DCA 1991).
32
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system about issues with the city’s insurance opt-out benefit. He felt that the city did not like sharing its
information and felt that could simply be the city’s motivation for its potential lack of responsiveness to
public records requests.
As to motives, in the Retiree Health Plan Analysis, the HR Consultant specified that retirees who had come
to rely on the city’s assurances that they need not sign up for Medicare Part A or B were facing the
withdrawal of those subsidies. She wrote, “If you do not address those 23 retirees (there could be more after
contacting the remaining members) who feel they have been misled by the Human Resource predecessors,
legal action could and probably would be attempted.” (Exhibit 11, p. 3) Particularly in the context of Ms.
Robin’s omission of this concern in her letter to the retirees that prompted the public records requests in the
first place, the release of the Retiree Health Plan Analysis to critics of the city’s officials could have been
explosive on this issue alone, but there was more.
Within the Retiree Health Plan Analysis, the HR Consultant also concluded that the city continued
contributing to retiree health insurance subsidies without authority for more than a decade. She wrote that
some HR employees in the past had told retirees not to sign up for Medicare, which would have offset city
costs in addition to containing costs for the retirees. The analysis identified that there were 22 individuals
classified as surviving spouses who were over 65 and 206 retirees with medical coverage through the city,
and her analysis included data on the prior three years of retirees’ claims. It also provided several
suggestions for HR action going forward. All of these points provided issues for Ms. Robin and her
predecessors to be held accountable by critics of the administration, some of whom she described as retirees
who were “very angry.”
The City Clerk was the city’s custodian of records and, by her own statement, responsible for ensuring that
the city processed public records requests in accordance with the law. Here, she failed to ensure the proper
follow-up required for PRR number 6101.
The City Clerk also informed the OIG that her office did not provide annual training to department directors
on how to process public records, a matter that was particularly concerning where the designated
department responder was trained to consult his or her supervisor or the department director if there was a
problem gathering records for a public records request.
We fault the City Clerk for her office’s failure to follow up with a cost estimate for PRR number 6101,
which was tantamount to a failure to properly collect and release responsive public records.
INTERVIEW SUMMARIES
As a part of the investigation, OIG staff conducted several interviews. The statements made in significant
interviews are summarized below.
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1. Interview of Amanda Robin
Ms. Robin began working for the city in February 2006 in the city clerk’s office. Two months later she
was promoted and transferred to the city manager’s office. In January 2015, she became the HR
director.
In her capacity as HR Director, her duties and responsibilities were to oversee six employees who
handled recruiting, employee benefits, employee relations, worker’s compensation, employee retention,
and collective bargaining.
In general, public records requests came from the City Clerk’s office to HR through JustFOIA. The
software generated an e-alert that prompted whoever received it to log into the system to see what the
request was about. Ms. Robin’s HR assistant was designated to review the requests, send an email to
the whole team about each request, and advise the specific employee whom she believed was the person
responsible for the requested record about the public records request. Depending on the record, Ms.
Robin may have been its keeper and may have been the one who provided the record so that it could be
sent to the City Clerk’s office. Prior to the HR assistant coming on board, her job position did not exist,
so all the employees within HR received the e-alert from JustFOIA.
When an employee clicked on the link provided in the e-alert and then signed into JustFOIA, the
employee could see the information about the request. If the request was verbally made or was received
via email, the information would be loaded into JustFOIA. Depending on the record that was gathered,
Ms. Robin might have performed a review prior to her department routing the request to the City
Clerk’s office. For instance, if it was a basic record like a personnel file, Ms. Robin did not review it.
HR provided everything they had in the file related to the public records request. However, if a records
request was not “black and white,” Ms. Robin helped her employees to get an understanding of what
record was being requested. As the HR department head, Ms. Robin did not recall being required to
provide via email or thru JustFOIA, a statement certifying that every record was provided by her
department. To her knowledge, the city has never provided incomplete records in response to a public
records request.
If the HR department had follow-up questions about a request, they provided the City Clerk’s office
with the questions and the City Clerk’s office reached out to the requestor for further clarification. Once
HR gathered any existing records, they routed them to the City Clerk’s office for further processing,
which included handling any redaction that may have been necessary.
HR did not usually communicate with the city’s IT department. Ms. Robin recalled that years ago the
IT department ran a query for a public records request that did not yield any results. The IT department
assumed that the query they ran was not the right one, so they contacted the HR department to obtain
better keywords than the ones they were using to conduct their query. Ms. Robin did not recall what the
subject matter of that specific public records request was. It was a matter of naming, like someone
called something a summary document but the HR department called it an analysis.
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HR used BOSSDesk33 to communicate with IT but not for anything related to public records requests.
Regarding communications with other city departments, Ms. Robin occasionally contacted the city
attorney’s office when she had a legal question about a public records request.
[Ms. Robin viewed a copy of a letter from her to a city retiree dated October 23, 2017 (Exhibit 4).] Ms.
Robin recognized the letter and confirmed that the signature on the letter was hers. The comprehensive
review mentioned in the first sentence of her letter was some time ago, and she would try her best to
remember. Before 2017, it was brought to their attention that there were some issues with the retiree
insurance and people over age 65 still being on the plan. The issues triggered a review. She did not
remember the timeframe, but before 2017 the city did paper enrollments, so there was no online
enrollment system to even run reports to see who was on the plan, off the plan, age, or anything. It was
very cumbersome because, even though the city had a third-party administrator, the city could not run
reports that were necessary to be able to view that. As a result, sometime before 2017, the city hired
Gehring Group, a benefits broker, that brought in a program called BenTek. The program enabled the
city to switch to online enrollment, which then allowed them to run reports and see what was on there.
To determine who would still be eligible to remain on the plan and whether it would be subsidized or
unsubsidized, they reviewed the existing city policies and procedures and the reports. The review
process took them more than six months, and throughout the process there were conversations with
legal. The city then set a deadline for the implementation of prospective changes to fix the issues and
sent out the notification letters.
The comprehensive review was achieved through collaboration. The city and Gehring Group conducted
analyses in Excel, and the analysis reports were probably combined into one at the end. However, Ms.
Robin did not recall a comprehensive report, a summary, or a final summary report being written for the
comprehensive review.
The city attorney’s office was involved with the issues and potential solutions early on, and Ms. Robin
only recalled one presentation to the city commission about them. Ms. Robin and one of the attorneys
presented these issues to the commission when the city initially discovered them and before they
performed the full analysis. In their presentation, Ms. Robin and the attorney informed the commission
about the analysis that they were planning to do to fix the issues. They did not have to get the
commission’s approval to conduct the analysis. She did not recall if they went back to update the
commission after the issues were fixed.
[Ms. Robin viewed a copy of a public records request submitted by J.M. that was assigned PRR number
5858 (Exhibit 14) and the city’s response to this public records request, which included the following
records: (1) a PDF file named “20. Health Care Actuarial Services,” (2) a PDF file named “2014_142,”
and (3) a PDF file named “Retiree Eligibility Analysis.”] Ms. Robin was not sure about the HR
technician’s responsibilities regarding public records requests, but she was probably the recordkeeper
for certain records. Ms. Robin did not recall what their process was back then. Nonetheless, she
33
BOSSDesk is an information technology infrastructure library (ITIL) service desk for cloud and on-premises use with an
interface that facilitates IT service management. Retrieved on September 23, 2021, from https://www.bosssolutions.com/Features-Datasheet/BOSSDesk%20Datasheet%205.10.21.pdf.
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believed that the HR technician’s general responsibility was to upload requested records into JustFOIA
after she was provided with the location in the drive to retrieve the records. For this request specifically,
Ms. Robin would have provided the Retiree Eligibility Analysis spreadsheet to the HR technician or at
least directed her to the server location where the spreadsheet was saved.
After the PRR number 5858 request, J.M. submitted another request explaining that he received three
documents from the city but those were not what he had requested. Ms. Robin did not specifically recall
having any communication with J.M. regarding the responsive records that he received from the city for
the PRR number 5858 request and his statement that those records were not what he requested.
The Retiree Eligibility Analysis spreadsheet was the only record concerning the multiple analyses that
were conducted that existed at the time the city received J.M.’s request. It was the compilation of all the
records that Ms. Robin was speaking of. They began pulling the data from the benefits enrollment
system and populated some of the other data from other systems.
[Ms. Robin reviewed the Retiree Eligibility Analysis spreadsheet again.] The spreadsheet did not
include every retiree from the city but instead every retiree that received one form of a city benefit (i.e.,
life insurance, health insurance, dental, etc.). They analyzed the health insurance data as a whole and
not only the data related to retirees aged over 65.
The Retiree Eligibility Analysis spreadsheet was the comprehensive review that she mentioned in her
letter to all the retirees. At the time, she most likely provided the Retiree Eligibility Analysis
spreadsheet for the HR technician to upload into JustFOIA, the HR technician uploaded it, and the city
provided it to J.M.
[Ms. Robin viewed a copy of PRR number 6101, which J.M. also submitted (Exhibit 20).] Ms. Robin
did not recall what happened when the city received PRR number 6101 and did not recall being
contacted by the City Clerk’s office about it. She was not saying it didn’t happen, she was saying she
did not recall that it happened. Even though she was sure she received a copy of the request since it was
specifically addressed to her, she did not specifically recall receiving it. If she received a copy of the
PRR number 6101 request, she read it and picked up the portion that belonged to her department.
[Ms. Robin viewed the city’s response to J.M.’s PRR number 6101 public records request (Exhibit 16).]
Ms. Robin did not know who wrote that response and has never seen a response in that format, either,
but that may be because she did not know the back end of JustFOIA. She did not know the format in
which a response from HR would show up for the City Clerk’s office. It may be what HR responded
back to the clerk for that public records request.
Ms. Robin did not recall the City Clerk’s office contacting her to obtain more details about the
comprehensive review, but she was sure they did. She reiterated that the comprehensive review was
that spreadsheet and that was the record that existed for the request made. There was no summary, so
the city provided that record. J.M.’s follow-up was for records that came and were produced as a result
of that review, such as correspondence and letters that went to every retiree and all of that.
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The rows highlighted with blue on the Retiree Eligibility Analysis spreadsheet were those employees
with a hire date after October 1, 2002, which was when the provision for health insurance changed and
made the subsidy for these employees different. She did not recall off-hand what the data highlighted in
yellow meant. She did not recall if she spoke to J.M. about the highlighted data. She recalled speaking
to many retirees at the time, so she did not remember what conversations she had with J.M. versus other
retirees who were “very angry.”
The city contracted the HR Consultant as a part-time employee to review all the data gathered along
with the city’s policies and procedures, to determine what was in the system, and to determine whether
the city was applying benefits to retirees consistently. After the HR Consultant completed her research
and analysis, Ms. Robin contacted the city attorneys.
[Ms. Robin viewed the email transmitting the Retiree Health Plan Scope Scoresheet to the HR
Consultant and Ms. Robin and the “23663_Summary of Plan Spend for Retirees_0101201312312015.xlsx” attachment (Exhibit 8 and Composite Exhibit 10).] Ms. Robin had no idea if that
information was related to the comprehensive review or analysis that Gehring Group and the city
conducted. She did not know how that information would play into it because that was what the city
paid in claims for those years under those groups.
[Ms. Robin viewed the Retiree Health Plan Analysis email that the HR Consultant sent to her on
November 29, 2016 (Exhibit 11).] The subject of the email was “Health Issue,” and the body of the
email contained a letter that included the following title: “Re: Deerfield Beach – Health Plan Analysis.”]
Ms. Robin recalled receiving this email, and she probably read it at the time. However, she did not
recall if this email was provided to J.M. in response to his October 2017 public records request but
based on the records that the OIG had showed to her during the interview, it appeared it was not. The
Retiree Health Plan Analysis was not provided to J.M. because the record they did provide was what
HR considered the analysis at the time. J.M.’s request was very broad, and that was what HR believed
his request was for. To her knowledge, the Retiree Eligibility Analysis spreadsheet was the
comprehensive review while the formal formatted letter that the HR Consultant emailed to her was not.
She did not know why J.M. was not provided with the Retiree Health Plan Analysis if his PRR number
6101 follow-up records request included emails, letters, and analyses regarding the city’s review of the
retirees’ health insurance program because she did not produce emails, the IT department did.
Therefore, when a person requested emails, the request was routed to the IT department, not to the
department that the email record related to (such as the HR department), and the IT department
conducted an email search on their own. The city would not have proceeded processing the request if
J.M. did not pay a deposit for the cost of all the records that he requested.
When the city hired the HR Consultant, the city realized it had an issue, and it was at the time that the
HR Consultant turned “all that” over to the city that the city started its internal fixing of the problem.
Ms. Robin did not know whether she would have recalled that the HR Consultant’s email existed at the
time that J.M. submitted his request.
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[Ms. Robin viewed a copy of PRR number 8652 that J.G. submitted to the city (Exhibit 21).] She did
not recall seeing J.G.’s PRR number 8652 request. The interview was going back in time, and her brain
did not go back that far.
[Ms. Robin viewed a copy of the September 17, 2018, city commission meeting minutes (Exhibit 22).]
HR would have just been looking at the BenTek records to see retirement dates and age. The Retiree
Eligibility Analysis spreadsheet that the city provided to J.M. started small, but data kept getting added
to get to the final spreadsheet. In addition to the BenTek information, she would have had handwritten
notes that she used while presenting to the commission. Her notes weren’t public records as they would
have just been her hand-written notes to speak.
[Ms. Robin viewed the city’s response to J.G.’s PRR number 8652, which consisted of an Excel file
named “Response (1) - PRR 8652” (Exhibit 17).] To her, the response looked like a report pulled from
BenTek, but she did not specifically recognize what it was and was unable to point out who might have
pulled this report from BenTek.
[Ms. Robin viewed the JustFOIA history log related to J.G.’s PRR number 8652 (Exhibit 23).]
She did not know what the “Confidential – Legal Review” was about. Regarding the accuracy and
completeness of the city’s response, Ms. Robin thought that HR gave the wrong record. It looked like a
spreadsheet with a similar name was uploaded but it was not the correct one. J.G. should have been
provided with the same Retiree Eligibility Analysis spreadsheet that was provided to J.M. instead of the
“Response (1) - PRR 8652” Excel spreadsheet. Aside from that, she believed the city’s response to be
complete since her notes were not a public record.
[Ms. Robin viewed a copy of PRR number 8669, which J.G. submitted to the city (Exhibit 18) and
the city’s response to J.G.’s PRR number 8669.] She believed that she had seen the information
included in “Response (1) - PRR 8669” before. She did not know if it related to item two of J.G.’s
request referenced above. She did not recall whether the city came up with the $400,000 amount
mentioned in J.G.’s request. She had seen the report included in the file named “Response (3) - PRR
8669,” and she believed that her department provided it to the City Clerk’s office.
When email records are requested, they go through the IT department. HR did not necessarily go
through emails for such records requests. HR provided what it felt were the responsive records to J.G.’s
request. When she read this request, she was not thinking of every expansive email that the Assistant
HR Director may have sent the HR Consultant two years prior. J.G. was asking for copies of
information that they put together to show how they came up with this amount. Ms. Robin did not think
at that point anybody would have thought about the email, which contained a particular record of
information pulled from the payment system. The record that the city did provide to J.G. was the
breakdown of the difference in claims that showed the savings from when the city fixed the problem,
prospectively. Ms. Robin would not have thought that the assistant HR director’s email would have
been responsive to that request based on what he asked for. The HR Consultant’s email was also not
responsive to the request because it was not related to the premium discussion that was referenced in his
request.
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For the public records requests discussed throughout her interview, she would have been the one who
referred the HR technician to the specific location in the computer server’s drive and provided the title
of the document that she needed to pull and upload into JustFOIA.
In order to make sure that the city was being responsive and to prevent any relevant or related record
from not being produced to a requestor in response to a public records request, the city could go back to
the requestor and find out what they were specifically looking for.
2. Interview of the City Clerk
The City Clerk began her employment with the city as a temporary employee in December 2005. In
February 2006, she was selected as the deputy city clerk. In May or June 2013, she became the acting
city clerk and in October 2014, she was appointed as the city clerk.
The city clerk is the official custodian of records for the city. Her duties and responsibilities as related to
public records requests are to ensure that the applicable relevant departments retrieved records and
provided them to the requestor. The Assistant City Clerk is the person who disseminates the requests,
but, if she is out of the office, then the City Clerk serves as her backup and takes over the responsibility
of routing the requests to the applicable department(s).
The city has a policy that lays out how employees need to handle a public records request. The City
Clerk’s office also offered public records request training to new employees and annually to most city
employees. Her office encouraged city employees to forward them any public records requests if the
employee was not sure about redaction or not sure on how to handle the request. Her office did not
offer annual public records request training to department directors, instead, her office discussed with
directors and assistant directors how to handle a public records request if they received one. The city
attorney also provided an overview of public records laws to directors and assistant directors.
When the city received a public records request through an email, it immediately advised the requestor
that his or her request was received, that it would be routed through JustFOIA, and that if the request
required an extensive amount of labor, the city would require him or her to pay upfront for the labor
required to process the request. Even though the disclaimer was provided to requestors, not all requests
required extensive labor.
As part of the training that the City Clerk’s office provided to city employees, it advised them to notify
her office of any request so that it could run the request through the JustFOIA system. However, there
could have been a few instances in which a city employee outside of the City Clerk’s office initially
received the public records request in an email, responded to the request if he or she had the record
readily available, and copied the City Clerk’s office in the email response to advise that the request was
handled. In that scenario, the City Clerk’s office would not go back and enter the request into the
system. Nonetheless, her office encouraged the other city employees to copy them in the email response
so that they could keep a record of the request and the response.
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The actual public records request email from the requestor was not forwarded to the city department(s)
that had custody of the requested records. Instead, the content of the public records request email from
the requestor was copied and pasted into JustFOIA where the request was processed and tracked. Once
the email content was entered into JustFOIA, an employee from the City Clerk’s office routed it to a
designated employee in the pertinent city department(s), and each designated employee retrieved the
record. If the employee from each pertinent department could not retrieve the record, he or she would
contact the immediate supervisor or the department director for assistance. Once the city departments
retrieved the records and provided them to the City Clerk’s office, one of her staff conducted a review of
the records. Generally, the City Clerk did not review simple public records requests. She mostly took
the time to review extensive public records requests but there may have been exceptions. For instance,
if the city received a public records request for city emails and 1,000 emails were retrieved, she did not
review the 1,000 emails because she did not have the time and her office did not have the manpower to
conduct such a review.
If the City Clerk’s office deemed that the request could result in liability for the city or there was a
chance that records could be exempt, then her office made sure that the city attorney reviewed the
records before production was complete and the requestor received the records. Not all public records
requests were forwarded to the city attorney for his review. Additionally, if a city employee outside of
the City Clerk’s office initially received a public records request, the employee’s department could
contact the city attorney directly, if necessary, without going through the City Clerk’s office.
The city departments did not provide the City Clerk’s office with any certification or written
confirmation about the department production of all relevant records to the City Clerk’s office. “We
have to trust our staff that they are, you know, they understand the importance of the public records law,
so it is just demonstrating trust. But, no, we, we don’t, they don’t certify that they have a record or don’t
have a record.”
If the city received a very broad request or a request that was not specific, the city tried to work with the
requestor to narrow down the request. If the requestor did not want to narrow down the request, then the
city went in accordance with the information on the request and provided the records if the records
existed. Otherwise, the City Clerk’s office advised the requestor that the city did not have the requested
records.
A requestor did not need to have a document name to receive a document. If a requestor submitted a
public records request without providing a specific document name or document title because he or she
did not know it, the City Clerk’s office communicated with the requestor to determine what the contents
of the document were or what the document was pertaining to.
The city’s IT department did not get involved with every public records request that the city received
because there was no need for it. IT was involved when a public records request required a search on
the city’s servers, including email searches. When the City Clerk’s office received such a public records
request via email, the content of the email was copied and pasted into JustFOIA, and the request was
routed to IT. The city clerk’s office had to take an additional step, which involved the use of a software
called BOSSDesk. The city clerk’s office provided the public records request number to IT along with
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brief information about the request through BOSSDesk. Then IT reached an understanding of what the
requestor was asking for and developed search criteria and search techniques to conduct a query on the
city’s server. If they did not obtain results from the query, someone from IT informed the Assistant City
Clerk of that. The Assistant City Clerk then communicated with the City Clerk and on occasion they
offered additional search criteria IT.
She did not know what date range IT would use if conducting a query on the city’s server if the public
records request did not specify a date. Depending on the nature of the request, the Assistant City Clerk
or someone from the City Clerk’s office would contact the requestor and try to obtain a date from him or
her.
[The City Clerk viewed copies of the following: (1) a letter from Ms. Robin to a retiree dated October
23, 2017 (Exhibit 4); (2) J.M.’s PRR number 5858 (Exhibit 14); (3) the city’s response to the public
records request, including a PDF file named “2014_142,” a PDF file named “20. Health Care Actuarial
Services,” and a PDF file named “Retiree Eligibility Analysis” (Exhibits 12, 13, and 2).] “I recall
providing you guys with the log. . . . But no, I did, I didn’t work on that because it, it’s not something
that, it seemed like it was a straightforward situation.” Because this request was simple and
straightforward, she would not have been involved with it, unless it had started taking a really long time.
“[J]ust because a person’s name isn’t in there doesn’t mean that they didn’t work with them. The person
that we routed it to, they understand how to use the system. So, not everyone is trained the same way
on using JustFOIA, and we train one person in particular for each department so that when and if
requests do come through, they understand how to add the re-, add the document and how to complete
the task. Which completing the task, sends it back to the clerk’s office saying, ‘Hey we are done. All of
our information has been received, and we can release it.’”
The City Clerk knew neither whether Ms. Robin was involved with the processing of PRR number 5858
nor how employees in HR gathered the requested records. She did not talk to Ms. Robin about this
request.
[The City Clerk viewed a copy of J.M.’s second request, PRR number 6101 (Exhibit 20).] She did not
recall getting involved with this public records request.
[The City Clerk viewed the city’s response to J.M.’s PRR number 6101 public records request (Exhibit
16) and accessed the city’s JustFOIA system.] She confirmed that this was what J.M. received in
response to the PRR number 6101 request. PRR number 6101 was the last request that the city received
from J.M.
She could not answer whether the comprehensive review existed and whether the comprehensive review
only consisted of the Retiree Eligibility Analysis spreadsheet. She was not in the HR department. “I
can only tell you what I know about our health insurance policy. I can’t tell you anything about the
retirees.”
[The City Clerk viewed the history log for PRR number 6101 (Exhibit 24).] A section of the request
said it was to include all correspondences, emails, letters, analysis, and actuaries regarding the city’s
review of the retirees’ health insurance program. Whenever a requestor asked for emails, her office
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made sure that the request was routed to IT so they could run a keyword search on their server. The text
file (“Response (1) - PRR 6101”) (Exhibit 16) that the city provided to J.M. and later to the OIG, was a
response from HR, not from IT.
[The City Clerk viewed copies of three items: (1) PRR number 8652 submitted by J.G. (Exhibit 21);
(2) the September 17, 2018, city commission meeting minutes (Exhibit 22); and (3) the city’s response
to J.G.’s PRR number 8652 (Exhibit 17).] She didn’t review the city’s response. “. . . I hate to say it,
but our departments don’t really, we don’t collaborate on certain things.” So, she could not determine
whether it was a correct response. “Just as my assistant clerk wouldn’t be able to look at this and say,
‘Oh, this is a good response’ because our departments don’t collaborate on that level . . . .”
[The City Clerk viewed a copy of the November 28, 2016, Assistant Director of HR email and attached
Retiree Health Plan Scope Spreadsheet (Exhibit 8 and Composite Exhibit 10).] If the requestor asked
the city for emails, the IT department would have been involved; otherwise, it would not have been
involved.
[The City Clerk viewed the email from the HR Consultant to Ms. Robin on November 29, 2016, that
was the Retiree Health Plan Analysis (Exhibit 11).] The City Clerk had never seen this email. She did
not know who the HR Consultant was and had not heard her name before. She could not say if she
thought that it could have been the comprehensive review Ms. Robin referenced in her October 23,
2017, letter to city retirees.
She could not say whether the HR Consultant’s Retiree Health Plan Analysis email should have been
provided to J.M. “I’m not in the HR department and I don’t know what they would consider a
comprehensive review…” As to whether that email was responsive to J.M.’s request, “If I would have
read it, I would have said that to just give him everything that pertains to the, to health insurance because
we don’t hold back.” “Okay, so, to me if we would have saw [sic] it, then of course it would have been
something that we would’ve provided. But this is my first time ever seeing it.” The Retiree Health Plan
Analysis email was not provided to J.M. because he requested a copy of a comprehensive review and
the City Clerk’s office depended on the department to provide that information and the request would
not have gone to IT. She had no way of knowing if a study was done, internally or externally.
Therefore, the City Clerk’s office would not have had the knowledge to instruct IT to search for emails
pertaining to a request. From the City Clerk’s office’s perspective, sending the request to HR would
have sufficed because Ms. Robin or the Assistant HR Director would have known about any study or
review that their department conducted. It would have been up to the department to provide the records
to the City Clerk’s office.
She was unable to explain why the Retiree Health Plan Scope Spreadsheet or the Retiree Health Plan
Analysis were not provided to J.M. or J.G. in response to their respective public records requests.
[The City Clerk viewed a copy of PRR number 8669 that J.G. submitted (Exhibit 18).] The City Clerk
suggested that the city should start doing things differently and possibly route requests through IT. She
would need to talk to the IT director first, to see if the IT department could perform an exhaustive search
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without taking too much of the employees’ time. IT had two employees who worked on public records
requests but still held a myriad of other responsibilities.
3. Interview of the Assistant City Clerk
The Assistant City Clerk began working for the city in 2009 as a temporary employee. In 2010, the city
hired her as a full-time administrative support specialist in the clerk’s office. Within a short period of
time, she became the clerk’s office supervisor and became the assistant city clerk about six years ago.
Her responsibilities included transcribing minutes, overseeing the agendas for city commission
meetings, overseeing the city’s records retention, and processing public records requests. She reported
to the City Clerk.
The Assistant City Clerk believed there was a written city policy regarding the processing of public
records requests. About ninety percent of the public records requests were made to the city through
JustFOIA and the remaining ten percent were made to the city via telephone or email, but they were
ultimately entered into JustFOIA, also. On average per month, the city received 200 public records
requests.
When the Assistant City Clerk received a public records request, she reviewed it. If the request was not
understandable, either she or the City Clerk contacted the requestor via telephone or email to clarify
what he or she requested. If the public records request was too voluminous, they provided an invoice to
the requestor, usually via email, before they processed the request. The city had a schedule of charges
or rates for public records requests. If she did not receive a payment from the requestor within a week,
she sent him or her a follow-up email.
The city has always received a payment after an invoice was issued to the requestor. Therefore, she was
unable to explain what happened to a request if a requestor did not pay an invoice.
After her initial review of a request, the Assistant City Clerk distributed it to the department(s) that the
public records request pertained to. For instance, if she received a public records request for a budget,
she would distribute the request to the financial services department. Likewise, if the public records
request was for a personnel policy, she would send the request to HR. A specific department’s
involvement in a public records request depended on what records were being requested.
If the city received a public records request that pertained to city emails, the public records request was
routed to the IT department and that department gathered the requested emails. To gather emails for a
public records request, IT ran a keyword search. So, there was a possibility that the requestor was
provided with emails that contained the keyword but were irrelevant to the request. Another instance in
which IT would be involved in processing a public records request would be if a requestor wanted an
invoice related to the IT department; most likely both the IT and financial services departments would
be involved in processing that request. She did not know if IT helped the other city departments pull
records by running keyword searches in the other departments’ servers.
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After she distributed the public records request to the specific department, an administrative employee
compiled and gathered the records. The department director approved the records prior to them being
uploaded to JustFOIA, and then the city released them. However, she did not know if there was a form
or document that department directors signed to confirm that the records they compiled and gathered
were complete with respect to the public records request. After they uploaded the records to JustFOIA,
the administrative employee had to click on a “complete” button. Once the department employee
clicked the button, JustFOIA sent an email notification to the City Clerk and Assistant City Clerk stating
that the department completed processing the request.
For the HR department, Ms. Robin was the Assistant City Clerk’s contact for public records requests.
Most of the time the City Clerk or the Assistant City Clerk conducted a final review of the records to
make sure that the records were properly attached. However, when processing a public records request
for city emails, the clerk’s office might not have conducted a review of all the emails that IT provided.
Sometimes IT pulled 1,000 emails, and the City Clerk’s office did not review each email. The type of
public records request determined who, either the City Clerk or the Assistant City Clerk, conducted the
final review.
Most of the time the city provided the records to the requestor through JustFOIA. She was not aware of
any instance where the city provided incomplete records in response to a public records request.
A situation where an individual asked for a “comprehensive review” of the city’s retiree health
insurance program, but the city did not provide the review to the requestor and, therefore, the requestor
submitted a second public records request notifying the city that the records he received were not
responsive to the first request would have been brought to the city clerk’s attention so that the city could
get “to the bottom of it.” The City Clerk would have directly contacted the requestor to discuss the
requests. In a situation like that, the city would try to obtain as much clarification as possible from the
requestor about the records that the individual was asking for. The city’s contact with a requestor would
be attached to JustFOIA, if the contact was made via email. A telephone contact with a requestor would
not be logged anywhere, unless the city’s contact was made via telephone and the city followed-up with
an email to the requestor confirming what they discussed via telephone.
4. Interviews of the HR Consultant
The HR Consultant worked for a third-party administrator that administered self-insured health plans for
about nine years. She worked for the City of Hollywood for ten or eleven years in the HR department
where she had the health plan under her purview, so she became knowledgeable about the technical
aspects of health plans.
The city hired her as a consultant to review the existing health plan and advise the city what to do to
resolve the issue regarding retirees over 65 staying on the health plan without Medicare A and B as the
primary payor. She did not know how far back the issue with the retirees went or when the city realized
it had the issue. For her review, she just took a snapshot of what was going on during that time.
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She signed an employment contract with the city that began on October 25, 2016, that listed her job title
as “consultant.”
To conduct her review of the city’s health plan, HR provided the HR Consultant with a lot of reports,
booklets, and census data. She thought some people would think the information that the city gave her
was voluminous, but she was unable to state definitively that it was. She also used the phone numbers
of city retirees that the city provided to her to call the retirees who did not have claims. She asked them
if they had Medicare parts A and B. She did not recall having access to any of the city’s systems.
The HR Consultant worked 40 to 50 hours total for about one month on this project and she updated
Ms. Robin throughout the duration of the project. At the end of it, the HR Consultant gave Ms. Robin a
“report” with her recommendations to the HR department, even though her contract probably did not
require her to do so.
She recalled having a short meeting with Ms. Robin, an attorney, and another gentleman to talk about
her report. During the meeting, the HR Consultant expressed to them that the city should not “turn the
boat around abruptly” and that the city needed to consider people’s expectations of the city’s health plan
since that was how the health plan had been administered for a while. The last two tasks that the HR
Consultant performed for the city were submitting the report to Ms. Robin and attending that meeting.
The HR Consultant and Ms. Robin had no contact for some time after she left. After three or four
months, Ms. Robin called her. Based on the HR Consultant’s recollection, Ms. Robin offered her
another project, but the HR Consultant was not interested because of personal and family reasons. She
had not been in contact with Ms. Robin or anyone from the city since that last contact she had with Ms.
Robin.
The HR Consultant received the data for medical claim amounts paid within the November 28, 2016,
Assistant Director of HR email with the Retiree Health Plan Scope Spreadsheet attached (Exhibit 8) as
part of her review. She did not specifically recall this email and, as a result, she did not know if the city
obtained this data from Gehring Group or from the insurance carrier.
The Retiree Health Plan Analysis email (Exhibit 11) looked like the report she provided to the city. She
did not recall if anyone from the city specifically asked her to write that email report; however, she
thought that it was the appropriate response to the city since she was contracted to review the plan.
Nobody from the city told the HR Consultant to avoid talking about her review, nor did anyone ever ask
her to deliver the report personally instead of emailing it. Aside from the issue with the health plan, she
did not know of any other issue that the city had.
Although the HR Consultant reached out to some of the individuals in the city to “ascertain the whole
situation,” she was not hired to simply call former city employees or city retirees. She did not know
why the consulting agreement that she entered into with the city on October 25, 2016, did not specify
that she was hired as a consultant to review the existing health plan at the time and advise the city what
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to do in order to resolve the issue that the city was having regarding retirees over 65 staying in the health
plan without Medicare A and B as the primary payer. Nonetheless, “it was all about this issue . . . .”
Former HR employees had given out information to city retirees that was not particularly accurate. She
believed that the inaccurate information that former HR employees provided was that there was no need
for city retirees to sign up for Medicare Parts A and B once they turned 65 years.
The Florida Blue monitoring by utilization and enrollment reports were very common reports. Even
though the bottom of the reports showed a footnote stating that the report was a Florida Blue report, she
believed that the Gehring Group ran these reports for the city. Per her recollection, Gehring Group
placed one of their employees on site at the city, but she did not recall the name of the member that
worked on site. She believed that Gehring Group provided the monitoring by utilization and enrollment
reports to her, not the city.
As an administrative services only (“ASO”) member, the city had access to its own data and could run
its own reports with the parameters that it needed, for example, for a particular time period. She went
over her report and noted that one of her suggestions to the city was for city employees to learn how to
run the Florida Blue reports.
She explained some of the terms in the monitoring by utilization and enrollment report for retirees under
65 from October 2015 to September 2016 (Exhibit 25)34 and their significance.
If a person were to ask how much the city spent on the retirees’ health insurance program during
October 2015 to September 2016, the person would receive several reports because the insured are
divvied up by divisions. There would not be a single report necessarily.
If someone wanted to know how much the city spent on the retirees’ health insurance program during
October 2015 to September 2016, this document would show the person that. The city’s payment to
Gehring Group might not be included in this report, as they have been paid by the city from
commissions of the stop-loss or life insurance, and the division “R03” report only included a “certain
segment of Deerfield Beach.”
The record with a “<65 HRA Employer Contribution” hand-written header showed monthly premium
equivalents (Exhibit 26). When an organization is self-insured, the ASO fee, broker fees, stop-loss
insurance cost and the actual claims go into an actuary. A headcount and a premium equivalent get
calculated. The monitoring by utilization and enrollment reports provided actual expenses that the city
incurred related to their health insurance program during a given period, so they were a better option
than the HRA employer contribution records.

34

Exhibit 25 included the code “R03,” which the HR Consultant said the city used for individuals under 65 years of age.
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The list that showed last names, first names, addresses (including cities and zip codes), email addresses,
phone numbers, references, and handwritten notations such as “??” or “Active or Retired” (Exhibit 27)35
was what the city provided to the HR Consultant and what she used to contact retirees.
The list that showed columns such as employee (number), status, first name, last name, benefit class,
gender, date of birth, address, was what she probably used to determine which employees were active
and which were retired and if they were under 65 or over 65 years. (Exhibit 28)36 She warned the city
that many employees were coming up on retirement and the city needed to advise these employees of
any new arrangements and changes to the plan.
5. Interview of the Former Risk Manager
The Former Risk Manager began his employment with the city in February 2014 as a risk analysis
manager. The risk department was rolled into the HR department, so he reported to the former HR
director. He was responsible for overseeing the city’s insurance program and employee benefit
program, which included property and casualty, workers compensation, and health insurance programs.
A year later, he was promoted to risk manager, but his duties did not really change.
The city had a self-insured health plan and paid Florida Blue an annual fee of about $350,000 to be the
third-party program administrator. A self-insured plan was different from a fully insured health plan.
With a fully insured health plan, the employer paid the insurance company a premium regardless of the
claim costs and the amounts of the claims. In a self-insured plan like the one the city had, the city
assumed a given amount of claims costs on any individual, for example, the first $300,000 in claims by
any individual and up to $2 million for the group, so the city needed to make sure that the plan was
solvent and that funds were set aside to reimburse the claims costs of the employees to Florida Blue.
Any claim costs after the amount that the city assumed, that is, the first $300,000 in claims by any
individual and up to $2 million for the group was reinsured. The city paid a lower amount in insurance,
for example, $60, instead of a much higher premium (i.e., $1,000), so if the city did not spend the funds
budgeted for claims (i.e., the first $300,000), then the city saved money.
Before the Former Risk Manager began working for the city, another employee performed the risk
analysis, but he did not have the ability and knowledge needed to manage the city’s health plans. No
one at the city reviewed the claims; for at least five years prior to the Former Risk Manager coming on
board, the health plans had not been actively managed by anyone at the city. A self-funded plan that
was not monitored could become an issue. When he began working for the city, a representative for
Florida Blue informed him that the city owed over $1 million for two months that the city had not
reimbursed Florida Blue the claims costs.
The Former Risk Manager started going through files and documents to figure out what had been going
on. He began identifying inconsistencies and problems. He noticed that HR had written policies that
35
36

The OIG redacted the names and addresses of retirees in compliance with Florida law prior to releasing this report.
The OIG redacted the names and addresses of retirees in compliance with Florida law prior to releasing this report.
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had not been implemented correctly or consistently. He also brought up to the city the need to contract
an actuary, which they did with Gallagher Healthcare Analytics.
After inconsistencies and issues with the health plan had been identified, HR decided to change the
health plan and the retiree health plan coverage in 2015.
Unfortunately, around August or September 2014, the former HR director collapsed during a budget
meeting, and after that he never returned to work. The assistant to the city manager, Ms. Robin, was
promoted to acting director of HR. In her new position, she still reported directly to the City Manager.
Meanwhile, in 2015 and 2016, HR tried to get the unions to understand that it was necessary to
implement the proposed changes to the health plan because the cost levels to the city were not
sustainable. Shortly before August 2016, the unions agreed to the proposed changes.
The Former Risk Manager and Ms. Robin fundamentally disagreed about the role that politics should
play in managing an employee benefits program. Ms. Robin’s interactions with HR employees were
profane and unpleasant. He could not work under hostile conditions, so he resigned in August 2016.
[The Former Risk Manager viewed a letter from Ms. Robin to a city’s retiree dated October 23, 2017
(Exhibit 4) and a copy of PRR number 5858 (Exhibit 14).] “I can tell you Amanda Robin never did [a
comprehensive review of the employee coverage], because she doesn’t understand it.” The employee
benefits consultant from Gehring Group might have assisted Ms. Robin after the Former Risk Manager
left the city.
While he worked at the city, there was not a single specific document that could be called a
comprehensive review of the health plan. His review of the city’s health plan was done over time,
maybe well over one year and his findings about issues with the city’s administration of the health plan
were gradual. Every time he researched an issue, he found four more issues. For budgetary purposes,
on an annual basis, a review of the health plan and the claims cost data from the previous 18 months was
made. Then, the city projected what the group insurance claims costs would be for the subsequent 18
months. He reviewed the city’s health plan monthly and as claims were made, he updated the data.
[The Former Risk Manager viewed three files that the city provided J.M. in response to his October 27,
2017, public records request. (Exhibits 2, 12, and 13).] The Retiree Eligibility Analysis file was
probably a BenTek report. This file could not be the comprehensive review that Ms. Robin referenced
in her letter. It was part of the review, but it was just data. The file’s data did not address what the city
did or what the data meant. It did not explain how the data affected the city’s decision making. The
other two files appeared to be related to another section of J.M.’s request that related to request for
proposal (RFP) number 2013-14/26.
[He viewed copies of (1) PRR number 6101 (Exhibit 20); (2) the city’s response to PRR 6101” (Exhibit
16); and (3) the November 28, 2016, Assistant Director of HR email sent to the HR Consultant and Ms.
Robin and the attached Retiree Health Plan Scope Spreadsheet (Exhibit 8 and Composite Exhibit 10).]
He was doubtful on the data on the “Retirees Over 65” tab, because prior to him coming on board in
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2014, the budget lines were lumped together, and there was no way of differentiating between
dependents, employees, retirees over 65, and so forth.
[He viewed the Retiree Health Plan Analysis email that the HR Consultant sent Ms. Robin on
November 29, 2016. (Exhibit 11)] The Former Risk Manager did not recognize the HR Consultant’s
name. Based on the email, it appeared that the HR Consultant performed an extensive review of the
health plan and correctly identified the issues. Before 2017, the city became aware that prior to the
former HR director coming on board as director, HR employees had instructed several city retirees to
not enroll in Medicare, which was a big problem for the city. After reviewing the HR Consultant’s
email to Ms. Robin, he stated that without question the email was clearly an analysis of the data and that
it should have been turned over to J.M. in response to his public records request. His opinion was that
the city’s response to J.M.’s public records request was not adequate.
Public records requests pertaining to HR came from the City Clerk and went to Ms. Robin, who then
delegated the document gathering to someone within the department. The process was documented in
the system. If emails needed to be gathered for a public records request, he gathered them, not the IT
department. After documents had been gathered, Ms. Robin responded to the City Clerk.
When he was working there, the city was not willing to release a lot of information. For instance, the
city would claim that information being requested was health information that could impact an
individual or that the information was a personal work product, to avoid responding fully to public
records requests. He always disagreed with the city about how it refused to share a lot of the
information that did not contain personal or health information. At the time one of the individuals who
submitted public records requests was former city commissioner M.P. M.P.’s requests were viewed as
nuisance requests, but he did not recall what the city provided in response.
[The Former Risk Manager viewed minutes from the city commission meeting that was held on
September 17, 2018 (Exhibit 22).] Prior to Gehring Group’s review, everyone in HR was aware that the
city covered retirees well beyond their Medicare eligibility age. The following individuals knew that
retirees over 65 were being covered by the city’s insurance: Ms. Robin, the city manager, the former
assistant to the city manager/purchasing director, commissioner B.G., and former mayor J.R. Other city
commissioners were also aware to a greater or lesser extent, but they may not have had the capability to
understand the issues.
[He viewed a copy of PRR number 8652 that J.G. submitted to the city on Thursday, September 20,
2018 (Exhibit 21).] J.G. was absolutely correct when he wrote in his request that payments went back to
the 1980s.
[The Former Risk Manager reviewed the non-personal information contained in the Excel spreadsheet
that the city provided to J.G. in response to his public record request.] From what he saw, the
spreadsheet appeared to be another database that did not address J.G.’s request for documentation
showing that payments went back to the 1980s. In his opinion, the HR Consultant’s Retiree Health Plan
Analysis email was part of the analysis performed of the data and clearly fell under the request.
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Therefore, that email should have been provided to J.G. because he asked why Ms. Robin said what she
said at the city commission meeting.
He was baffled about why the city would not simply provide the requestors with the information they
requested. Historically, HR dropped the ball in a huge way when they provided wrong information to
the retirees. The city should have acknowledged that, addressed it, and moved forward. “Why, why
continue to hide it? It didn’t make any sense to me.” [As to whether the city should have provided J.G.
with the Retiree Health Plan Scope Spreadsheet:] “I mean that didn’t answer it entirely, but it certainly
would have given him some of the data…” For the early 2000’s the city could have generated the
information that J.G. requested but it would have been a nightmare to generate because there was
nothing electronically that broke it down. The city would have had to go back and manually pull all the
claims data from the hardcopy claim reports.
As to any additional records that could have been provided to J.G., in his opinion, the medical plan
premium analysis that he provided to the OIG during this interview (Exhibit 29)37 would have been
helpful because it showed that the cost was wrong. The medical plan premium analysis showed that the
total average monthly claim cost per member was $517.41. However, the total monthly premium
equivalent for employee only was $306.83 (10.00 % or $30.68 paid by the employee and 90.00% or
$276.15 paid by the city). Therefore, the city was paying for the difference, but the city had no idea that
it was doing so because no one knew how the plan worked and the city was pulling numbers out of thin
air. Additionally, retirees were also paying $30.68 but the cost was $517.41. So, the city thought it was
paying for $276.15 ($306.83 minus $30.68) but was paying $486.73 ($517.41 minus $30.68) per month
per retiree.
[During the interview, the Former Risk Manager emailed the OIG a letter. (Exhibit 30).38] He printed
and hand-delivered that letter to the then-city attorney and Ms. Robin in a meeting that they had in Ms.
Robin’s office on or around January 5, 2016. He did so to follow their instructions because the city did
not want the letter in the system, leaving a footprint about issues with the city’s insurance opt-out
benefit.
He did not recall other instances in which he was instructed by Ms. Robin or the city attorney to print
and hand in other records in person to him or her. Nonetheless, the city did not like sharing their
information, and that could simply be the city’s motivation for its potential lack of adequate responses to
public records requests.
“I can’t tell you the files and the names, and whether they’re work product or considered not work
product, or what have you. But I can tell you this: that I know that there is a lot more documentation in
the system. Or at least there was when I was there, about how, what in the thunder is going on with all
this stuff. Cause there was a lot, it took a considerable amount of research to determine what was going
on within the plan.”

37
38

The OIG did not conduct an analysis or verification of the data in this file.
The OIG redacted information in this document in accordance with Florida law prior to releasing this report.
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6. Interviews of J.M.
J.M. has been a City of Deerfield Beach resident for 35 years and has submitted public records requests
to the city. He recalled making public records requests to the city through email, the city’s website, and
through a request to Ms. Robin directly. All public records requests then went through the City Clerk’s
office and in the past when he submitted requests, he interacted with employees from the City Clerk’s
office. Typically, the city provided its response to him via email and in electronic format.
When a public records request was submitted to the city, it had to be “very specific to what you are
requesting.”
[J.M. viewed a copy of PRR number 5858, which he submitted to the city on Friday, October 27, 2017
(Exhibit 14).] J.M. recalled that he made this request because the city was altering benefits to retirees,
and he and other local retirees from the fire department wanted to investigate further. He did not know
what the “comprehensive review” looked like, or what the name of the review was when he submitted
this request. Per his recollection, he requested the comprehensive review because the city referred to it
in a letter sent to the retirees.
He did not recall what he specifically received in response to PRR number 5858 because this was
almost three years ago. He believed he did not get exactly what he needed from the city after “delay”
and “deceit on the part of the city” to provide him with information. He had to locate and review the file
he had for his requests and schedule another interview to provide the OIG with more definitive
information. The city may have provided him with an estimate of charges to process a request from
him, which he felt that was part of the deceit because to him it was not an adequate response from the
city.
[J.M. viewed a copy of PRR number 6101, which he submitted to the city on November 29, 2017
(Exhibit 20).] He did not recall if any city employee contacted him after he submitted his first request,
PRR number 5858, to obtain clarification about the records that he wanted to obtain from the city.
[He reviewed PRR number 6101. (Exhibit 20)] The city did not provide what he needed in response to
his first request. Therefore, in his second request, PRR number 6101, he was a little bit more specific.
Even though he had face-to-face meetings with Ms. Robin, he was not sure that he received the
“comprehensive review” he needed. His basis for believing that at the time the city did not provide
what he requested, in response to his requests, was that the city’s administration did not want to provide
the information because the city wanted to exclude the retirees. His impression was that the city was
withholding the information and making him, and others go through “different hoops” to get it.
However, he did not know why the city wanted to be deceitful.
The health care issue went back many years. About ten years ago, the city’s fire department merged
with the Broward Sheriff’s Office, and the union did not help the retirees throughout the merger.
Instead, the union agreed to a contract that affected the retirees’ health care. However, what triggered
OIG 19-010-M
October 28, 2021
Page 49 of 58

BROWARD OFFICE OF THE INSPECTOR GENERAL

PRELIMINARY REPORT RE: CITY OF DEERFIELD BEACH OFFICIALS
WITHHELD PUBLIC RECORDS REGARDING RETIREE HEALTH BENEFITS MISSPENDING

his public records requests to the City Clerk and the HR Director was the letter from the city informing
retirees that the city was going to change the retiree’s health program.
[J.M. viewed the November 28, 2016, Assistant Director of HR email to the HR Consultant and Ms.
Robin and the attached Retiree Health Plan Scope Spreadsheet (Exhibit 8 and Composite Exhibit 10).]
At the time there was a separate issue with retirees over the age of 65 because the city had been
collecting from retirees what the retirees over 65 thought was a supplemental Medicare benefit.
However, the city never had a supplemental health insurance plan for the retirees over 65. The city was
paying out of a city fund that Blue Cross Blue Shield administered. Then, as J.M. and other local fire
department retirees began to investigate their separate health care issue, the city informed a group of city
retirees over 65 that the city was not going to pay anymore for the supplemental Medicare benefit.
[J.M. viewed the Retiree Health Plan Analysis email that the HR Consultant sent Ms. Robin on
November 29, 2016. (Exhibit 11)] He did not believe that he received this email from the city, but
he needed to corroborate this by reviewing his files. He did not believe this email was the
“comprehensive review” that prompted the adjustment that affected him and other fire department
retirees and that he requested.
He did not believe he submitted additional public records requests after November 29, 2017. He
reiterated that he had to locate and review his file to provide the OIG with additional information about
his public records requests. He requested about a week to review his file and contact the OIG to
reschedule another interview.
[During the follow up interview, J.M. again viewed the November 28, 2016, Assistant Director of HR
email and the two Retiree Health Plan Scope Spreadsheet attachments to that email (Exhibit 8 and
Composite Exhibit 10).] He had heard the HR Consultant’s name, but he did not know what she did.
With respect to the information contained in the “Retirees Under 65” tab, the city should have provided
this information to him as part of a response to his request, and it would have helped to have the
information included in the “Retirees Under 65” tab. The information contained in the “Retirees Over
65” tab was not what he was looking for.
[J.M. viewed the Retiree Health Plan Analysis email that the HR Consultant sent Ms. Robin on
November 29, 2016 (Exhibit 11).] He and the other fire department retirees “never had any of this
information.” That email certainly contained more information that would have been beneficial for him
and others to review to understand what was going on. The information he viewed were all internal
documents that “never made it out to the public.”
When he submitted PRR number 5858 (Exhibit 14), he did not know about Gallagher Healthcare
Analytics and did not know the name of the “comprehensive review.” Therefore, in his public records
request he used the words that Ms. Robin used in the first sentence of her letter to the retirees. He still
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had not received the comprehensive review that he requested on October 27, 2017, and followed up on
November 29, 2017.39
He recalled receiving the Retiree Eligibility Analysis file. (Exhibit 2) However, that information did
not make any sense, and he thought this record was of no value because he did not understand the
information’s context or what it represented. He did not believe this was the comprehensive review.
The file named “20. Health Care Actuarial Services” (Exhibit 13) was a request and justification by the
Former Risk Manager for the city to pay for a $12,000 study but was not the copy of the study. The
witness filed named “2014_142” (Exhibit 12) was from 2014.
He had numerous conversations with Ms. Robin and had one or two meetings with the former city
manager about the retirees’ health care issue and his public records requests. In a face-to-face meeting,
he told Ms. Robin that he wanted the comprehensive review, and, in response, he received the Retiree
Eligibility Analysis spreadsheet that made no sense to him.
He was unable to recall if he specifically told the former city manager that he wanted the comprehensive
review, but he recalled that the former city manager asked Ms. Robin to be the point person. However,
Ms. Robin referred him to the former chief financial officer. J.M.’s pursuit of the records went “down a
rabbit hole,” since the former chief financial officer told him that Ms. Robin had all the information that
he was requesting and that he was only responsible for paying the bills.
At one point Ms. Robin routed his records request to the City Clerk. From the City Clerk’s office, he
primarily communicated with the Assistant City Clerk. She was forthcoming and had conversations
with him about his public records request. It was possible that during a telephone conversation with her,
she told him that the records the city provided to him were all they had.
[J.M. viewed a copy of PRR number 6101, that he submitted to the city on November 29, 2017.
(Exhibit 20)] He was frustrated that he did not get the information he initially requested.
When he received the city’s response to PRR number 6101 (Exhibit 16), he had had “enough of that.”
He and the other fire department retirees were not going to get further along because they did not have
any money, and, in his opinion, the delaying and deceptiveness were part of a cover-up.
He never received the analysis because “it was just being withheld.” He became aware of this because
he had a private conversation with the Former Risk Manager after he was let go by the city. The Former
Risk Manager provided J.M. with background information about what was going on within the city’s
HR department. This information made J.M. realize that he was not going to receive the information
that he needed and that he requested. The Former Risk Manager indicated to J.M. that by law a
comprehensive review of the city’s retiree health insurance program had to be conducted annually.
However, the Former Risk Manager did not know why the comprehensive review was not provided to
the public.
39

The date J.M. made this statement was August 4, 2020.
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He understood that the comprehensive review was readily available now, but he had not seen it.
He recalled a conversation he had with [the Assistant City Clerk’s first name], in which she told him
PRR 6101 would cost a fair amount of money. There might have been an e-mail that the city sent him
about the cost; however, it was his recollection that it did not look like an invoice, and it did not have
any detail about estimated hours or the hourly rate. He had no recollection of verbally cancelling that
request. He just “left it open” but never received the comprehensive review that he requested from the
city, even though it was a record that should have been readily available.
7. Interview of J.G.
J.G. was a resident of the city for about 20 years and submitted public records requests to the city via
telephone, email, or the city’s public records portal. He was unable to state how many public records
requests he had submitted related to the city’s payments for health insurance of city retirees who were
over 65 years old and qualified for Medicare.
When J.G. submitted public records requests in the past, he had been in contact with the Assistant City
Clerk and the City Clerk.
In the past when city employees did not understand his public records request, they called him.
However, he was unable to provide the OIG with the name of a female city employee who contacted
him in the past to obtain clarification about his public records request. He did not recall being contacted
by the city to inform him that any of his public records requests were too broad.
The former city manager was notified of some of J.G.’s public records requests to the city. He knew
this because he noted that the former city manager and the city attorney were copied on emails related to
his requests.
He believed that the city withheld a lot of information. Mayor B.G. said in a public meeting that the city
found out that since the 1980s the city had been improperly paying for health insurance of city retirees
who were over 65 years old and qualified for Medicare. The city did not stop making the payments
until 2018. Based on this information, J.G. believed that there should be a “decent sized file” related to
these payments. However, he only received bits and pieces, and he believed that he has not received
complete records from the city. He believed that when he received incomplete records from the city, in
response to a specific public records request, he possibly gave up on trying to receive complete records.
Both former and current employees indicated to him that the city was not providing complete records.
J.G. did not feel comfortable with providing the OIG with the names of the former and current
employees that said so.
He submitted public records requests to the city because he wanted to obtain and review the city’s data
and information. However, he received records that were hand-picked by Ms. Robin.
As for the contents of PRR number 8652, J.G. stated that the city did not provide complete records.
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[J.G. was described the contents of (1) the November 28, 2016, Assistant Director of HR email sent to
the HR Consultant and Ms. Robin with the Retiree Health Plan Scope Spreadsheet and the amounts
from a table contained in one of the spreadsheet’s tabs (Exhibit 8 and Composite Exhibit 10) and (2) to
PRR number 8669 (Exhibit 18), and (3) sections of the Health Plan Analysis email from the HR
Consultant to Ms. Robin (Exhibit 11).] J.G. did not know if in response to PRR numbers 8652 and
8669, the city provided the November 28, 2016, Assistant Director of HR email with the Retiree Health
Plan Scope Spreadsheet attachments or the Retiree Health Plan Analysis email. Since almost two years
had gone by, he did not recall what the city provided in response to PRR numbers 8652 and 8669.
J.G. questioned how the city handled public records requests. If he did not know the name or title of a
document or form that he wanted to request; he would not receive any record from the city. He knew
that recently a public records request was made to the city about the rates of pay of city employees that
have worked for the city during the COVID-19 crisis. In response, the city provided a document from
Ms. Robin that did not provide or list the rates of pay and basically did not give the requestor
information in “layman’s terms.”
Any possible violation of public records law was a minor issue to him. The main issue was the
inappropriate expenditure of taxpayer’s funds for the health care of retirees over 65 years old and their
dependents. The city should have never spent these funds because the city retirees qualified for
Medicare.
RESPONSES TO THE PRELIMINARY REPORT AND OIG COMMENT
In accordance with Section 10.01(D)(2)(a) of the Charter of Broward County, preliminary copies of
this report were provided to the City of Deerfield Beach and any implicated parties for their
discretionary written responses. The OIG received responses from the city, the City Clerk, and Ms.
Robin. These responses are attached and incorporated herein as Appendices A, B, and C, respectively.
We appreciate receiving these responses.
1. Response of the City of Deerfield Beach
The city, through the city manager, submitted a response that does not dispute the facts that the
OIG reports here and acknowledges several of the OIG’s conclusions. As to the point that the
city’s former employees receiving benefits under a city plan did not qualify for the confidentiality
exemption, the OIG agrees that a reasonable interpretation of Sections 121.021(2), 121.021(60),
and 121.031(5), Florida Statutes, mitigates staff’s culpability for misconduct in the release of city
retiree names and addresses. Accordingly, the OIG has stricken those parts of the report that found
misconduct for not redacting retiree names and addresses.
Without conceding that the Retiree Health Plan Analysis (Exhibit 11) was the comprehensive
review about which Ms. Robin wrote in her letters to retirees, the city acknowledges that the
analysis was part of the city’s initial review of the retiree health plan issue and that it would have
been better if the city had produced it in response to PRR number 5858. Saying that the
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Monitoring by Utilization and Enrollment Reports (Composite Exhibits 5, 6, and 7) would have
shown how much the city spent on the retiree health benefit plans from October 2013 to September
2016, it also suggests that these reports would not have been responsive to a request for a
comprehensive review.
As for the city’s failure to respond to PRR number 6101, the city observes that the City Clerk
continues to maintain that J.M. verbally cancelled the request but that her office should have
forwarded fee estimates and documented the verbal cancellation in writing. Had the IT department
completed a search for records responsive to this request, the city allows that the search may have
resulted in the production of the Retiree Health Plan Analysis and “other potentially responsive
records.” Accepting that the city’s processing of this request “supports room for improvement,”
the city is updating its public records policy to provide written documentation of cancellations and
cost estimates. It is also clarifying staff’s role in providing departmental records in response to
requests.
As to PRR 8652, the city takes the position that J.G. “requested records ‘showing that payments
went back to the 1980’s, referring to retiree health subsidy payments for retirees over age 65 that
were not entitled to the payments” (Appendix A, p. 2). Stating that the city was unaware of a
record that would fulfill the request in its entirety, it asserts that the BenTek report it did provide
(Exhibit 17) was a good faith response “with dates that would support potential subsidy payments
going back to the 1980s.” But this document does not show retirement dates at all, has an empty
column labeled “Status End Date,” and only shows a “DOH/Status Begin” date in the 1980s for
just three of the 17 retirees listed. According to this document, these three were still employed in
the 1980s; that is, the document does not establish that the city paid subsidies for them as retirees
in the 1980s. As we reported, there were other records that were responsive. In fact, during Ms.
Robin’s interview, she stated that the city sent the wrong record to J.G. when it provided the
BenTek report (Exhibit 17) and that it should have sent the Retiree Eligibility Analysis (Exhibit 2)
instead.
The city submits that Florida law did not require it to redact employee retirees’ names from the
Retiree Eligibility Analysis (Exhibit 2) in response to PRR number 5858 or names and addresses
from the BenTek report (Exhibit 17) in response to PRR number 8652 and that the failure to do so
could not constitute misconduct. We have carefully considered the city’s arguments. Although we
do not agree that the law clearly permitted disclosure under the circumstances, 40 we do agree that
there is sufficient question about the applicability of the exemption to retirees of municipal
systems—which exemption the city itself has invoked in the past 41—that we should not find
misconduct on this basis. 42 We have modified our report accordingly but recommend that the city
As to the city’s argument that the confidentiality provision of Section 121.031(5) did not apply to municipal retirees, the
Retiree Eligibility Analysis (Exhibit 2) when released to the requestor did contain unredacted names of four former elected
officials, FRS retirees who were indisputably covered by Section 121.031(5).
41
Four days following J.M.’s PRR number 6101, in PRR number 8669, resident J.G. requested, in part, a list of retiree
names and addresses. The city declined to produce such a list, citing to Section 121.031(5), Florida Statutes.
42
Section 121.031(5) provides, “The names and addresses of retirees are confidential and exempt from the provisions of s.
119.07(1) to the extent that no state or local governmental agency may provide the names or addresses of such persons in
40
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either obtain an Attorney General Opinion or seek legislative clarification before asserting the
exemption or releasing such information in the future.
The city concludes its response with a summary of the internal controls it is implementing or
strengthening in response to the shortcomings that the OIG identified. Those improvements
include:
1. Revising the public records policy on the use of JustFOIA, request responses, confidential
or exempt information, and accountability for responses;
2. Improving electronic document management to facilitate retrieval, including a system
within HR to file emails by subject and individual inquiry, and revising HR’s
administrative policies to reflect these changes;
3. Documenting when a requestor submits a verbal cancellation of his or her request, noting it
within JustFOIA and forwarding a confirmation email or letter if contact information is
available;
4. Implementing a workflow process to document estimates for charges incurred in fulfilling
public records requests;
5. Requiring an “acknowledgment” from staff members who gather and provide responsive
records that they have done so in good faith;
6. Enhancing training on the use of JustFOIA and the responsibilities of directors,
supervisors, and other staff in responding to requests, including annual training for those
department staff responsible for gathering and providing responsive records;
7. Making accessible to all employees a comprehensive public records exemption summary
sheet; and
8. Reviewing annually the public records policy for appropriate adjustments.
aggregate, compiled, or list form to any person except to a public agency engaged in official business. However, a state or
local governmental agency may provide the names and addresses of retirees from that agency to a bargaining agent as
defined in s. 447.203(12) or to a retiree organization for official business use. Lists of names or addresses of retirees may
be exchanged by public agencies, but such lists shall not be provided to, or open for inspection by, the public. Any person
may view or copy any individual’s retirement records at the Department of Management Services, one record at a time, or
may obtain information by a separate written request for a named individual for which information is desired.” The
definition of “retiree” within Section 121.021(60) is limited to members of FRS and members of an “existing system.”
Section 121.021(2) reads, “‘Existing systems’ means the State and County Officers and Employees’ Retirement System,
the retirement system for school teachers, and the highway patrol pensions and pension trust fund, which are consolidated
in s. 121.011(2). On and after July 1, 1972, the term ‘existing systems’ shall also include the retirement system for justices
and judges established by former chapter 123 and as consolidated with the Florida Retirement System [FRS] in s.
121.046.” Thus, there is a question whether a municipality may redact the name and address of a former employee
receiving benefits under a municipality’s system.
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2. Response of the City Clerk
The City Clerk’s response expresses a willingness to implement changes and improve transparency
in the city’s access to public records.
The substance of the response is limited to a description of changes the City Clerk’s office is
implementing as a result of the OIG’s reporting. The changes she described were consistent with
those the city reported and what we listed above. She specifically referenced: verbal cancellations
of public records requests, good faith search acknowledgments, a public records exemption
summary list for staff’s use, added oversight of department responses to public records requests,
more thorough departmental searches for electronic records including emails, and more specific
training on JustFOIA and legal updates to public records law.
3. Response of Amanda Robin
Without disputing the facts the OIG reported, Ms. Robin takes exception to the conclusions
regarding her intent and the characterization of her conduct as the “withholding” of public records.
She offers several explanations for not providing records that were undisputedly in her possession.
She submits that there “never was a document either entitled or known as the comprehensive
review” to which she referred in her letters to retirees. Instead, she writes, the comprehensive
review was a “work process, including analysis, phone calls, meetings, research, evaluation, etc.,
which also had specific findings and results, upon which corrective actions were taken.” The OIG
notes that, if this were true as Ms. Robin states in her response, she should have asserted this
position at the time the city replied to J.M.’s PRR number 5858—when the city should have
written J.M. stating it had no responsive records to that portion of his request. During her
interview with the OIG, although she first stated that the comprehensive review was a process of
collaboration, she ultimately and repeatedly stated the Retiree Eligibility Analysis (Exhibit 2) was
the compilation of all the records involving the process. We stand on our reporting that other
documents that existed at the time, including the Retiree Health Plan Analysis (Exhibit 11),
Monitoring by Utilization and Enrollment Reports (Composite Exhibits 5, 6, and 7), and the
Retiree Health Plan Scope Spreadsheet (Composite Exhibit 10) were more relevant to any
comprehensive review.
In defending her failure to produce the Retiree Health Benefit Analysis email that the HR
Consultant had sent to her (Exhibit 11)—which she admitted was a “precursor” or a part of the
“initial” phase of the comprehensive review—Ms. Robin also states that she had forgotten about
that document by the time of J.M.’s public records request, as it came nearly a year after Exhibit
11 was emailed to her. But when presented with the Retiree Health Plan Analysis during her
interview, she repeatedly stated that the Retiree Eligibility Analysis was the review. Her
suggestion that she had forgotten about an email that had been sent to her nearly a year before
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J.M.’s public records request also disregards the fact that she and her department continued to
work on the issues raised by the analysis.
As to the city’s response to J.M.’s PRR number 8652, during Ms. Robin’s interview, she stated
that the city sent the wrong record to J.G. when it provided the BenTek report (Exhibit 17) and that
the Retiree Eligibility Analysis was the correct record it should have sent. But in her response, she
now takes the view that comports with the city’s response—that the document provided, the
BenTek report (Exhibit 17) was responsive, as it “shows a small grouping of 17 former employees
that retired in the 1980’s and would support potential subsidies paid by the City.” But as we
observed in the section above addressing the city’s response, this document does not show
retirement dates at all and only shows a “DOH/Status Begin” date in the 1980s for just three of the
17 retirees.
She asserts that she had no incentive to withhold records, as the subsidies occurred before she
assumed her role as the director of HR and, by the time the requests were made, the issue was
publicly known and memorialized. She writes, “I disclosed the benefits issue to the City
Commission in late 2016 at a public meeting and again at a public meeting in 2018,” adding that
her letters to retirees (Exhibits 3 and 4) had also been provided. However, recordings of the
meetings to which Ms. Robin referred do not show that she or anyone else explained the
magnitude of the retiree health benefits issue to the extent that the Retiree Health Benefit Analysis
(Exhibit 11) did. Her suggestion of full public disclosure is further belied by the fact that residents
continued to request further information about the scope and gravity of the problem.
In all, we found Ms. Robin’s response to be unpersuasive, and we decline to amend our findings
and conclusions regarding her conduct.
CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
After a review into several allegations about the city’s handling of issues and requests for information
related to the overpayment of health insurance benefits for retirees, the OIG opened an investigation
into whether city officials or employees violated Florida’s public records laws in response to public
records requests from residents.
Our investigation substantiated the allegations of public records misconduct, finding that HR Director
Robin was at fault for the city’s failure to produce responsive documents to residents’ public records
requests on three occasions in October 2017, November 2017, and September 2018, impeding
residents’ efforts to gain clarity on the city’s administration of the health plan and the scope,
magnitude, duration, and cost of misspending on health care costs for retirees. The OIG also
established that the City Clerk was responsible for her office’s failure to properly respond to a public
records request on one occasion. All of these failures violated Florida’s public records law.
We appreciate that the city has recognized where it needs to improve, and we recommend the city to
continue strengthening its internal controls over record maintenance and system for tracking and
responding to public records requests. We hereby request the city provide the OIG with a status report
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on its progress on the eight areas it articulated in its response and listed on page 55 of this report
within 120 days or on or by February 25, 2022.
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Public Records Policy
As a public entity, our records are open for inspection. While there are some records considered
confidential and exempt, we must comply with the laws outlined in F.S. 119. Below are situations that could
occur in your capacity as a city employee; however, if you ever find yourself in a bind, the Clerk’s Office
and City Attorney’s Office are resources at your disposal. Please remember to record the amount of time
you spend on the request, even if it only takes 2 minutes and include your rate of pay in Just FOIA. Also,
any requests requiring more than 15 minutes of labor must be paid upfront per the City’s ordinance,
established in 2015.

I.

Public record requests received:
1) Requester contacted you via phone or is physically present:
o Take person’s contact information, if provided; write down the request
and e-mail to web.clerk@deerfield-beach.com (see Section II – Readily
available documents & Section V – Anonymous requests)
o Advise that the Clerk’s Office will be in contact via e-mail or phone to
update them on their request
o Advise that e-mail addresses will facilitate the process as some
documents are provided electronically
o DO NOT ask why the information is needed

2) Requester sent request via e-mail or fax:
o Forward to clerk’s office for handling

II.

Readily available documents:
1)

Requester has requested a document from your department
that is immediately available:
o DO NOT ask why the document is needed
o If document is saved and can be e-mailed, ask the requester for an email address so you can send it free of charge
o If document cannot be sent via e-mail, the requester must be charged
as follows:
• Single-sided pages - 15 cents per page for either letter or legal
• Double-sided pages - 20 cents per page for letter or legal
• 11X17 – 30 cents per page (single-sided); 35 cents (doublesided)
• 24X36 - $1.50 per page

*Usually, labor is not needed in response to readily available documents*

III.

Requester asks a question
While staff is not required to answer questions to fulfill what a requester may consider
a records request, it is necessary to determine whether a document can fulfill the
request. For example, if someone asks how much did that printer cost, you can
provide the invoice outlining the cost.
o Therefore, if your department has a document that can answer the
question, you may provide it in its preserved format. A hard copy should
be charged for a copy or you may scan and treat as an electronic
document which can be e-mailed if the requester agrees.


If you provide sufficient documentation, it is best to let the
document speak for itself. Do not provide an answer or try to
interpret the document’s meaning as it can be misconstrued and
used against the City.

o If you are NOT confident that there is a document, take the person’s
contact information, if provided; write down the question and e-mail to
web.clerk@deerfield-beach.com (questions may also be anonymous Section V). Advise that the request will be forwarded to the Clerk’s Office
for handling and our policy is to respond within 24 hours on a workday,
via e-mail or phone.

Please do not deny the requester or try to determine what is a question or a public
records request. Simply explain that you are not sure whether there is a document to
fulfill the request and the Clerk’s Office will be in touch.

IV.

Confidential/Exempt Information
Confidential/exempt information contained in public documents vary significantly
across each department. For example, social security numbers, bank accounts or
credit card numbers are exempt from public disclosure, but not the document itself.
Below outlines how confidential/exempt information should be handled when
responding to a records request.
o The example outlined below is just the brink of exempt information.
Whenever this information is contained in a document, it should be redacted
(erased) from the record. Employee personnel files, depending on the file,
may take more than 15 minutes to redact; thus, labor must be calculated
prior to beginning the work.
o Unsure about what is confidential/exempt information, contact the Clerk’s
Office for assistance.

V.

Anonymous requests
o According to the Florida Statutes, requesters are not required to provide
their names or any other contact information. When a person wishes to
remain anonymous, simply write down the request, forward to the Clerk’s
Office via e-mail and advise the requester that s/he must contact us in
approximately five (5) business days for the status.
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Medical
Platinum Plan Employee Only
Platinum Plan Employee Only

Total
Premium Post-Tax Deduction
Difference
Dental
$672.89
$336.45
$336.44 BlueDental Choice Plus Employee Only
$672.89

$336.45

Platinum Plan Employee + Spouse
Platinum Plan Employee Only
Platinum Plan Employee Only
Platinum Plan Employee Only
Platinum Plan Employee Only

$1,413.07
$672.89
$672.89
$672.89
$672.89

$1,076.63
$336.45
$336.45
$95.74
$336.45

Platinum Plan Employee Only
Platinum Plan Employee + Spouse
Platinum Plan Employee Only
Platinum Plan Employee Only
Platinum Plan Employee Only

$672.89
$1,413.07
$672.89
$672.89
$672.89

$336.45
$835.92
$336.45
$336.45
$95.74

$336.44
$577.15
$336.44
$336.44
$577.15

$672.89

$336.45

$336.44

Platinum Plan Employee Only

$336.44 Dental HMO Employee Only

$336.44
$336.44
$336.44
$577.15 BlueDental Choice Plus Employee Only
$336.44
BlueDental Choice Plus Employee Only
BlueDental Choice Plus EE plus 1 to 2 Dependents
BlueDental Choice Plus EE plus 1 to 2 Dependents
BlueDental Choice Plus Employee Only
BlueDental Choice Plus EE plus 3 to 4 Dependents

BlueDental Choice Plus EE plus 1 to 2 Dependents

Total
Post-Tax
Premium Deduction Difference Vision
$37 20
$3.72
$33.48
Vision Employee Only
$17.72
$1.72
$16.00 Vision Employee Only

$37 20

$37 20
$74.40
$74.40
$37 20
$81.60

$74.40

$3.72

$3.72
$40 92
$40 92
$3.72
$48.12

$40 92

Total
Premium
$4.35
$4.35

Post-Tax Contributi Retiree
Pre-Tax
Post-Tax Contributi
Deduction on
Basic Life Deduction Deduction on
Retiree Bas
$0.00
$3.10
$0.00
$0.00
$4 35 Retiree Bas
$0.00
$3.10
$0.00
$0.00
$4 35 Retiree Bas
$0.00
$3.10
$0.00
Retiree Bas
$0.00
$3.10
$0.00
Retiree Bas
$0.00
$3.10
$0.00
$0.00
$4 35 Retiree Bas
$0.00
$3.10
$0.00
$0.00
$4 35 Retiree Bas
$0.00
$3.10
$0.00

Vision Employee Only
Vision Employee Only

$4.35
$4.35

Vision Employee Only

$4.35

$0.00

$33.48
$33.48
$33.48
$33.48
$33.48 Vision Employee + Family
Vision Employee Only

$15.16
$4.35

$10.81
$0.00

Vision Employee + Spouse

$9.36

$5.01

Vision Employee Only

$4.35

$0.00

$9.36
$4.35

$5.01
$0.00

$4.35
$10.20
$4.35

$0.00
$5.85
$0.00

$33.48

$33.48

Platinum Plan Employee Only

$672.89

$336.45

$336.44

Platinum Plan Employee Only
Platinum Plan Employee Only

$672.89
$672.89

$95.74
$336.45

$672.89
$672.89
$672.89

$95.74
$95.74
$95.74

Platinum Plan Employee + Spouse

$1,413.07

$1,076.63

$81.60
$37 20
$74.40
$37 20
$37 20
$37 20
$74.40
$37 20

$48.12
$3.72
$40 92
$3.72
$3.72
$3.72
$40 92
$3.72

$33.48
$33.48
$33.48
$33.48
$33.48
$33.48
$33.48
$33.48

Vision Employee + Spouse
Vision Employee Only

Platinum Plan Employee Only
Platinum Plan Employee Only
Platinum Plan Employee Only

$577.15 BlueDental Choice Plus EE plus 3 to 4 Dependents
$336.44 BlueDental Choice Plus Employee Only
BlueDental Choice Plus EE plus 1 to 2 Dependents
$577.15 BlueDental Choice Plus Employee Only
$577.15 BlueDental Choice Plus Employee Only
$577.15 BlueDental Choice Plus Employee Only
BlueDental Choice Plus EE plus 1 to 2 Dependents
$336.44 BlueDental Choice Plus Employee Only

Vision Employee + Spouse

$9.36

$5.01

Platinum Plan Employee Only
Platinum Plan Employee Only
Gold Plan Employee Only
Gold Plan Employee Only
Platinum Plan Employee Only
Silver Plan w/o HRA Employee Only
Platinum Plan Employee + Spouse
Platinum Plan Employee + Spouse
Gold Plan Employee + Spouse
Gold Plan Employee Only

$672.89
$672.89
$632.15
$632.15
$672.89
$599.83
$1,413.07
$1,413.07
$1,327.51
$632.15

$336.45
$95.74
$55.00
$55.00
$336.45
$22.68
$1,076.63
$1,076.63
$750.36
$55.00

$336.44
$577.15
$577.15
$577.15
$336.44
$577.15
$336.44
$336.44
$577.15
$577.15

BlueDental Choice Plus Employee Only
BlueDental Choice Plus EE plus 1 to 2 Dependents
BlueDental Choice Plus Employee Only
BlueDental Choice Plus EE plus 1 to 2 Dependents
BlueDental Choice Plus Employee Only
BlueDental Choice Plus Employee Only
BlueDental Choice Plus Employee Only
BlueDental Choice Plus EE plus 1 to 2 Dependents

$37 20
$74.40
$37 20
$74.40
$37 20
$37 20
$37 20
$74.40

$3.72
$40 92
$3.72
$40 92
$3.72
$3.72
$3.72
$40 92

$33.48
$33.48
$33.48
$33.48
$33.48
$33.48
$33.48
$33.48

Vision Employee Only
Vision Employee + Spouse
Vision Employee Only
Vision Employee Only
Vision Employee Only
Vision Employee Only

$4.35
$9.36
$4.35
$4.35
$4.35
$4.35

$0.00
$5.01
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00

BlueDental Choice Plus EE plus 1 to 2 Dependents
BlueDental Choice Plus Employee Only

$74.40
$37 20

$40 92
$3.72

$33.48 Vision Employee + Spouse
$33.48 Vision Employee Only

$9.36
$4.35

$5.01
$0.00

BlueDental Choice Plus Employee Only
$336.44 BlueDental Choice Plus Employee Only
$577.15 BlueDental Choice Plus EE plus 1 to 2 Dependents
$577.15

$37 20
$37 20
$74.40

$3.72
$3.72
$40 92

$33.48 Vision Employee Only
$33.48 Vision Employee Only
$33.48 Vision Employee + Spouse

$4.35
$4.35
$9.36

$0.00
$0.00
$5.01

Platinum Plan Employee Only
Platinum Plan Employee + Spouse
Platinum Plan Employee + Spouse

$672.89
$1,413.07
$1,413.07

$336.45
$835.92
$835.92

Vision Employee Only
Vision Employee + Child(ren)
Vision Employee Only

Retiree Bas
$4 35 Retiree Bas
Retiree Bas
Retiree Bas
Retiree Bas
Retiree Bas
Retiree Bas
$4 35
$4 35 Retiree Bas
Retiree Bas
$4 35 Retiree Bas
Retiree Bas
$4 35 Retiree Bas
Retiree Bas
$4 35
$4 35
Retiree Bas
$4 35 Retiree Bas
$4 35 Retiree Bas
$4 35 Retiree Bas
Retiree Bas
$4 35 Retiree Bas
Retiree Bas
$4 35
$4 35 Retiree Bas
$4 35 Retiree Bas
$4 35 Retiree Bas
$4 35 Retiree Bas
$4 35 Retiree Bas

$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00

$3.10
$3.10
$1.55
$3.10
$3.10
$3.10
$3.10

$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00

$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00

$1.55
$3.10
$3.10
$3.10
$3.10
$3.10

$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00

$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00

$3.10
$3.10
$3.10
$3.10
$3.10
$3.10
$3.10

$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00

$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00

$3.10
$3.10
$3.10
$3.10
$3.10

$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00

Retiree Bas
$4 35 Retiree Bas
$4 35
Retiree Bas
$4 35 Retiree Bas
$4 35 Retiree Bas
$4 35 Retiree Bas
Retiree Bas

$0.00
$0.00

$3.10
$3.10

$0.00
$0.00

$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00

$3.10
$3.10
$3.10
$3.10
$3.10

$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00

Platinum Plan Employee + Family
Platinum Plan Employee Only
Platinum Plan Employee Only
Platinum Plan Employee + Spouse
Platinum Plan Employee Only
Platinum Plan Employee + Spouse
Platinum Plan Employee Only
Platinum Plan Employee + Spouse
Platinum Plan Employee Only
Platinum Plan Employee Only
Platinum Plan Employee Only
Platinum Plan Employee + Spouse
Gold Plan Employee Only
Platinum Plan Employee Only
Platinum Plan Employee Only
Platinum Plan Employee Only
Platinum Plan Employee + Family

$2,153.26
$672.89
$672.89
$1,413.07
$672.89
$1,413.07

$1,576.11
$336.45
$95.74
$835.92
$95.74
$1,076.63

$672.89

$336.45

$1,413.07

$835.92

$672.89
$672.89

$336.45
$95.74

$672.89
$1,413.07

$336.45
$1,076.63

$632.15

$55.00

$672.89
$672.89
$672.89
$2,153.26

$336.45
$95.74
$95.74
$1,576.11

$577.15
$336.44
$577.15
$577.15
$577.15
$336.44

BlueDental Choice Plus EE plus 5 or more Dependents
BlueDental Choice Plus EE plus 1 to 2 Dependents
BlueDental Choice Plus Employee Only
BlueDental Choice Plus Employee Only
BlueDental Choice Plus Employee Only
Dental HMO EE + 1 Dependent
BlueDental Choice Plus Employee Only
$336.44 BlueDental Choice Plus EE plus 1 to 2 Dependents
BlueDental Choice Plus Employee Only
$577.15 BlueDental Choice Plus EE plus 1 to 2 Dependents
BlueDental Choice Plus Employee Only
$336.44
$577.15 BlueDental Choice Plus Employee Only
BlueDental Choice Plus Employee Only
$336.44 BlueDental Choice Plus Employee Only
$336.44 BlueDental Choice Plus EE plus 1 to 2 Dependents
BlueDental Choice Plus Employee Only
$577.15 BlueDental Choice Plus Employee Only
BlueDental Choice Plus EE plus 1 to 2 Dependents
$336.44 BlueDental Choice Plus Employee Only
$577.15 BlueDental Choice Plus EE plus 3 to 4 Dependents
$577.15 BlueDental Choice Plus Employee Only
$577.15 BlueDental Choice Plus EE plus 1 to 2 Dependents

$81.60
$74.40
$37 20
$37 20
$37 20
$33 52
$37 20
$74.40
$37 20
$74.40
$37 20

$52 84
$40 92
$3.72
$3.72
$3.72
$18 89
$3.72
$40 92
$3.72
$40 92
$3.72

$28.76
$33.48
$33.48
$33.48
$33.48
$14.63
$33.48
$33.48
$33.48
$33.48
$33.48

$37 20
$37 20
$37 20
$74.40
$37 20
$37 20
$74.40
$37 20
$81.60
$37 20
$74.40

$3.72
$3.72
$3.72
$40 92
$3.72
$3.72
$40 92
$3.72
$48.12
$3.72
$40 92

$33.48
$33.48
$33.48
$33.48
$33.48
$33.48
$33.48
$33.48
$33.48
$33.48
$33.48

BlueDental Choice Plus Employee Only

$37 20

$3.72

$33.48

$37 20
$74.40
$37 20

$3.72
$40 92
$3.72

BlueDental Choice Plus Employee Only
BlueDental Choice Plus Employee Only
BlueDental Choice Plus Employee Only
BlueDental Choice Plus Employee Only

$37 20
$37 20
$37 20
$37 20

$3.72
$3.72
$3.72
$3.72

BlueDental Choice Plus Employee Only
BlueDental Choice Plus Employee Only
BlueDental Choice Plus Employee Only
BlueDental Choice Plus EE plus 1 to 2 Dependents
BlueDental Choice Plus Employee Only
BlueDental Choice Plus Employee Only
BlueDental Choice Plus Employee Only
BlueDental Choice Plus Employee Only
BlueDental Choice Plus Employee Only
$577.15 BlueDental Choice Plus EE plus 1 to 2 Dependents

$37 20
$37 20
$37 20
$74.40
$37 20
$37 20
$37 20
$37 20
$37 20
$74.40

$3.72
$3.72
$3.72
$40 92
$3.72
$3.72
$3.72
$3.72
$3.72
$40 92

$577.15 BlueDental Choice Plus Employee Only

$37 20

$3.72

BlueDental Choice Plus EE plus 3 to 4 Dependents
$577.15 BlueDental Choice Plus Employee Only
$577.15 BlueDental Choice Plus EE plus 3 to 4 Dependents

$81.60
$37 20
$81.60

$48.12
$3.72
$48.12

$632.15

$316.08

BlueDental Choice Plus Employee Only
BlueDental Choice Plus EE plus 1 to 2 Dependents
$316 07 BlueDental Choice Plus Employee Only

Platinum Plan Employee Only
Platinum Plan Employee Only
Platinum Plan Employee Only
Platinum Plan Employee Only
Platinum Plan Employee Only
Platinum Plan Employee Only
Platinum Plan Employee Only
Platinum Plan Employee + Spouse
Platinum Plan Employee + Spouse
Platinum Plan Employee Only
Platinum Plan Employee Only
Platinum Plan Employee Only
Platinum Plan Employee Only

$672.89
$672.89
$672.89
$672.89
$672.89
$672.89
$672.89
$1,413.07
$1,413.07
$672.89
$672.89
$672.89
$672.89

$336.45
$95.74
$95.74
$95.74
$95.74
$95.74
$95.74
$835.92
$835.92
$336.45
$95.74
$336.45
$95.74

$336.44
$577.15
$577.15
$577.15
$577.15
$577.15
$577.15
$577.15
$577.15
$336.44
$577.15
$336.44
$577.15

Platinum Plan Employee + Spouse

$1,413.07

$835.92

$672.89

$95.74

$672.89
$2,153.26

$95.74
$1,576.11

Gold Plan Employee Only

Platinum Plan Employee Only

Platinum Plan Employee Only
Platinum Plan Employee + Family

Vision Employee + Family
Vision Employee + Spouse
Vision Employee Only
Vision Employee + Spouse
Vision Employee Only
Vision Employee + Spouse

$15.16
$9.36
$4.35
$9.36
$4.35
$9.36

$10.81
$5.01
$0.00
$5.01
$0.00
$5.01

$4 35
$4 35
$4 35
$4 35
$4 35
$4 35

Vision Employee Only

$4.35

$0.00

$4 35

Vision Employee Only
Vision Employee Only

$4.35
$4.35

$0.00
$0.00

$4 35
$4 35

Vision Employee Only
Vision Employee + Spouse
Vision Employee Only

$4.35
$9.36
$4.35

Vision Employee + Spouse

Retiree Bas
Retiree Bas

$0.00
$0.00

$3.10
$3.10

$0.00
$0.00

$0.00
$5.01
$0.00

$4 35
$4 35
$4 35

Retiree Bas
Retiree Bas
Retiree Bas
Retiree Bas
Retiree Bas
Retiree Bas
Retiree Bas
Retiree Bas
Retiree Bas
Retiree Bas
Retiree Bas
Retiree Bas
Retiree Bas

$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00

$3.10
$3.10
$3.10
$3.10
$3.10
$3.10
$3.10
$3.10
$3.10
$3.10
$3.10
$3.10
$3.10

$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00

$9.36

$5.01

Vision Employee + Family
Vision Employee Only
Vision Employee + Family

$15.16
$4.35
$15.16

$10.81
$0.00
$10.81

$4 35 Retiree Bas
Retiree Bas
$4 35 Retiree Bas
$4 35 Retiree Bas
$4 35 Retiree Bas
Retiree Bas
Retiree Bas

$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00

$3.10
$3.10
$3.10
$3.10
$3.10
$3.10
$3.10

$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00

Vision Employee Only
$33.48 Vision Employee Only
$33.48 Vision Employee + Spouse
$33.48

$4.35
$4.35
$9.36

$0.00
$0.00
$5.01

$0.00

$3.10

$0.00

$4.35

$0.00

$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00

$3.10
$3.10
$3.10
$3.10
$3.10
$3.10
$3.10

$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00

$4.35
$4.35
$4.35
$4.35
$10.20

$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$5.85

$0.00

$3.10

$0.00

$0.00

$3.10

$0.00

$4.35

$0.00

$4.35
$9.36

$0.00
$5.01

$4.35

$0.00

$4.35
$4.35
$15.16

$0.00
$0.00
$10.81

$4 35 Retiree Bas
$4 35
$4 35 Retiree Bas
Retiree Bas
Retiree Bas
Retiree Bas
Retiree Bas
$4 35 Retiree Bas
Retiree Bas
$4 35
$4 35 Retiree Bas
$4 35
$4 35 Retiree Bas
$4 35
Retiree Bas
$4 35 Retiree Bas
Retiree Bas
Retiree Bas
$4 35 Retiree Bas
$4 35 Retiree Bas
Retiree Bas
$4 35 Retiree Bas
Retiree Bas
$4 35 Retiree Bas
$4 35 Retiree Bas
$4 35 Retiree Bas

$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00

$3.10
$3.10
$3.10
$3.10
$3.10
$3.10
$3.10
$3.10
$3.10
$3.10
$3.10
$3.10

$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00

$33.48
$33.48
$33.48 Vision Employee Only
$33.48
Vision Employee Only
$33.48 Vision Employee Only
$33.48 Vision Employee Only
$33.48 Vision Employee Only
$33.48 Vision Employee + Child(ren)
$33.48
$33.48 Vision Employee Only
$33.48
$33.48
$33.48 Vision Employee Only
$33.48 Vision Employee + Spouse
$33.48 Vision Employee Only
$33.48 Vision Employee Only
$33.48 Vision Employee Only
$33.48 Vision Employee + Family

Platinum Plan Employee Only

$672.89

$336.45

$336.44
BlueDental Choice Plus Employee Only

$37 20

$3.72

$33.48 Vision Employee Only

$4.35

$0.00

$33.48 Vision Employee Only
$33.48
$33.48

$4.35

$0.00

Vision Employee Only
Vision Employee Only

$4.35
$4.35

$0.00
$0.00

Platinum Plan Employee Only
Platinum Plan Employee Only
Platinum Plan Employee Only

$672.89
$672.89
$672.89

$336.45
$95.74
$336.45

$336.44 BlueDental Choice Plus Employee Only
$577.15 BlueDental Choice Plus Employee Only
$336.44 BlueDental Choice Plus Employee Only

$37 20
$37 20
$37 20

$3.72
$3.72
$3.72

Platinum Plan Employee Only
Platinum Plan Employee Only
Platinum Plan Employee Only

$672.89
$672.89
$672.89

$336.45
$336.45
$95.74

$672.89
$672.89
$1,413.07
$672.89

$95.74
$95.74
$835.92
$95.74

$336.44 BlueDental Choice Plus Employee Only
$336.44 BlueDental Choice Plus Employee Only
$577.15 BlueDental Choice Plus Employee Only
BlueDental Choice Plus Employee Only
$577.15 BlueDental Choice Plus Employee Only
$577.15 BlueDental Choice Plus Employee Only
$577.15 BlueDental Choice Plus EE plus 1 to 2 Dependents
$577.15 BlueDental Choice Plus Employee Only

$37 20
$37 20
$37 20
$37 20
$37 20
$37 20
$74.40
$37 20

$3.72
$3.72
$3.72
$3.72
$3.72
$3.72
$40 92
$3.72

$33.48
$33.48
$33.48
$33.48
$33.48
$33.48
$33.48
$33.48

Vision Employee Only
Vision Employee Only
Vision Employee Only
Vision Employee + Spouse

$4.35
$4.35
$4.35
$9.36

$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$5.01

$37 20
$74.40
$37 20

$3.72
$40 92
$3.72

$33.48
$33.48 Vision Employee + Spouse
$33.48 Vision Employee Only

$9.36
$4.35

$5.01
$0.00

$33.48
$33.48 Vision Employee Only
$33.48 Vision Employee Only

$4.35
$4.35

$0.00
$0.00

Platinum Plan Employee Only
Platinum Plan Employee Only
Platinum Plan Employee + Spouse
Platinum Plan Employee Only

Platinum Plan Employee Only

$672.89

$336.45

BlueDental Choice Plus Employee Only
BlueDental Choice Plus EE plus 1 to 2 Dependents
$336.44 BlueDental Choice Plus Employee Only

Platinum Plan Employee Only
Platinum Plan Employee Only

$672.89
$672.89

$336.45
$336.45

BlueDental Choice Plus Employee Only
$336.44 BlueDental Choice Plus Employee Only
$336.44 BlueDental Choice Plus Employee Only

$37 20
$37 20
$37 20

$3.72
$3.72
$3.72

BlueDental Choice Plus Employee Only
BlueDental Choice Plus EE plus 1 to 2 Dependents
$336.44 BlueDental Choice Plus Employee Only
$336.44 BlueDental Choice Plus Employee Only
$336.44 BlueDental Choice Plus Employee Only
BlueDental Choice Plus Employee Only

$37 20
$74.40
$37 20
$37 20
$37 20
$37 20

$3.72
$40 92
$3.72
$3.72
$3.72
$3.72

$33.48
$33.48
$33.48
$33.48
$33.48
$33.48

Vision Employee Only
Vision Employee + Spouse
Vision Employee Only
Vision Employee Only
Vision Employee Only

$4.35
$9.36
$4.35
$4.35
$4.35

$0.00
$5.01
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00

$577.15 BlueDental Choice Plus Employee Only
$336.44 BlueDental Choice Plus EE plus 1 to 2 Dependents
$577.15 BlueDental Choice Plus Employee Only

$37 20
$74.40
$37 20

$3.72
$40 92
$3.72

$33.48 Vision Employee Only
$33.48 Vision Employee + Spouse
$33.48 Vision Employee Only

$4.35
$9.36
$4.35

$0.00
$5.01
$0.00

$577.15
$577.15
$336.44
$577.15
$336.44
$577.15
$577.15
$577.15
$577.15
$577.15
$336.44
$577.15
$336.44
$577.15
$336.44
$577.15
$577.15

BlueDental Choice Plus EE plus 1 to 2 Dependents
BlueDental Choice Plus EE plus 1 to 2 Dependents
BlueDental Choice Plus Employee Only
BlueDental Choice Plus EE plus 3 to 4 Dependents
BlueDental Choice Plus EE plus 1 to 2 Dependents
BlueDental Choice Plus Employee Only
BlueDental Choice Plus Employee Only

$74.40
$74.40
$37 20
$81.60
$74.40
$37 20
$37 20

$40 92
$40 92
$3.72
$48.12
$40 92
$3.72
$3.72

$33.48 Vision Employee + Child(ren)
$33.48 Vision Employee + Spouse
$33.48 Vision Employee Only
$33.48
$33.48
$33.48
$33.48

$10.20
$9.36
$4.35

$5.85
$5.01
$0.00

BlueDental Choice Plus Employee Only
BlueDental Choice Plus Employee Only
BlueDental Choice Plus Employee Only
BlueDental Choice Plus Employee Only
BlueDental Choice Plus Employee Only
BlueDental Choice Plus EE plus 1 to 2 Dependents
BlueDental Choice Plus Employee Only
BlueDental Choice Plus EE plus 1 to 2 Dependents
BlueDental Choice Plus EE plus 1 to 2 Dependents

$37 20
$37 20
$37 20
$37 20
$37 20
$74.40
$37 20
$74.40
$74.40

$3.72
$3.72
$3.72
$3.72
$3.72
$40 92
$3.72
$40 92
$40 92

$33.48
$33.48
$33.48
$33.48
$33.48
$33.48
$33.48
$33.48
$33.48

Platinum Plan Employee Only
Platinum Plan Employee Only
Platinum Plan Employee Only

$672.89
$672.89
$672.89

$336.45
$336.45
$336.45

Platinum Plan Employee Only
Platinum Plan Employee Only
Platinum Plan Employee Only

$672.89
$672.89
$672.89

$95.74
$336.45
$95.74

$1,278.50
$1,413.07
$672.89
$1,413.07
$1,413.07
$672.89
$672.89
$672.89
$1,413.07
$672.89
$672.89
$672.89
$672.89
$1,413.07
$672.89
$1,413.07
$1,413.07

$701.35
$835.92
$336.45
$835.92
$1,076.63
$95.74
$95.74
$95.74
$835.92
$95.74
$336.45
$95.74
$336.45
$835.92
$336.45
$835.92
$835.92

Platinum Plan Employee + Child(ren)
Platinum Plan Employee + Spouse
Platinum Plan Employee Only
Platinum Plan Employee + Spouse
Platinum Plan Employee + Spouse
Platinum Plan Employee Only
Platinum Plan Employee Only
Platinum Plan Employee Only
Platinum Plan Employee + Spouse
Platinum Plan Employee Only
Platinum Plan Employee Only
Platinum Plan Employee Only
Platinum Plan Employee Only
Platinum Plan Employee + Spouse
Platinum Plan Employee Only
Platinum Plan Employee + Spouse
Platinum Plan Employee + Spouse

Vision Employee Only
Vision Employee Only
Vision Employee Only

$4.35
$4.35
$4.35

$0.00
$0.00
$0.00

Vision Employee Only
Vision Employee + Spouse
Vision Employee Only
Vision Employee + Spouse

$4.35
$9.36
$4.35
$9.36

$0.00
$5.01
$0.00
$5.01

Retiree Bas
$4 35 Retiree Bas
Retiree Bas
$4 35 Retiree Bas
Retiree Bas
Retiree Bas
Retiree Bas
$4 35 Retiree Bas
$4 35 Retiree Bas
Retiree Bas
$4 35 Retiree Bas
$4 35
$4 35 Retiree Bas
$4 35 Retiree Bas
Retiree Bas
Retiree Bas

$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00

$3.10
$3.10
$3.10
$3.10
$3.10
$3.10
$3.10
$3.10
$3.10
$3.10
$3.10

$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00

$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00

$3.10
$3.10
$3.10
$3.10

$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00

$4 35 Retiree Bas
$4 35 Retiree Bas
Retiree Bas
Retiree Bas
$4 35 Retiree Bas
$4 35 Retiree Bas
Retiree Bas
$4 35 Retiree Bas
$4 35 Retiree Bas
$4 35 Retiree Bas
$4 35 Retiree Bas
$4 35 Retiree Bas

$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00

$3.10
$3.10
$3.10
$3.10
$3.10
$3.10
$3.10
$3.10
$3.10
$3.10
$3.10
$3.10

$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00

Retiree Bas
$4 35 Retiree Bas
$4 35 Retiree Bas
$4 35
Retiree Bas
$4 35 Retiree Bas
$4 35 Retiree Bas
$4 35 Retiree Bas

$0.00
$0.00
$0.00

$3.10
$3.10
$3.10

$0.00
$0.00
$0.00

$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00

$3.10
$3.10
$3.10
$3.10

$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00

Retiree Bas

$0.00

$3.10

$0.00

Retiree Bas

$0.00

$3.10

$0.00

$4 35 Retiree Bas
$4 35
$4 35 Retiree Bas
Retiree Bas
$4 35 Retiree Bas
$4 35 Retiree Bas
$4 35 Retiree Bas
$4 35 Retiree Bas

$0.00

$3.10

$0.00

$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00

$3.10
$3.10
$3.10
$3.10
$3.10
$3.10

$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00

Platinum Plan Employee + Spouse

Platinum Plan Employee + Spouse
Platinum Plan Employee Only

$1,413.07

$835.92

$1,413.07
$672.89

$835.92
$95.74

Platinum Plan Employee Only

$672.89

$95.74

Platinum Plan Employee Only
Platinum Plan Employee Only

$672.89
$672.89

$95.74
$336.45

Platinum Plan Employee + Family
Platinum Plan Employee Only

$2,153.26
$672.89

Platinum Plan Employee + Spouse
Platinum Plan Employee + Family
Platinum Plan Employee + Family
Platinum Plan Employee Only
Platinum Plan Employee + Spouse
Platinum Plan Employee Only
Platinum Plan Employee + Spouse
Platinum Plan Employee Only

$577.15 BlueDental Choice Plus EE plus 1 to 2 Dependents

$74.40

$40 92

$577.15 BlueDental Choice Plus EE plus 1 to 2 Dependents
$577.15 BlueDental Choice Plus Employee Only

$74.40
$37 20

$40 92
$3.72

$577.15 BlueDental Choice Plus Employee Only

$37 20

$1,576.11
$95.74

$577.15 BlueDental Choice Plus Employee Only
$336.44
BlueDental Choice Plus Employee Only
$577.15
$577.15 BlueDental Choice Plus EE plus 1 to 2 Dependents

$1,413.07
$2,153.26
$2,153.26
$672.89
$1,413.07
$672.89
$1,413.07

$835.92
$1,576.11
$1,576.11
$336.45
$835.92
$95.74
$835.92

$577.15
$577.15
$577.15
$336.44
$577.15
$577.15
$577.15

$672.89

$33.48

$33.48 Vision Employee + Spouse
$33.48

$9.36

$5.01

$3.72

$33.48 Vision Employee Only

$4.35

$0.00

$37 20

$3.72

$4.35
$4.35

$0.00
$0.00

$37 20

$3.72

$33.48 Vision Employee Only
Vision Employee Only
$33.48

$74.40

$40 92

$33.48

$95.74

BlueDental Choice Plus EE plus 1 to 2 Dependents
BlueDental Choice Plus EE plus 1 to 2 Dependents
BlueDental Choice Plus EE plus 3 to 4 Dependents
BlueDental Choice Plus Employee Only
BlueDental Choice Plus EE plus 1 to 2 Dependents
BlueDental Choice Plus Employee Only
BlueDental Choice Plus Employee Only
BlueDental Choice Plus Employee Only
$577.15 BlueDental Choice Plus Employee Only

$74.40
$74.40
$81.60
$37 20
$74.40
$37 20
$37 20
$37 20
$37 20

$40 92
$40 92
$48.12
$3.72
$40 92
$3.72
$3.72
$3.72
$3.72

$33.48
$33.48
$33.48
$33.48
$33.48
$33.48
$33.48
$33.48
$33.48

$74.40
$74.40

BlueDental Choice Plus Employee Only
BlueDental Choice Plus EE plus 1 to 2 Dependents

Retiree Bas
Retiree Bas

$0.00
$0.00

$3.10
$3.10

$0.00
$0.00

$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00

$3.10
$3.10
$3.10
$3.10
$3.10

$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00

$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00

$3.10
$3.10
$3.10
$3.10
$3.10
$3.10
$3.10
$3.10
$3.10
$3.10

$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00

$0.00
$0.00

$3.10
$3.10

$0.00
$0.00

$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00

$3.10
$3.10
$3.10
$3.10
$3.10
$3.10
$3.10
$3.10

$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00

$4 35

Vision Employee + Spouse
Vision Employee + Family
Vision Employee + Family

$9.36
$15.16
$15.16

$5.01
$10.81
$10.81

Vision Employee + Spouse
Vision Employee Only
Vision Employee + Spouse
Vision Employee Only

$9.36
$4.35
$9.36
$4.35

$5.01
$0.00
$5.01
$0.00

$40 92
$40 92

Vision Employee Only
$33.48 Vision Employee + Spouse
$33.48 Vision Employee + Spouse

$4.35
$9.36
$9.36

$0.00
$5.01
$5.01

$37 20
$74.40

$3.72
$40 92

$33.48 Vision Employee Only
$33.48 Vision Employee + Spouse

$4.35
$9.36

$0.00
$5.01

BlueDental Choice Plus Employee Only
BlueDental Choice Plus Employee Only
BlueDental Choice Plus Employee Only
BlueDental Choice Plus Employee Only
BlueDental Choice Plus Employee Only
BlueDental Choice Plus Employee Only
BlueDental Choice Plus Employee Only
BlueDental Choice Plus EE plus 1 to 2 Dependents
BlueDental Choice Plus EE plus 1 to 2 Dependents

$37 20
$37 20
$37 20
$37 20
$37 20
$37 20
$37 20
$74.40
$74.40

$3.72
$3.72
$3.72
$3.72
$3.72
$3.72
$3.72
$40 92
$40 92

$33.48
$33.48
$33.48
$33.48
$33.48
$33.48
$33.48
$33.48
$33.48

Vision Employee Only
Vision Employee Only

$4.35
$4.35

$0.00
$0.00

Retiree Bas
Retiree Bas
$4 35 Retiree Bas
Retiree Bas
$4 35 Retiree Bas
$4 35
Retiree Bas
Retiree Bas
Retiree Bas
Retiree Bas
$4 35 Retiree Bas
$4 35 Retiree Bas
$4 35 Retiree Bas
Retiree Bas
$4 35 Retiree Bas
$4 35 Retiree Bas
$4 35
$4 35 Retiree Bas
Retiree Bas
$4 35
$4 35 Retiree Bas
$4 35 Retiree Bas
Retiree Bas
$4 35 Retiree Bas
$4 35 Retiree Bas
Retiree Bas
$4 35 Retiree Bas
$4 35 Retiree Bas

Vision Employee Only

$4.35

$0.00

$4 35 Retiree Bas

$0.00

$3.10

$0.00

Vision Employee + Spouse
Vision Employee Only
Vision Employee Only

$9.36
$4.35
$4.35

$5.01
$0.00
$0.00

$4 35 Retiree Bas
$4 35 Retiree Bas
$4 35 Retiree Bas
Retiree Bas

$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00

$3.10
$3.10
$3.10
$3.10

$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00

$37 20
$81.60
$74.40
$74.40
$74.40
$37 20
$37 20
$37 20
$37 20
$74.40

$3.72
$48.12
$40 92
$40 92
$40 92
$3.72
$3.72
$3.72
$3.72
$40 92

$33.48
$33.48
$33.48
$33.48
$33.48
$33.48
$33.48
$33.48
$33.48
$33.48

Vision Employee Only

$4.35

$0.00

Retiree Bas
$4 35 Retiree Bas

$0.00
$0.00

$3.10
$3.10

$0.00
$0.00

Vision Employee + Spouse

$9.36

$5.01

$4 35 Retiree Bas

$0.00

$3.10

$0.00

Vision Employee + Spouse

$9.36

$5.01

Vision Employee Only
Vision Employee Only
Vision Employee Only
Vision Employee + Spouse

$4.35
$4.35
$4.35
$9.36

$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$5.01

$4 35 Retiree Bas
Retiree Bas
$4 35 Retiree Bas
$4 35 Retiree Bas
$4 35 Retiree Bas
$4 35 Retiree Bas
Retiree Bas

$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00

$3.10
$3.10
$3.10
$3.10
$3.10
$3.10
$3.10

$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00

Platinum Plan Employee + Spouse

$1,413.07

$835.92

BlueDental Choice Plus EE plus 1 to 2 Dependents
$577.15 BlueDental Choice Plus EE plus 1 to 2 Dependents

Platinum Plan Employee + Spouse
Platinum Plan Employee Only
Platinum Plan Employee Only
Platinum Plan Employee Only
Platinum Plan Employee Only
Gold Plan Employee Only
Platinum Plan Employee Only
Gold Plan Employee + Spouse
Platinum Plan Employee Only

$1,413.07
$672.89
$672.89
$672.89
$672.89
$632.15
$672.89
$1,327.51
$672.89

$835.92
$336.45
$95.74
$336.45
$95.74
$55.00
$95.74
$750.36
$336.45

$577.15
$336.44
$577.15
$336.44
$577.15
$577.15
$577.15
$577.15
$336.44

Platinum Plan Employee + Spouse

$1,413.07

$1,076.63

$336.44

Platinum Plan Employee + Child(ren)
Platinum Plan Employee + Family
Platinum Plan Employee Only

$1,278.50
$2,153.26
$672.89

$942.06
$1,576.11
$336.45

Platinum Plan Employee + Spouse
Platinum Plan Employee Only

$1,413.07
$672.89

$1,076.63
$336.45

Gold Plan Employee Only
Platinum Plan Employee Only
Platinum Plan Employee + Spouse

$632.15
$672.89
$1,413.07

$55.00
$95.74
$1,076.63

$336.44 BlueDental Choice Plus Employee Only
$577.15 BlueDental Choice Plus EE plus 3 to 4 Dependents
$336.44 BlueDental Choice Plus EE plus 1 to 2 Dependents
BlueDental Choice Plus EE plus 1 to 2 Dependents
$336.44 BlueDental Choice Plus EE plus 1 to 2 Dependents
$336.44 BlueDental Choice Plus Employee Only
BlueDental Choice Plus Employee Only
$577.15 BlueDental Choice Plus Employee Only
$577.15 BlueDental Choice Plus Employee Only
$336.44 BlueDental Choice Plus EE plus 1 to 2 Dependents

Platinum Plan Employee Only
Platinum Plan Employee + Spouse
Platinum Plan Employee + Spouse
Platinum Plan Employee Only
Platinum Plan Employee + Spouse
Platinum Plan Employee + Spouse
Platinum Plan Employee Only

$672.89
$1,413.07
$1,413.07
$672.89
$1,413.07
$1,413.07
$672.89

$95.74
$1,076.63
$1,076.63
$336.45
$835.92
$835.92
$336.45

$577.15
$336.44
$336.44
$336.44
$577.15
$577.15
$336.44

Platinum Plan Employee + Family
Platinum Plan Employee Only
Platinum Plan Employee Only
Platinum Plan Employee Only

$2,153.26
$672.89
$672.89
$672.89

$1,816.82
$336.45
$336.45
$336.45

Platinum Plan Employee Only
Platinum Plan Employee Only

$672.89
$672.89

$336.45
$336.45

Platinum Plan Employee Only

$672.89

$95.74

BlueDental Choice Plus Employee Only

$37 20

$3.72

BlueDental Choice Plus EE plus 1 to 2 Dependents
BlueDental Choice Plus Employee Only
BlueDental Choice Plus EE plus 1 to 2 Dependents
BlueDental Choice Plus EE plus 1 to 2 Dependents
BlueDental Choice Plus EE plus 1 to 2 Dependents

$74.40
$37 20
$74.40
$74.40
$74.40

$40 92
$3.72
$40 92
$40 92
$40 92

$33.48 Vision Employee Only
Vision Employee Only
$33.48 Vision Employee + Spouse
$33.48 Vision Employee Only
$33.48
$33.48 Vision Employee + Spouse
$33.48 Vision Employee + Spouse

$4.35
$4.35
$9.36
$4.35

$0.00
$0.00
$5.01
$0.00

$4 35
$4 35
$4 35
$4 35

Retiree Bas
Retiree Bas
Retiree Bas
Retiree Bas
Retiree Bas

$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00

$3.10
$3.10
$3.10
$3.10
$3.10

$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00

$9.36
$9.36

$5.01
$5.01

$4 35
$4 35 Retiree Bas
Retiree Bas

$0.00
$0.00

$3.10
$3.10

$0.00
$0.00

BlueDental Choice Plus EE plus 1 to 2 Dependents
$336.44
$336.44
$336.44 BlueDental Choice Plus EE plus 1 to 2 Dependents
$336.44 BlueDental Choice Plus EE plus 1 to 2 Dependents
BlueDental Choice Plus Employee Only

$74.40

$40 92

$33.48
$4.35

$0.00

$33.48
$33.48
$33.48 Vision Employee + Spouse

$9.36

$5.01

$3.72

$33.48 Vision Employee Only
Vision Employee Only
$33.48 Vision Employee Only

$4.35
$4.35
$4.35

$0.00
$0.00
$0.00

$3.72

$33.48

Retiree Bas
$4 35 Retiree Bas
Retiree Bas
Retiree Bas
$4 35 Retiree Bas
Retiree Bas
$4 35 Retiree Bas
$4 35 Retiree Bas
$4 35 Retiree Bas
Retiree Bas
Retiree Bas
Retiree Bas

$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00

$3.10
$3.10
$3.10
$3.10
$3.10
$3.10
$3.10
$3.10
$3.10
$3.10
$3.10
$3.10

$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00

$74.40
$74.40
$37 20

$40 92
$40 92
$3.72

BlueDental Choice Plus EE plus 1 to 2 Dependents
$336.44
$336.44 BlueDental Choice Plus Employee Only

$74.40

$40 92

$37 20

$577.15 BlueDental Choice Plus Employee Only

$37 20

Vision Employee Only

OIG 19-010-M

EXHIBIT 3
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EXHIBIT 4

OIG 19-010-M

COMPOSITE
EXHIBIT 5

Monitoring by Utilization and Enrollment
Company: CITY OF DEERFIELD BEACH
Group: 23663
Division: R05
Current Paid Period: From 10/2013 to 09/2014
Enrollment
Paid Year
Month
201310

Contracts
104

Premium

Members

ASO/MPP Fee

115

$4,190.33

Capitation

Stoploss
Total Premium
Premium
$0.00
$4,190.33

PCP
$0.00

Specialty
$72.59

Fee for Service Claims
Total
Capitation
$72.59

Inpatient
$3,552.00

Outpatient
$4,565.67

Physician
$10,144.35

Other
($1,113.91)

Total Medical
$17,148.11

Pharmacy
$28,366.01

Grand Total
$45,586.71

201311

104

116

$4,322.36

$0.00

$4,322.36

$0.00

$73.81

$73.81

$4,736.00

$1,900.16

$11,461.43

$2,662.76

$20,760.35

$21,351.38

$42,185.54

201312

105

119

$4,204.00

$0.00

$4,204.00

$0.00

$70.76

$70.76

$7,104.00

$6,602.16

$14,379.72

$1,179.00

$29,264.88

$18,124.82

$47,460.46

201401

106

120

$4,347.08

$0.00

$4,347.08

$0.00

$71.98

$71.98

$0.00

$14,629.13

$11,120.28

$1,982.31

$27,731.72

$30,120.77

$57,924.47

201402

106

120

$4,168.23

$0.00

$4,168.23

$0.00

$73.81

$73.81

$3,024.00

$10,595.83

$15,060.55

$2,517.88

$31,198.26

$19,207.10

$50,479.17

201403

105

119

$4,311.31

$0.00

$4,311.31

$0.00

$73.81

$73.81

$0.00

$6,924.13

$13,906.44

$1,632.22

$22,462.79

$15,903.03

$38,439.63

201404

105

119

$4,311.31

$0.00

$4,311.31

$0.00

$73.81

$73.81

$6,223.46

$4,384.49

$13,964.25

$1,180.57

$25,752.77

$28,436.95

$54,263.53

201405

105

117

$4,250.82

$0.00

$4,250.82

$0.00

$72.59

$72.59

$2,432.00

$8,435.79

$10,630.57

$1,982.31

$23,480.67

$21,183.77

$44,737.03

201406

103

115

$4,250.82

$0.00

$4,250.82

$0.00

$72.59

$72.59

$0.00

$3,212.18

$13,015.36

$1,359.12

$17,586.66

$22,533.08

$40,192.33

201407

103

115

$4,286.59

$0.00

$4,286.59

$0.00

$73.20

$73.20

$3,648.00

$14,770.55

$10,838.58

$1,569.99

$30,827.12

$32,467.28

$63,367.60

201408

103

115

$4,286.59

$0.00

$4,286.59

$0.00

$70.72

$70.72

$2,432.00

$7,986.45

$12,183.37

$1,250.72

$23,852.54

$16,315.76

$40,239.02

201409

103

115

$3,971.81

$0.00

$3,971.81

$0.00

$73.16

$73.16

$1,216.00

$5,672.65

$13,294.49

$1,238.07

$21,421.21

$21,262.61

$42,756.98

1,252

1,405

$50,901.25

$0.00

$50,901.25

$0.00

$872.83

$872.83

$34,367.46

$89,679.19

$149,999.39

$17,441.04

$291,487.08

$275,272.56

$567,632.47

Grouping Avg

Total

104

117

$4,241.77

$0.00

$4,241.77

$0.00

$72.74

$72.74

$2,863.96

$7,473.27

$12,499.95

$1,453.42

$24,290.59

$22,939.38

$47,302.71

Monthly Avg

104

117

$4,241.77

$0.00

$4,241.77

$0.00

$72.74

$72.74

$2,863.96

$7,473.27

$12,499.95

$1,453.42

$24,290.59

$22,939.38

$47,302.71

Notes:
- Grand Total includes Medical FFS, Pharmacy FFS and Capitation.
- Enrollment is recast to reflect retroactive adjustments.
- Grouping Avg – Average of the distinct groupings chosen by the user.
- Monthly Avg – Average of a measure over Service/Paid time period.
- FFS = Fee For Service.
- MLR = Medical Loss Ratio.

This Florida Blue report is proprietary and confidential. Report Run: 11/03/2016 12:21 PM Page 1 of 2

Monitoring by Utilization and Enrollment
Paid Year Month

Employee &
Spouse
0

Employee &
Children
0

Family

Spouse Only

201310

Employee
Only
98

Children Only

0

Spouse &
Children
0

0

Total
Contracts
104

Total
Members
115

6

201311

97

0

0

201312

97

0

0

7

0

8

0

0

0

104

116

0

0

105

119

201401

98

0

0

8

0

0

0

106

120

201402

98

201403

97

0

0

0

0

8

0

0

0

106

120

8

0

0

0

105

119

201404
201405

97

0

98

0

0

8

0

0

0

105

119

0

7

0

0

0

105

117

201406

96

0

0

7

0

0

0

103

115

201407
201408

96

0

0

7

0

0

0

103

115

96

0

0

7

0

0

0

103

115

201409

96

0

0

7

0

0

0

103

115

Total

1,164

0

0

88

0

0

0

1,252

1,405

Grouping Avg

97

0

0

7

0

0

0

104

117

Monthly Avg

97

0

0

7

0

0

0

104

117

Notes:
- Enrollment is recast to reflect retroactive adjustments.
- Grouping Avg – Average of the distinct groupings chosen by the user.
- Monthly Avg – Average of a measure over Service/Paid time period.

This Florida Blue report is proprietary and confidential. Report Run: 11/03/2016 12:21 PM Page 2 of 2

Monitoring Enrollment
Company: CITY OF DEERFIELD BEACH
Group: 23663
Division: R05
Current Paid Period: From 10/2013 to 09/2014
Paid Year Month

Employee &
Spouse
0

Employee &
Children
0

Family

Spouse Only

201310

Employee
Only
98

Children Only

0

Spouse &
Children
0

0

Total
Contracts
104

Total
Members
115

6

201311

97

0

0

7

0

0

0

104

116

201312

97

0

201401

98

0

0

8

0

8

0

0

0

105

119

0

0

0

106

120

201402

98

201403

97

0

0

0

0

8

0

0

0

106

120

8

0

0

0

105

119

201404

97

0

0

8

0

0

0

105

119

201405

98

201406

96

0

0

7

0

0

0

105

117

0

0

7

0

0

0

103

115

201407

96

0

0

7

0

0

0

103

115

201408

96

0

0

7

0

0

0

103

115

201409

96

0

0

7

0

0

0

103

115

Total

1,164

0

0

88

0

0

0

1,252

1,405

Grouping Avg

97

0

0

7

0

0

0

104

117

Monthly Avg

97

0

0

7

0

0

0

104

117

Notes:
- Enrollment is recast to reflect retroactive adjustments.
- Grouping Avg – Average of the distinct groupings chosen by the user.
- Monthly Avg – Average of a measure over Service/Paid time period.

This Florida Blue report is proprietary and confidential. Report Run: 11/03/2016 12:21 PM Page 1 of 1

OIG 19-010-M

COMPOSITE
EXHIBIT 6

Monitoring by Utilization and Enrollment
Company: CITY OF DEERFIELD BEACH
Group: 23663
Division: R05
Current Paid Period: From 10/2014 to 09/2015
Enrollment
Paid Year
Month
201410

Contracts
102

Premium

Members

ASO/MPP Fee

114

$3,989.98

Capitation

Stoploss
Total Premium
Premium
$0.00
$3,989.98

PCP
$0.00

Specialty
$73.16

Fee for Service Claims
Total
Capitation
$73.16

Inpatient
$3,648.00

Outpatient
$9,832.53

Physician
$21,604.40

Other
$2,562.39

Total Medical
$37,647.32

Pharmacy
$25,991.07

Grand Total
$63,711.55

201411

102

114

$3,922.26

$0.00

$3,922.26

$0.00

$72.54

$72.54

$2,432.00

$7,216.03

$10,285.20

$942.68

$20,875.91

$20,523.73

$41,472.18

201412

100

112

$3,956.12

$0.00

$3,956.12

$0.00

$72.54

$72.54

$11,856.00

$15,126.07

$11,955.57

$749.69

$39,687.33

$24,328.17

$64,088.04

201501

106

121

$3,956.12

$0.00

$3,956.12

$0.00

$72.54

$72.54

$2,476.00

$11,263.17

$16,079.24

$2,206.12

$32,024.53

$27,558.75

$59,655.82

201502

106

121

$3,853.41

$0.00

$3,853.41

$0.00

$70.68

$70.68

$912.00

$9,023.94

$16,705.72

$1,693.82

$28,335.48

$22,625.76

$51,031.92

201503

107

122

$4,297.20

$0.00

$4,297.20

$0.00

$94.86

$94.86

$15,606.66

$3,014.64

$12,118.18

$2,816.28

$33,555.76

$14,290.37

$47,940.99

201504

106

122

$5,476.80

$0.00

$5,476.80

$0.00

$170.36

$170.36

$0.00

$7,717.76

$16,605.29

$6,468.05

$30,791.10

$32,993.73

$63,955.19

201505

105

120

$4,068.08

$0.00

$4,068.08

$0.00

$172.72

$172.72

$2,520.00

$18,989.67

$12,289.69

$3,991.89

$37,791.25

$23,808.92

$61,772.89

201506

105

120

$4,333.54

$0.00

$4,333.54

$0.00

$172.10

$172.10

$24,024.56

$3,684.13

$12,151.74

$3,513.25

$43,373.68

$18,598.02

$62,143.80

201507

105

118

$4,468.98

$0.00

$4,468.98

$0.00

$175.44

$175.44

$1,260.00

$9,842.62

$23,117.27

$2,826.54

$37,046.43

$41,192.07

$78,413.94

201508

85

102

$4,752.80

$0.00

$4,752.80

$0.00

$182.23

$182.23

$13,060.73

$18,151.60

$13,335.13

$2,128.12

$46,675.58

$25,808.33

$72,666.14

201509

85

103

$3,610.36

$0.00

$3,610.36

$0.00

$82.34

$82.34

$1,260.00

$32,601.94

$10,959.05

$7,427.27

$52,248.26

$30,150.31

$82,480.91

1,214

1,389

$50,685.65

$0.00

$50,685.65

$0.00

$1,411.51

$1,411.51

$79,055.95

$146,464.10

$177,206.48

$37,326.10

$440,052.63

$307,869.23

$749,333.37

Grouping Avg

Total

101

116

$4,223.80

$0.00

$4,223.80

$0.00

$117.63

$117.63

$6,588.00

$12,205.34

$14,767.21

$3,110.51

$36,671.05

$25,655.77

$62,444.45

Monthly Avg

101

116

$4,223.80

$0.00

$4,223.80

$0.00

$117.63

$117.63

$6,588.00

$12,205.34

$14,767.21

$3,110.51

$36,671.05

$25,655.77

$62,444.45

Notes:
- Grand Total includes Medical FFS, Pharmacy FFS and Capitation.
- Enrollment is recast to reflect retroactive adjustments.
- Grouping Avg – Average of the distinct groupings chosen by the user.
- Monthly Avg – Average of a measure over Service/Paid time period.
- FFS = Fee For Service.
- MLR = Medical Loss Ratio.

This Florida Blue report is proprietary and confidential. Report Run: 11/03/2016 12:15 PM Page 1 of 2

Monitoring by Utilization and Enrollment
Paid Year Month

Employee &
Spouse
0

Employee &
Children
0

Family

Spouse Only

201410

Employee
Only
95

Children Only

0

Spouse &
Children
0

7

201411

95

0

0

201412

93

0

0

201501

96

0

0

0

Total
Contracts
102

Total
Members
114

7

0

7

0

0

0

102

114

0

0

100

112

10

0

0

0

106

121

201502

96

0

0

10

0

0

0

106

121

201503

97

0

0

10

0

0

0

107

122

201504

95

0

0

11

0

0

0

106

122

201505

94

0

0

11

0

0

0

105

120

201506

94

0

0

11

0

0

0

105

120

201507

94

0

0

11

0

0

0

105

118

201508

71

0

0

14

0

0

0

85

102

201509

70

0

0

15

0

0

0

85

103

Total

1,090

0

0

124

0

0

0

1,214

1,389

Grouping Avg

91

0

0

10

0

0

0

101

116

Monthly Avg

91

0

0

10

0

0

0

101

116

Notes:
- Enrollment is recast to reflect retroactive adjustments.
- Grouping Avg – Average of the distinct groupings chosen by the user.
- Monthly Avg – Average of a measure over Service/Paid time period.

This Florida Blue report is proprietary and confidential. Report Run: 11/03/2016 12:15 PM Page 2 of 2

Monitoring Enrollment
Company: CITY OF DEERFIELD BEACH
Group: 23663
Division: R05
Current Paid Period: From 10/2014 to 09/2015
Paid Year Month

Employee &
Spouse
0

Employee &
Children
0

Family

Spouse Only

201410

Employee
Only
95

Children Only

0

Spouse &
Children
0

0

Total
Contracts
102

Total
Members
114

7

201411

95

0

0

7

0

0

0

102

114

201412

93

0

201501

96

0

0

7

0

10

0

0

0

100

112

0

0

0

106

121

201502

96

201503

97

0

0

0

0

10

0

0

0

106

121

10

0

0

0

107

122

201504

95

0

0

11

0

0

0

106

122

201505

94

201506

94

0

0

11

0

0

0

105

120

0

0

11

0

0

0

105

120

201507

94

0

0

11

0

0

0

105

118

201508

71

0

0

14

0

0

0

85

102

201509

70

0

0

15

0

0

0

85

103

Total

1,090

0

0

124

0

0

0

1,214

1,389

Grouping Avg

91

0

0

10

0

0

0

101

116

Monthly Avg

91

0

0

10

0

0

0

101

116

Notes:
- Enrollment is recast to reflect retroactive adjustments.
- Grouping Avg – Average of the distinct groupings chosen by the user.
- Monthly Avg – Average of a measure over Service/Paid time period.
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OIG 19-010-M

COMPOSITE
EXHIBIT 7

Monitoring by Utilization and Enrollment
Company: CITY OF DEERFIELD BEACH
Group: 23663
Division: R05
Current Paid Period: From 10/2015 to 09/2016
Enrollment
Paid Year
Month
201510

Contracts
82

Premium

Members

ASO/MPP Fee

98

$1,390.76

Capitation

Stoploss
Total Premium
Premium
$0.00
$1,390.76

PCP

Specialty

Fee for Service Claims

$0.00

$141.11

Total
Capitation
$141.11

Inpatient

Outpatient

Physician

Other

Total Medical

Pharmacy

Grand Total

$3,780.00

$5,720.91

$13,108.16

$1,905.55

$24,514.62

$19,999.13

$44,654.86

201511

82

98

$3,452.05

$0.00

$3,452.05

$0.00

$126.04

$126.04

$3,731.83

$12,532.73

$13,841.67

$3,635.78

$33,742.01

$21,143.04

$55,011.09

201512

82

98

$3,612.02

$0.00

$3,612.02

$0.00

$135.63

$135.63

$3,730.00

$28,611.82

$10,986.82

$6,673.15

$50,001.79

$23,036.16

$73,173.58

201601

82

100

$3,645.88

$0.00

$3,645.88

$0.00

$135.63

$135.63

$1,260.00

$30,452.16

$14,555.11

$2,471.33

$48,738.60

$22,244.02

$71,118.25

201602

84

106

$3,887.86

$0.00

$3,887.86

$0.00

$145.22

$145.22

$0.00

$12,839.68

$17,273.39

$7,096.68

$37,209.75

$22,223.22

$59,578.19

201603

84

105

$3,874.92

$0.00

$3,874.92

$0.00

$116.45

$116.45

$0.00

($2,275.71)

$28,063.75

$8,997.73

$34,785.77

$20,359.09

$55,261.31

201604

84

105

$3,874.92

$0.00

$3,874.92

$0.00

$113.71

$113.71

$1,288.00

$8,573.41

$30,035.85

$2,393.31

$42,290.57

$26,611.35

$69,015.63

201605

84

105

$3,637.90

$0.00

$3,637.90

$0.00

$115.08

$115.08

$1,288.00

$7,115.45

$42,397.68

$3,826.41

$54,627.54

$18,968.81

$73,711.43

201606

84

105

$3,874.92

$0.00

$3,874.92

$0.00

$115.08

$115.08

$28,377.16

$44,463.80

$37,808.46

$4,577.19

$115,226.61

$30,912.92

$146,254.61

201607

85

106

$3,874.92

$0.00

$3,874.92

$0.00

$109.20

$109.20

$9,107.93

$4,334.57

$16,532.83

$5,024.48

$34,999.81

$24,127.61

$59,236.62

201608

87

110

$3,874.92

$0.00

$3,874.92

$0.00

$110.04

$110.04

$5,152.00

$6,196.66

$14,177.08

$3,589.97

$29,115.71

$30,361.13

$59,586.88

201609

88

111

$4,124.88

$0.00

$4,124.88

$0.00

$120.52

$120.52

$1,288.00

$7,701.07

$11,143.54

$439.76

$20,572.37

$22,053.07

$42,745.96

1,008

1,247

$43,125.95

$0.00

$43,125.95

$0.00

$1,483.71

$1,483.71

$59,002.92

$166,266.55

$249,924.34

$50,631.34

$525,825.15

$282,039.55

$809,348.41

Grouping Avg

Total

84

104

$3,593.83

$0.00

$3,593.83

$0.00

$123.64

$123.64

$4,916.91

$13,855.55

$20,827.03

$4,219.28

$43,818.76

$23,503.30

$67,445.70

Monthly Avg

84

104

$3,593.83

$0.00

$3,593.83

$0.00

$123.64

$123.64

$4,916.91

$13,855.55

$20,827.03

$4,219.28

$43,818.76

$23,503.30

$67,445.70

Notes:
- Grand Total includes Medical FFS, Pharmacy FFS and Capitation.
- Enrollment is recast to reflect retroactive adjustments.
- Grouping Avg – Average of the distinct groupings chosen by the user.
- Monthly Avg – Average of a measure over Service/Paid time period.
- FFS = Fee For Service.
- MLR = Medical Loss Ratio.
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Monitoring by Utilization and Enrollment
Paid Year Month

Employee &
Spouse
0

Employee &
Children
0

Family

Spouse Only

201510

Employee
Only
68

Children Only

0

Spouse &
Children
0

0

Total
Contracts
82

Total
Members
98

14

201511

68

0

0

201512

68

0

0

14

0

14

0

0

0

82

98

0

0

82

98

201601

66

0

0

16

0

0

0

82

100

201602

66

201603

66

0

0

0

0

18

0

0

0

84

106

18

0

0

0

84

105

201604
201605

66

0

66

0

0

18

0

0

0

84

105

0

18

0

0

0

84

105

201606

66

0

0

18

0

0

0

84

105

201607
201608

67

0

0

18

0

0

0

85

106

68

0

0

19

0

0

0

87

110

201609

69

0

0

19

0

0

0

88

111

Total

804

0

0

204

0

0

0

1,008

1,247

Grouping Avg

67

0

0

17

0

0

0

84

104

Monthly Avg

67

0

0

17

0

0

0

84

104

Notes:
- Enrollment is recast to reflect retroactive adjustments.
- Grouping Avg – Average of the distinct groupings chosen by the user.
- Monthly Avg – Average of a measure over Service/Paid time period.
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Monitoring Enrollment
Company: CITY OF DEERFIELD BEACH
Group: 23663
Division: R05
Current Paid Period: From 10/2015 to 09/2016
Paid Year Month

Employee &
Spouse
0

Employee &
Children
0

Family

Spouse Only

201510

Employee
Only
68

Children Only

0

Spouse &
Children
0

0

Total
Contracts
82

Total
Members
98

14

201511

68

0

0

14

0

0

0

82

98

201512

68

0

201601

66

0

0

14

0

16

0

0

0

82

98

0

0

0

82

100

201602

66

201603

66

0

0

0

0

18

0

0

0

84

106

18

0

0

0

84

105

201604

66

0

0

18

0

0

0

84

105

201605

66

201606

66

0

0

18

0

0

0

84

105

0

0

18

0

0

0

84

105

201607

67

0

0

18

0

0

0

85

106

201608

68

0

0

19

0

0

0

87

110

201609

69

0

0

19

0

0

0

88

111

Total

804

0

0

204

0

0

0

1,008

1,247

Grouping Avg

67

0

0

17

0

0

0

84

104

Monthly Avg

67

0

0

17

0

0

0

84

104

Notes:
- Enrollment is recast to reflect retroactive adjustments.
- Grouping Avg – Average of the distinct groupings chosen by the user.
- Monthly Avg – Average of a measure over Service/Paid time period.
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OIG 19-010-M

EXHIBIT 8

Archive Manager

Page 1 of 2

Achive Manager
From:

Karen Belle-Pierre

To:

Lisa Powell ; Amanda Robin

Subject:

Reports

Export
Sent: Mon, 28 Nov 2016 13:09:23 GMT

Attachments may contain viruses that are harmful to your computer. Attachments may not display correctly.

23663_Retirees with Medicare Primary_01012015-10312016.xlsx (34Kb)
Retirees_01012013-12312015.xlsx (9Kb)

23663_Summary of Plan Spend for

See attached

Karen Belle-Pierre, SPHR, SHRM-SCP
Assistant Director of Human Resources
City of Deerfield Beach
150 NE 2nd Avenue
Deerfield Beach, FL 33441
P: 954.426.6897
F: 954.420.5567
C: 954.732.8850

From: Lisa Powell
Sent: Wednesday, November 23, 2016 1:05 PM
To: Amanda Robin <ARobin@deerfield-beach.com>
Cc: Karen Belle-Pierre <KBelle-Pierre@deerfield-beach.com>
Subject: E-mail
I am now on line with Deerfield system. Karen please forward Yolanda's report to me. She could not send it
to my personal email because of PHI security. Thanks and have good Thanksgiving

The City of Deerfield Beach is governed by the Public Records Act as set forth in Chapter 119,
Florida Statutes. Emails and email addresses are subject to the Public Records Act and are public
records subject to disclosure. All emails, and any corresponding email addresses, sent or received are

Archive Manager

Page 2 of 2

retained by the City of Deerfield Beach as public records. If you do not want your email or email
address released in response to a public records request, do not send electronic mail to this entity.
Instead, contact the City Clerk's office by phone at 954-480-4213 or in writing.

OIG 19-010-M

EXHIBIT 9

Medcare Primary Report for Group: 23663
Retiree Divisions Only
From 2015-01-01 To 2016-10-31
Report as of 2016-11-14
*Report contains confidential & proprietary information
Group
23663
23663
23663
23663
23663
23663
23663
23663
23663
23663
23663
23663
23663
23663
23663
23663
23663
23663
23663
23663
23663
23663
23663
23663
23663
23663
23663
23663
23663
23663
23663
23663
23663
23663
23663
23663
23663
23663
23663
23663
23663
23663

Division
R03
R03
R03
R03
R03
R03
R03
R03
R03
R03
R03
R03
R03
R03
R03
R03
R03
R03
R03
R03
R03
R03
R03
R03
R03
R03
R03
R03
R03
R03
R05
R05
R05
R05
R05
R05
R05
R05
R05
R05
R05
R05

Last Name
ROTHBERG
WILSON
D'ARIES
DWYER
MUSTO
THOMAS
HARRINGTON
MARCHEL
FOSTER
THOMAS
MCTHAY
FREDRICKS
LUKAS
GRISBY
WILLIAMS
LACY
EALY
WILLIAMS
FARRINGTON
CHILES
BETTS
HAYDEN
LAMANTIA
RILEY STRICKER
DUNN
GODSALL
BENERD
PAUL
LABONTE
LABONTE
MILLER
BOK
BOK
OCONNELL
WILSON
COOKE
RAUENSWINTER
CAPELLINI
WILSON
CAKE
LAMMERS
GREEN

First Name
PAUL
HOLLY
SUSAN
JOHN
NAJAIM
MARLENE
ULYSSES
CHARLES
HENRY
ANDRE
LAMAR
GARY
MICHAEL
BAXTER
ROBERT
ANTOINETTE
CONRAD
CLEVELAND
JILL
CHARLIE
BRIAN
LINDA
KATHY
JAMIE
SANDRA
CHRISTOPHE
DEBORAH
YVEAU
GINETTE
THONY
WAYNE
DAVID
JUDITH
JANE
JACQUELINE
BARBARA
ANGELA
ALBERT
WILLIAM
HELENE
JOSEPHINE
DONALD

Mbr Eff Date Mbr Term Date Contract Number
1987-12-01
9999-12-31 XXX-XX-9900
1995-04-01
9999-12-31 XXX-XX-7552
1987-12-01
9999-12-31 XXX-XX-7523
1999-09-01
9999-12-31 XXX-XX-1943
1988-02-01
9999-12-31 XXX-XX-1955
1987-12-01
9999-12-31 XXX-XX-2343
1987-12-01
9999-12-31 XXX-XX-9533
1987-12-01
9999-12-31 XXX-XX-5171
1987-12-01
9999-12-31 XXX-XX-7556
1989-09-01
9999-12-31 XXX-XX-8939
1998-04-01
9999-12-31 XXX-XX-4192
1987-12-01
9999-12-31 XXX-XX-7068
1987-12-01
9999-12-31 XXX-XX-6827
1987-12-01
9999-12-31 XXX-XX-9490
1987-12-01
9999-12-31 XXX-XX-6870
1987-12-01
9999-12-31 XXX-XX-4615
1987-12-01
9999-12-31 XXX-XX-4617
1989-08-01
9999-12-31 XXX-XX-3901
2010-10-01
9999-12-31 XXX-XX-9775
1991-12-01
9999-12-31 XXX-XX-2786
1998-01-01
9999-12-31 XXX-XX-7187
1993-10-01
9999-12-31 XXX-XX-0209
2012-03-01
9999-12-31 XXX-XX-9548
1991-01-01
9999-12-31 XXX-XX-7011
1990-06-01
9999-12-31 XXX-XX-6783
1987-12-01
9999-12-31 XXX-XX-7419
2001-10-20
9999-12-31 XXX-XX-0964
1992-01-01
9999-12-31 XXX-XX-1964
1999-04-23
9999-12-31 XXX-XX-2906
1990-01-01
9999-12-31 XXX-XX-0093
1987-12-01
9999-12-31 XXX-XX-7954
1987-12-01
9999-12-31 XXX-XX-6022
2011-03-01
9999-12-31 XXX-XX-3559
1994-10-01
9999-12-31 XXX-XX-9770
2006-04-01
9999-12-31 XXX-XX-3694
2007-07-01
9999-12-31 XXX-XX-1992
1987-12-01
9999-12-31 XXX-XX-9219
1994-07-01
9999-12-31 XXX-XX-4941
1987-12-01
9999-12-31 XXX-XX-6542
2009-02-01
9999-12-31 XXX-XX-8439
1990-03-01
9999-12-31 XXX-XX-3843
1987-12-01
9999-12-31 XXX-XX-2169

23663
23663
23663
23663
23663
23663
23663
23663
23663
23663
23663
23663
23663
23663
23663
23663
23663
23663
23663
23663
23663
23663
23663
23663
23663
23663
23663
23663
23663
23663
23663
23663
23663
23663
23663
23663
23663
23663
23663
23663
23663
23663
23663
23663
23663
23663
23663
23663
23663

R05
R05
R05
R05
R05
R05
R05
R05
R05
R05
R05
R05
R05
R05
R05
R05
R05
R05
R05
R05
R05
R05
R05
R05
R05
R05
R05
R05
R05
R05
R05
R05
R05
R05
R05
R05
R05
R05
R05
R05
R05
R05
R05
R05
R05
R05
R05
R05
R05

GARFINKEL
ADDIS
WINKLER
D'ARIES
SAUL
SAUL
ADDIS
LANDOSKEY
RICKARD
SUMNER
LAGA
DINGLE
SENIOR
MELLOW
CAKE
FERGUSON
PARRISH
VOGEL
WELCH
REICHENBACH
SHOOK
JOHNSON
MAJOR
MAJOR
SMITS
SODERLIN
SMOAK
MUENZENMAIER
HARRIS
WELCH
GORDON
JAMES
FLEMING
NEWMAN
MUENZENMAIER
SANDLIN
ALSUP
HARRIS
COHEN
HASTINGS
NORRIS
ADAMS
ADAMS
BOWLES
THOMAS
HARTWIG
GUINN
CIPRIANO
MARCUM

DOROTHY
MARY
JANE
CHARLES
GARY
PATRICIA
EDWARD
ELMER
MURIEL
PATRICIA
PETER
JAMES
JACK
ANDREW
ALLEN
GERALD
JANICE
BETTY
JACKSON
NANCY
JAMES
JOHNNIE
CLARENCE
JACQUELYN
DAVID
CARL
SANDRA
WILLIAM
PATRICIA
CLARA
MARVA
CHARLES
JAMES
LLOYD
JANICE
JOHN
LINDA
DAVID
ALLEN
LINDA
STEPHEN
BERNARD
JOSEPHINE
EUGENE
WILLIAM
ANNETTE
PAUL
JEAN
ROBERT

1987-12-01
2006-11-01
1987-12-01
1987-12-01
1987-12-01
1987-12-01
2012-12-01
1987-12-01
1987-12-01
1987-12-01
1987-12-01
1987-12-01
1987-12-01
1987-12-01
1998-04-01
1987-12-01
1987-12-01
2004-10-01
1987-12-01
1987-12-01
1987-12-01
1987-12-01
1987-12-01
1998-04-01
1987-12-01
1987-12-01
1987-12-01
2012-01-01
2010-07-01
2000-04-01
1998-04-01
1987-12-01
2014-05-01
1987-12-01
1987-12-01
1987-12-01
2008-01-29
1987-12-01
1987-12-01
2010-07-01
1989-04-01
1987-12-01
2014-10-01
1987-12-01
1990-04-01
2001-01-23
1996-05-01
1987-12-01
1992-06-01

9999-12-31
9999-12-31
9999-12-31
9999-12-31
9999-12-31
9999-12-31
9999-12-31
9999-12-31
9999-12-31
9999-12-31
9999-12-31
9999-12-31
9999-12-31
9999-12-31
9999-12-31
9999-12-31
9999-12-31
9999-12-31
9999-12-31
9999-12-31
9999-12-31
9999-12-31
9999-12-31
9999-12-31
9999-12-31
9999-12-31
9999-12-31
9999-12-31
9999-12-31
9999-12-31
9999-12-31
9999-12-31
9999-12-31
9999-12-31
9999-12-31
9999-12-31
9999-12-31
9999-12-31
9999-12-31
9999-12-31
9999-12-31
9999-12-31
9999-12-31
9999-12-31
9999-12-31
9999-12-31
9999-12-31
9999-12-31
9999-12-31

XXX-XX-9413
XXX-XX-9572
XXX-XX-7440
XXX-XX-8826
XXX-XX-6447
XXX-XX-6447
XXX-XX-9119
XXX-XX-6004
XXX-XX-0921
XXX-XX-5069
XXX-XX-2084
XXX-XX-5780
XXX-XX-5515
XXX-XX-4159
XXX-XX-3232
XXX-XX-2966
XXX-XX-8237
XXX-XX-7433
XXX-XX-6550
XXX-XX-3176
XXX-XX-1177
XXX-XX-3717
XXX-XX-7516
XXX-XX-7516
XXX-XX-4399
XXX-XX-5498
XXX-XX-7409
XXX-XX-8756
XXX-XX-9636
XXX-XX-7600
XXX-XX-6659
XXX-XX-6190
XXX-XX-8544
XXX-XX-9249
XXX-XX-6678
XXX-XX-3805
XXX-XX-5273
XXX-XX-3097
XXX-XX-8593
XXX-XX-4873
XXX-XX-4386
XXX-XX-1507
XXX-XX-1507
XXX-XX-1718
XXX-XX-5617
XXX-XX-1922
XXX-XX-7843
XXX-XX-4200
XXX-XX-4942

23663
23663
23663
23663
23663
23663
23663
23663
23663
23663
23663
23663
23663
23663
23663
23663
23663
23663
23663
23663
23663
23663
23663
23663
23663
23663
23663
23663
23663
23663
23663
23663

R05
R05
R05
R05
R05
R05
R05
R05
R05
R05
R05
R05
R05
R05
R05
R05
R05
R05
R05
R05
R05
R05
R05
R05
R05
R05
R05
R05
R05
R05
R05
R05

CULLIGAN
DRESSLER
CULLIGAN
VOGEL
HARTWIG
AMASON
LAMANTIA
MCCUBBINS
SHORTER
SHORTER
MCGAUGH
FREDERICK
BIGECK
BIGECK
FREDERICK
ANDISON
OKINCZYC
PETER
PETER
ROBINSON
KRAUS
RAY
WISNIEWSKI
WISNIEWSKI
MAGGI
SENNELLO
ALSUP
BLACKMAN
MOORE
MOORE
SODERLIN
RAY

GARY
WILLIAM
GLORIA
JOHN
GEORGE
DAVID
JAMES
CARL
GINGER
HOWARD
REBA
MILDRED
DENNIS
DIANE
JAMES
HUGH
ALEXANDER
CARL
JACKIE
PATRICK
EDWARD
JAMES
PATRICK
CLAUDIA
SHIRLEY
GENDRA
RONNIE
MARY
ROBERT
DOLORES
PATRICIA
CAROL

1989-12-01
2000-05-01
1998-08-01
1987-12-01
1987-12-01
1987-12-01
1991-04-01
1994-12-01
1992-08-01
2003-01-01
1987-12-01
2006-03-01
2011-07-01
1987-12-01
1987-12-01
1998-12-01
1987-12-01
2003-09-01
2016-01-01
1987-12-01
1995-05-01
1987-12-01
1987-12-01
1987-12-01
1987-12-01
2008-07-01
1987-12-01
2011-02-02
1987-12-01
2015-04-01
2006-08-01
2007-04-01

9999-12-31
9999-12-31
9999-12-31
9999-12-31
9999-12-31
9999-12-31
9999-12-31
9999-12-31
9999-12-31
9999-12-31
9999-12-31
9999-12-31
9999-12-31
9999-12-31
9999-12-31
9999-12-31
9999-12-31
9999-12-31
9999-12-31
9999-12-31
9999-12-31
9999-12-31
9999-12-31
9999-12-31
9999-12-31
9999-12-31
9999-12-31
9999-12-31
9999-12-31
9999-12-31
9999-12-31
9999-12-31

XXX-XX-6913
XXX-XX-5137
XXX-XX-9901
XXX-XX-8698
XXX-XX-4765
XXX-XX-2026
XXX-XX-9158
XXX-XX-4850
XXX-XX-0085
XXX-XX-8973
XXX-XX-3452
XXX-XX-8851
XXX-XX-5677
XXX-XX-6235
XXX-XX-3856
XXX-XX-5254
XXX-XX-0552
XXX-XX-1109
XXX-XX-1109
XXX-XX-1673
XXX-XX-9850
XXX-XX-8780
XXX-XX-0236
XXX-XX-0236
XXX-XX-5247
XXX-XX-8968
XXX-XX-6191
XXX-XX-2270
XXX-XX-5581
XXX-XX-5581
XXX-XX-3506
XXX-XX-2915

HCCID
H69094801
H82836389
H21596608
H87023467
H16539535
H14165622
H25259798
H40423473
H55767737
H37563319
H29523015
H58602907
H71109919
H58285117
H97738418
H21053934
H88062832
H72462079
H20368684
H45361774
H25988591
H96016159
H76441131
H71585029
H15613173
H84982745
H79337846
H29296487
H92477152
H63081685
H33538726
H87118129
H43747561
H59549294
H26875900
H38715238
H19471582
H25831495
H65343556
H54040707
H23092858
H10287270

Member DOB
06/21/1961
05/19/1966
06/18/1950
01/18/1951
11/13/1957
03/06/1950
01/27/1951
02/13/1955
12/16/1954
02/09/1965
04/30/1956
08/25/1950
08/12/1950
09/02/1953
02/03/1951
12/01/1958
11/07/1957
03/06/1961
10/17/1957
04/30/1952
06/15/1951
08/22/1951
05/28/1951
03/24/1962
02/05/1950
01/06/1953
09/08/1956
03/11/1957
07/31/1967
01/05/1958
04/20/1948
03/07/1946
12/07/1946
03/09/1933
06/15/1943
11/12/1945
07/06/1940
01/12/1948
04/26/1941
10/11/1946
08/30/1931
02/15/1934

Relationship
SUBSCRIBER
SUBSCRIBER
SUBSCRIBER
SUBSCRIBER
SUBSCRIBER
SUBSCRIBER
SUBSCRIBER
SUBSCRIBER
SUBSCRIBER
SUBSCRIBER
SUBSCRIBER
SUBSCRIBER
SUBSCRIBER
SUBSCRIBER
SUBSCRIBER
SPOUSE
SUBSCRIBER
SUBSCRIBER
SPOUSE
SUBSCRIBER
SUBSCRIBER
SUBSCRIBER
SUBSCRIBER
SUBSCRIBER
SUBSCRIBER
SUBSCRIBER
SPOUSE
SUBSCRIBER
SPOUSE
SUBSCRIBER
SUBSCRIBER
SUBSCRIBER
SUBSCRIBER
SUBSCRIBER
SUBSCRIBER
SUBSCRIBER
SUBSCRIBER
SUBSCRIBER
SUBSCRIBER
SUBSCRIBER
SUBSCRIBER
SUBSCRIBER

Coverage
EMP,SP,CHILDREN
EMP,SP,CHILD
EMPLOYEE
EMP,SP,CHILD
EMPLOYEE
EMPLOYEE
EMPLOYEE
EMPLOYEE
EMPLOYEE
EMPLOYEE
EMP,SPOUSE
EMP,SPOUSE
EMP,SPOUSE
EMPLOYEE
EMP,SPOUSE
see Subscriber
EMPLOYEE
EMPLOYEE
see Subscriber
EMPLOYEE
EMPLOYEE
EMPLOYEE
EMPLOYEE
EMP,SP,CHILDREN
EMPLOYEE
EMPLOYEE
see Subscriber
EMP,SP,CHILDREN
see Subscriber
EMP,SP,CHILD
EMP,CHILD
EMPLOYEE
EMPLOYEE
EMPLOYEE
EMPLOYEE
EMPLOYEE
EMPLOYEE
EMPLOYEE
EMPLOYEE
EMPLOYEE
EMPLOYEE
EMPLOYEE

Plan
NETWORK ADVANTAGE PL 1748-R9
NETWORK ADVANTAGE PL 1748-R9
NETWORK ADVANTAGE PL 1748-R9
NETWORK ADVANTAGE PL 1748-R9
NETWORK ADVANTAGE PL 1748-R9
NETWORK ADVANTAGE PL 1748-R9
NETWORK ADVANTAGE PL 1748-R9
NETWORK ADVANTAGE PL 1748-R9
NETWORK ADVANTAGE PL 1748-R9
NETWORK ADVANTAGE PL 1748-R9
NETWORK ADVANTAGE PL 1748-R9
NETWORK ADVANTAGE PL 1748-R9
NETWORK ADVANTAGE PL 1748-R9
NETWORK ADVANTAGE PL 1748-R9
NETWORK ADVANTAGE PL 1748-R9
NETWORK ADVANTAGE PL 1748-R9
NETWORK ADVANTAGE PL 1748-R9
NETWORK ADVANTAGE PL 1748-R9
NETWORK ADVANTAGE PL 1748-R9
NETWORK ADVANTAGE PL 1748-R9
NETWORK ADVANTAGE PL 1748-R9
NETWORK ADVANTAGE PL 1748-R9
NETWORK ADVANTAGE PL 1748-R9
NETWORK ADVANTAGE PL 1748-R9
NETWORK ADVANTAGE PL 1748-R9
NETWORK ADVANTAGE PL 1748-R9
NETWORK ADVANTAGE PL 1748-R9
NETWORK ADVANTAGE PL 1748-R9
NETWORK ADVANTAGE PL 1748-R9
NETWORK ADVANTAGE PL 1748-R9
NETWORK ADVANTAGE PL 1748-R9
NETWORK ADVANTAGE PL 1748-R9
NETWORK ADVANTAGE PL 1748-R9
NETWORK ADVANTAGE PL 1748-R9
NETWORK ADVANTAGE PL 1748-R9
NETWORK ADVANTAGE PL 1748-R9
NETWORK ADVANTAGE PL 1748-R9
NETWORK ADVANTAGE PL 1748-R9
NETWORK ADVANTAGE PL 1748-R9
NETWORK ADVANTAGE PL 1748-R9
NETWORK ADVANTAGE PL 1748-R9
NETWORK ADVANTAGE PL 1748-R9

Med Primary
YES
YES
YES
YES
YES
YES
YES
YES
YES
YES
YES
YES
YES
YES
YES
YES
YES
YES
YES
YES
YES
YES
YES
YES
YES
YES
YES
YES
YES
YES
YES
YES
YES
YES
YES
YES
YES
YES
YES
YES
YES
YES

H86336605
H92301336
H86371101
H25091343
H68224942
H68224942
H80926930
H72558514
H81168012
H55684126
H87689883
H74578637
H49885823
H14053347
H90862318
H91318096
H75213685
H14716206
H92838575
H94474351
H39723823
H68694842
H61483672
H61483672
H42832297
H64034424
H68260212
H75204847
H75752119
H20289565
H45370882
H81790534
H23391298
H69802615
H19886825
H61369165
H45834706
H62889022
H81869528
H63475327
H63821359
H48823912
H48823912
H67525976
H13438927
H57093814
H69628556
H59029471
H83825263

06/18/1932
05/02/1948
04/30/1932
04/26/1948
06/15/1948
07/04/1948
02/09/1947
10/23/1939
12/06/1935
06/29/1935
07/21/1947
10/08/1945
08/18/1940
03/12/1945
01/30/1944
08/12/1947
01/23/1943
08/22/1944
03/26/1935
09/29/1939
05/07/1935
07/31/1945
06/02/1949
12/19/1961
10/14/1939
01/24/1939
09/12/1938
01/30/1947
10/08/1946
01/03/1936
10/07/1940
11/20/1948
02/17/1948
09/27/1946
08/20/1948
10/08/1948
04/18/1947
06/13/1945
10/13/1932
06/23/1945
02/14/1943
03/13/1941
06/26/1939
08/08/1947
07/01/1949
11/03/1940
05/07/1936
04/02/1938
09/01/1944

SUBSCRIBER
SUBSCRIBER
SUBSCRIBER
SUBSCRIBER
SUBSCRIBER
SPOUSE
SUBSCRIBER
SUBSCRIBER
SUBSCRIBER
SUBSCRIBER
SUBSCRIBER
SUBSCRIBER
SUBSCRIBER
SUBSCRIBER
SUBSCRIBER
SUBSCRIBER
SUBSCRIBER
SUBSCRIBER
SUBSCRIBER
SUBSCRIBER
SUBSCRIBER
SUBSCRIBER
SUBSCRIBER
SPOUSE
SUBSCRIBER
SUBSCRIBER
SUBSCRIBER
SUBSCRIBER
SUBSCRIBER
SUBSCRIBER
SUBSCRIBER
SUBSCRIBER
SUBSCRIBER
SUBSCRIBER
SUBSCRIBER
SUBSCRIBER
SUBSCRIBER
SUBSCRIBER
SUBSCRIBER
SUBSCRIBER
SUBSCRIBER
SUBSCRIBER
SPOUSE
SUBSCRIBER
SUBSCRIBER
SUBSCRIBER
SUBSCRIBER
SUBSCRIBER
SUBSCRIBER

EMPLOYEE
EMPLOYEE
EMPLOYEE
EMPLOYEE
EMP,SPOUSE
see Subscriber
EMPLOYEE
EMPLOYEE
EMPLOYEE
EMPLOYEE
EMPLOYEE
EMPLOYEE
EMPLOYEE
EMPLOYEE
EMPLOYEE
EMPLOYEE
EMPLOYEE
EMPLOYEE
EMPLOYEE
EMPLOYEE
EMPLOYEE
EMPLOYEE
EMP,SP,CHILD
see Subscriber
EMPLOYEE
EMPLOYEE
EMPLOYEE
EMPLOYEE
EMPLOYEE
EMPLOYEE
EMPLOYEE
EMP,SP,CHILD
EMPLOYEE
EMP,SPOUSE
EMPLOYEE
EMP,SPOUSE
EMPLOYEE
EMPLOYEE
EMPLOYEE
EMPLOYEE
EMPLOYEE
EMP,SPOUSE
see Subscriber
EMPLOYEE
EMPLOYEE
EMPLOYEE
EMPLOYEE
EMPLOYEE
EMPLOYEE

NETWORK ADVANTAGE PL 1748-R9
NETWORK ADVANTAGE PL 1748-R9
NETWORK ADVANTAGE PL 1748-R9
NETWORK ADVANTAGE PL 1748-R9
NETWORK ADVANTAGE PL 1748-R9
NETWORK ADVANTAGE PL 1748-R9
NETWORK ADVANTAGE PL 1748-R9
NETWORK ADVANTAGE PL 1748-R9
NETWORK ADVANTAGE PL 1748-R9
NETWORK ADVANTAGE PL 1748-R9
NETWORK ADVANTAGE PL 1748-R9
NETWORK ADVANTAGE PL 1748-R9
NETWORK ADVANTAGE PL 1748-R9
NETWORK ADVANTAGE PL 1748-R9
NETWORK ADVANTAGE PL 1748-R9
NETWORK ADVANTAGE PL 1748-R9
NETWORK ADVANTAGE PL 1748-R9
NETWORK ADVANTAGE PL 1748-R9
NETWORK ADVANTAGE PL 1748-R9
NETWORK ADVANTAGE PL 1748-R9
NETWORK ADVANTAGE PL 1748-R9
NETWORK ADVANTAGE PL 1748-R9
NETWORK ADVANTAGE PL 1748-R9
NETWORK ADVANTAGE PL 1748-R9
NETWORK ADVANTAGE PL 1748-R9
NETWORK ADVANTAGE PL 1748-R9
NETWORK ADVANTAGE PL 1748-R9
NETWORK ADVANTAGE PL 1748-R9
NETWORK ADVANTAGE PL 1748-R9
NETWORK ADVANTAGE PL 1748-R9
NETWORK ADVANTAGE PL 1748-R9
NETWORK ADVANTAGE PL 1748-R9
NETWORK ADVANTAGE PL 1748-R9
NETWORK ADVANTAGE PL 1748-R9
NETWORK ADVANTAGE PL 1748-R9
NETWORK ADVANTAGE PL 1748-R9
NETWORK ADVANTAGE PL 1748-R9
NETWORK ADVANTAGE PL 1748-R9
NETWORK ADVANTAGE PL 1748-R9
NETWORK ADVANTAGE PL 1748-R9
NETWORK ADVANTAGE PL 1748-R9
NETWORK ADVANTAGE PL 1748-R9
NETWORK ADVANTAGE PL 1748-R9
NETWORK ADVANTAGE PL 1748-R9
NETWORK ADVANTAGE PL 1748-R9
NETWORK ADVANTAGE PL 1748-R9
NETWORK ADVANTAGE PL 1748-R9
NETWORK ADVANTAGE PL 1748-R9
NETWORK ADVANTAGE PL 1748-R9

YES
YES
YES
YES
YES
YES
YES
YES
YES
YES
YES
YES
YES
YES
YES
YES
YES
YES
YES
YES
YES
YES
YES
YES
YES
YES
YES
YES
YES
YES
YES
YES
YES
YES
YES
YES
YES
YES
YES
YES
YES
YES
YES
YES
YES
YES
YES
YES
YES

H72953443
H66402793
H83987390
H59060133
H38935874
H97849307
H64960769
H35760899
H33118001
H57699092
H55601550
H25342876
H69404572
H78837257
H73958050
H50023430
H49275334
H21800565
H21800565
H43093882
H67017114
H92183419
H23515768
H23515768
H25454610
H49868859
H24236686
H94128346
H73225413
H73225413
H30060350
H36869203

04/06/1935
03/24/1943
08/07/1933
11/04/1936
05/22/1937
03/07/1938
03/22/1947
08/19/1934
03/17/1939
06/27/1937
10/17/1937
03/09/1941
07/13/1946
06/12/1947
09/24/1941
12/06/1933
11/23/1946
02/01/1947
05/31/1946
12/18/1949
01/19/1947
04/05/1942
11/02/1948
11/11/1952
10/30/1925
11/20/1941
03/17/1940
02/02/1946
07/16/1937
01/06/1938
07/19/1941
04/06/1947

SUBSCRIBER
SUBSCRIBER
SUBSCRIBER
SUBSCRIBER
SUBSCRIBER
SUBSCRIBER
SUBSCRIBER
SUBSCRIBER
SUBSCRIBER
SUBSCRIBER
SUBSCRIBER
SUBSCRIBER
SUBSCRIBER
SUBSCRIBER
SUBSCRIBER
SUBSCRIBER
SUBSCRIBER
SUBSCRIBER
SPOUSE
SUBSCRIBER
SUBSCRIBER
SUBSCRIBER
SUBSCRIBER
SPOUSE
SUBSCRIBER
SUBSCRIBER
SUBSCRIBER
SUBSCRIBER
SUBSCRIBER
SPOUSE
SUBSCRIBER
SUBSCRIBER

EMPLOYEE
EMPLOYEE
EMPLOYEE
EMPLOYEE
EMPLOYEE
EMPLOYEE
EMPLOYEE
EMPLOYEE
EMPLOYEE
EMPLOYEE
EMPLOYEE
EMPLOYEE
EMPLOYEE
EMPLOYEE
EMPLOYEE
EMPLOYEE
EMPLOYEE
EMPLOYEE
see Subscriber
EMPLOYEE
EMPLOYEE
EMPLOYEE
EMP,SPOUSE
see Subscriber
EMPLOYEE
EMPLOYEE
EMPLOYEE
EMPLOYEE
EMP,SPOUSE
see Subscriber
EMPLOYEE
EMPLOYEE

NETWORK ADVANTAGE PL 1748-R9 YES
NETWORK ADVANTAGE PL 1748-R9 YES
NETWORK ADVANTAGE PL 1748-R9 YES
NETWORK ADVANTAGE PL 1748-R9 YES
NETWORK ADVANTAGE PL 1748-R9 YES
NETWORK ADVANTAGE PL 1748-R9 YES
NETWORK ADVANTAGE PL 1748-R9 YES
NETWORK ADVANTAGE PL 1748-R9 YES
NETWORK ADVANTAGE PL 1748-R9 YES
NETWORK ADVANTAGE PL 1748-R9 YES
NETWORK ADVANTAGE PL 1748-R9 YES
NETWORK ADVANTAGE PL 1748-R9 YES
NETWORK ADVANTAGE PL 1748-R9 YES
NETWORK ADVANTAGE PL 1748-R9 YES
NETWORK ADVANTAGE PL 1748-R9 YES
NETWORK ADVANTAGE PL 1748-R9 YES
NETWORK ADVANTAGE PL 1748-R9 YES
NETWORK ADVANTAGE PL 1748-R9 YES
NETWORK ADVANTAGE PL 1748-RA YES
NETWORK ADVANTAGE PL 1748-R9 YES
NETWORK ADVANTAGE PL 1748-R9 YES
NETWORK ADVANTAGE PL 1748-R9 YES
NETWORK ADVANTAGE PL 1748-R9 YES
NETWORK ADVANTAGE PL 1748-R9 YES
NETWORK ADVANTAGE PL 1748-R9 YES
NETWORK ADVANTAGE PL 1748-R9 YES
NETWORK ADVANTAGE PL 1748-R9 YES
NETWORK ADVANTAGE PL 1748-R9 YES
NETWORK ADVANTAGE PL 1748-R9 YES
NETWORK ADVANTAGE PL 1748-R9 YES
NETWORK ADVANTAGE PL 1748-R9 YES
NETWORK ADVANTAGE PL 1748-R9 YES

Medicare HIB Number
044509900A
090427552A
103387523A
104421943A
144421955A
156422343A
212569533A
259865171A
261177556A
261458939A
262294192A
263066827A
263069490A
266432813A
265314617A
265613901A
265256913A
266982786A
267907187A

282667011A
439846783A
527197419A
218666229A
590141964A
594500093A
004527954A
016366022A
030343559A
057269770A
062363694A
070361992A
075309219A
090384941A
096326542A
097368439A
100223843A
102242169A

Address 1
1700 CASSVILLE AVE
3060 W BRENDON WAY
8250 NW 40TH ST
1178 SW 3RD ST
856 NW 6TH DR
PO BOX 668
625 NW 2ND AVE
PO BOX 4171
1311 SW 6TH WAY
1301 SW 5TH AVE
1241 SW 10TH TER
15741 CEDAR GROVE LN
343 STRICKLAND LANDG
4023 NW 1ST PL
1425 SE 13TH AVE
230 NW 18TH ST
124 SW 2ND ST
150 NW 21ST ST
1271 SW 6TH WAY
1110 SW 7TH AVE
470 SW 49TH TER
6923 ELIANTO WAY
310 SW 34TH AVE
4955 ALFRESCO ST
302 W NORTH ST
2509 73RD ST SE
4700 SATINWOOD TRL
254 NE 40TH ST
4540 NW 52ND ST
1320 STUTTGART AVE NW
PO BOX 5052
1355 WALNUT TER
1355 WALNUT TER
5909 CANDLE GLOW PL
PO BOX 1037
134 ROCKPORT RDG WAY
3345 GLADE CRK BLVD
APT 1207
PO BOX 1037
23156 FTN VW APT D
12416 W PINNACLE VIS
9081 SW 1ST DR

Address 2

RD

NE APT 5
261 DEER CREEK BLVD

DR

City
VERO BEACH
QUEEN CREEK
CORAL SPRINGS
BOCA RATON
BOCA RATON
FORT MC COY
DEERFIELD BEACH
DEERFIELD BEACH
DEERFIELD BEACH
DEERFIELD BEACH
DEERFIELD BEACH
WELLINGTON
NAHUNTA
DEERFIELD BEACH
DEERFIELD BEACH
POMPANO BEACH
DEERFIELD BEACH
POMPANO BEACH
DEERFIELD BEACH
DEERFIELD BEACH
POMPANO BEACH
LAKE WORTH
DEERFIELD BEACH
BOCA RATON
DERIDDER
EVERETT
COCONUT CREEK
POMPANO BEACH
COCONUT CREEK
PALM BAY
DEERFIELD BEACH
BOCA RATON
BOCA RATON
LEESBURG
LADY LAKE
CARY
ROANOKE
DEERFIELD BEACH
LADY LAKE
BOCA RATON
PEORIA
BOCA RATON

State
FL
AZ
FL
FL
FL
FL
FL
FL
FL
FL
FL
FL
GA
FL
FL
FL
FL
FL
FL
FL
FL
FL
FL
FL
LA
WA
FL
FL
FL
FL
FL
FL
FL
FL
FL
NC
VA
FL
FL
FL
AZ
FL

Zip Code
32966
85142
33065
33486
33486
32134
33441
33442
33441
33441
33441
33414
31553
33442
33441
33060
33441
33060
33441
33441
33068
33467
33442
33428
70634
98203
33063
33064
33073
32907
33442
33486
33486
34748
32158
27519
24012
33442
32158
33433
85383
33428

105249413A
105389572A
111247440A
115408826A
116366447A
359401176A
132389119A
135306004A
138280921A
144265069A
147382084A
151365780A
152285515A
178344159A
219423232A
226642966A
233788237A
238707433A
244506550A
244543176A
246441177A
250703717A
250867516A
266738491A
261564399A
261565498A
261567409A
261808756A
261829636A
262467600A
262696659A
262886190A
262888544A
262889249A
262966678T
263843805A
264025273A
265703097A
266368593A
266824873A
267624386A
267821507A
257563683A
267861718A
267905617A
275361922A
279307843A
282344200A
282404942A

9759 SUN POINTE DR
342 SW 34TH AVE
LOT N2174
8250 NW 40TH ST
1601 ABACO DR APT K2
1601 ABACO DR APT K2
342 SW 34TH AVE
1435 BELVOIR CT
305 ROLLING ACRES TRL
817 SE 16TH CT
504 2ND AVE SE
APT 204
868 HEWITT DR
50 SE 12TH ST APT 154
23156 FTN VW APT D
1301 NE 26TH TER
PO BOX 1178
503 PETTY RD
140 BOUGAINVILLEA DR
122 BISCAYNE CT
208 SKYLINE ROAD EXT
PO BOX 1874
5195 COCONUT CRK PKWY
5195 COCONUT CRK PKWY
610 PHILLIPS DR
10 MONTGOMERY LN
618 WOODRIDGE DR
1089 SW 25TH AVE
641 SE 1ST ST
140 BOUGAINVILLEA DR
303 PONDEROSA DR
12929 40TH ST N
270 CABLE LAKE CIR
7600 S HOLLOW PT
1089 SW 25TH AVE
167 GRAND AVE
2460 DER CRK CNTRY
641 SE 1ST ST
APT 7C
4179 FLAT CREEK RD
4840 NE 29TH AVE
180 SW 5TH CT
180 SW 5TH CT
2921 NW 23RD ST
PO BOX 668
APT 301
345 BEAVER CREEK ST
160 SOUTH BLVD APT A
4560 NW 11TH TER

BOYNTON BEACH
DEERFIELD BEACH
6201 US HIGHWAY 41 N PALMETTO
CORAL SPRINGS
COCONUT CREEK
COCONUT CREEK
DEERFIELD BEACH
N MYRTLE BCH
FRANKLIN
DEERFIELD BEACH
JASPER
1151 CALAMONDIN TER DELRAY BEACH
PORT ORANGE
BOCA RATON
BOCA RATON
POMPANO BEACH
FRISCO
SANFORD
LEESBURG
MOORESVILLE
HICKORY
BARNWELL
COCONUT CREEK
COCONUT CREEK
BOCA RATON
ELKTON
FERN PARK
DEERFIELD BEACH
DEERFIELD BEACH
LEESBURG
HARKER HEIGHTS
WEST PALM BEACH
CAROLINA SHORES
FLORAL CITY
DEERFIELD BEACH
BROOKSVILLE
CLUB BLVD APT 404A
DEERFIELD BEACH
DEERFIELD BEACH
1200 S OCEAN BLVD
BOCA RATON
CHATTAHOOCHEE
LIGHTHOUSE POINT
DEERFIELD BEACH
DEERFIELD BEACH
FORT LAUDERDALE
FORT MC COY
5390 WOODLAND LAKS DR PALM BCH GARDENS
LAKE PLACID
BOYNTON BEACH
FT LAUDERDALE

FL
FL
FL
FL
FL
FL
FL
SC
NC
FL
FL
FL
FL
FL
FL
FL
CO
NC
FL
NC
NC
SC
FL
FL
FL
MD
FL
FL
FL
FL
TX
FL
NC
FL
FL
FL
FL
FL
FL
FL
FL
FL
FL
FL
FL
FL
FL
FL
FL

33437
33442
34221
33065
33066
33066
33442
29582
28734
33441
32052
33445
32127
33432
33433
33062
80443
27330
34748
28117
28601
29812
33063
33063
33432
21921
32730
33442
33441
34748
76548
33411
28467
34436
33442
34604
33442
33441
33432
32324
33064
33441
33441
33311
32134
33418
33852
33435
33309

286306913A
287365137A
289289901A
292308698A
294304765A
295302026A
297429158A
306324850A
308380085A
315368973A
316403452A
335348851A
346385677A
346386235A
350323856A
363345254A
365460552A
368461109A
352366432A
371501673A
377469850A
382368780A
382500236A
261179466A
383205247A
384408968A
412586191A
430862270A
432565581A
432565581B
107325271A
574162915A

215 BAKER DR
371 MADERAS DR
215 BAKER DR
503 PETTY RD
APT 301
328 E LAKEWOOD RD
310 SW 34TH AVE
924 SE 10TH CT
440 S SECTION ST
440 S SECTION ST
52 ISLEWOOD C
PO BOX 547
119 TARA LAKES DR W
119 TARA LAKES DR W
PO BOX 547
817 NE 5TH ST
12 EMERALD DR
610 EDGEBROOK DR
610 EDGEBROOK DR
APT 505
224 BENTBOUGH DR
7 SW 11TH ST
APT 1154
APT 1154
2021 SE GIFFEN AVE
63 WEYMOUTH LN
2460 DER CRK CNTRY
12 EMERALD DR
375 NE 6TH ST
375 NE 6TH ST
10 MONTGOMERY LN
7 SW 11TH ST

WEST PALM BEACH
HOT SPRINGS VLG
WEST PALM BEACH
SANFORD
5390 WOODLAND LAKS DR PALM BCH GARDENS
WEST PALM BEACH
DEERFIELD BEACH
POMPANO BEACH
SULLIVAN
SULLIVAN
DEERFIELD BEACH
MURPHY
BOYNTON BEACH
BOYNTON BEACH
MURPHY
DEERFIELD BEACH
KEY WEST
CRYSTAL LAKE
CRYSTAL LAKE
200 HARBORVIEW DR
TAVERNIER
LEESBURG
DEERFIELD BEACH
3145 COASTAL HWY
SAINT AUGUSTINE
3145 COASTAL HWY
SAINT AUGUSTINE
PORT SAINT LUCIE
PALM COAST
CLUB BLVD APT 404A
DEERFIELD BEACH
KEY WEST
BOCA RATON
BOCA RATON
ELKTON
DEERFIELD BEACH

FL
AR
FL
NC
FL
FL
FL
FL
IN
IN
FL
NC
FL
FL
NC
FL
FL
IL
IL
FL
FL
FL
FL
FL
FL
FL
FL
FL
FL
FL
MD
FL

33409
71909
33409
27330
33418
33405
33442
33060
47882
47882
33442
28906
33436
33436
28906
33441
33040
60014
60014
33070
34748
33441
32084
32084
34952
32164
33442
33040
33432
33432
21921
33441

Gender
M
F
F
M
M
F
M
M
M
M
M
M
M
M
M
F
M
M
F
M
M
F
F
F
F
M
F
M
F
M
M
M
F
F
F
F
F
M
M
F
F
M

Consumer Mbr Id
10000011459
51250041335
91250009672
51250055815
51250059109
11250029579
17500027002
56250053883
17500025910
32500011723
17500028465
2500012712
56250029013
32500019279
32500012358
20000011356
17500025523
32500012343
17500025869
17500024452
10000018349
56250050634
56250052177
10000061076
11250087661
42500046266
28750013654
26250015370
17500027919
17500027907
10000076176
51250054057
51250054056
73750040769
10000049712
51250054739
77500001537
32500016008
10000049711
42500041645
43750016780
42500047415

Medicare EFF Date Medicare Term Date Medicare Coverage
2009-08-01
9999-12-31 MED A ONLY
2004-12-01
9999-12-31 BOTH MED A&B
2015-06-01
9999-12-31 BOTH MED A&B
2016-01-01
9999-12-31 BOTH MED A&B
2014-03-01
9999-12-31 MED A ONLY
2015-03-01
9999-12-31 BOTH MED A&B
2016-01-01
9999-12-31 BOTH MED A&B
2013-10-01
9999-12-31 BOTH MED A&B
2009-01-01
9999-12-31 BOTH MED A&B
2014-01-01
9999-12-31 MED A ONLY
2012-02-01
9999-12-31 MED A ONLY
2015-08-01
9999-12-31 BOTH MED A&B
2015-08-01
9999-12-31 BOTH MED A&B
2008-10-01
9999-12-31 MED A ONLY
2016-02-01
9999-12-31 BOTH MED A&B
2014-02-01
9999-12-31 BOTH MED A&B
2010-11-01
9999-12-31 BOTH MED A&B
2013-05-01
9999-12-31 BOTH MED A&B
2012-12-01
9999-12-31 BOTH MED A&B
2014-05-01
9999-12-31 BOTH MED A&B
2011-07-01
9999-12-31 BOTH MED A&B
2016-08-01
9999-12-31 BOTH MED A&B
2016-05-01
9999-12-31 BOTH MED A&B
2000-10-01
9999-12-31 BOTH MED A&B
2015-02-01
9999-12-31 BOTH MED A&B
1998-06-01
9999-12-31 BOTH MED A&B
2009-05-01
9999-12-31 BOTH MED A&B
2015-03-01
9999-12-31 BOTH MED A&B
2016-07-01
9999-12-31 BOTH MED A&B
2015-10-01
9999-12-31 BOTH MED A&B
2013-04-01
9999-12-31 BOTH MED A&B
2011-03-01
9999-12-31 BOTH MED A&B
2011-12-01
9999-12-31 BOTH MED A&B
1994-10-01
9999-12-31 BOTH MED A&B
2008-06-01
9999-12-31 BOTH MED A&B
2010-11-01
9999-12-31 BOTH MED A&B
2005-07-01
9999-12-31 BOTH MED A&B
2013-01-01
9999-12-31 BOTH MED A&B
2006-04-01
9999-12-31 MED A ONLY
2011-10-01
9999-12-31 BOTH MED A&B
1996-06-01
9999-12-31 BOTH MED A&B
1999-10-01
9999-12-31 BOTH MED A&B

F
F
F
M
M
F
M
M
F
F
M
M
M
M
M
M
F
F
M
F
M
M
M
F
M
M
F
M
F
F
F
M
M
M
F
M
F
M
M
F
M
M
F
M
M
F
M
F
M

90000031967
32500012888
11250044907
91250003134
22500022737
22500022738
58750282360
15000083077
78750050296
32500011125
17500027996
32500016908
26250023481
10000076138
42500041644
37500007025
10000077593
40000129674
77500064663
73750078707
67500036471
48750082647
26250012969
26250012970
10000079202
60000053548
41250038443
56250053636
17500026973
77500064662
32500019382
48750029756
10000072487
17500029483
56250053635
28750059891
12500182231
17500026974
10000070741
95000241870
26250014599
17500023121
17500023120
15000055143
26250019930
37500047933
90000031712
11250081301
12500026113

1997-06-01
2013-05-01
1997-04-01
2013-04-01
2013-06-01
2013-07-01
2012-02-01
2004-10-01
2000-12-01
2000-06-01
2012-07-01
2010-10-01
2005-08-01
2010-03-01
2009-01-01
2012-08-01
2008-01-01
2009-08-01
2000-03-01
2004-09-01
1974-01-01
2010-07-01
2014-06-01
2005-10-01
2009-07-01
2004-01-01
2003-09-01
2012-01-01
2011-10-01
2001-01-01
2005-10-01
2013-11-01
2013-02-01
2011-09-01
2013-08-01
1996-05-01
2012-04-01
2010-06-01
1997-10-01
2010-06-01
2008-02-01
2006-03-01
2004-06-01
2012-08-01
2014-06-01
2005-11-01
2001-05-01
2003-04-01
2009-08-01

9999-12-31
9999-12-31
9999-12-31
9999-12-31
9999-12-31
9999-12-31
9999-12-31
9999-12-31
9999-12-31
9999-12-31
9999-12-31
9999-12-31
9999-12-31
9999-12-31
9999-12-31
9999-12-31
9999-12-31
9999-12-31
9999-12-31
9999-12-31
9999-12-31
9999-12-31
9999-12-31
9999-12-31
9999-12-31
9999-12-31
9999-12-31
9999-12-31
9999-12-31
9999-12-31
9999-12-31
9999-12-31
9999-12-31
9999-12-31
9999-12-31
9999-12-31
9999-12-31
9999-12-31
9999-12-31
9999-12-31
9999-12-31
9999-12-31
9999-12-31
9999-12-31
9999-12-31
9999-12-31
9999-12-31
9999-12-31
9999-12-31

MED A ONLY
BOTH MED A&B
BOTH MED A&B
MED A ONLY
BOTH MED A&B
BOTH MED A&B
BOTH MED A&B
BOTH MED A&B
BOTH MED A&B
BOTH MED A&B
MED A ONLY
MED A ONLY
BOTH MED A&B
MED A ONLY
BOTH MED A&B
MED A ONLY
MED A ONLY
BOTH MED A&B
BOTH MED A&B
BOTH MED A&B
BOTH MED A&B
BOTH MED A&B
BOTH MED A&B
BOTH MED A&B
BOTH MED A&B
BOTH MED A&B
BOTH MED A&B
BOTH MED A&B
BOTH MED A&B
BOTH MED A&B
MED A ONLY
BOTH MED A&B
MED A ONLY
BOTH MED A&B
BOTH MED A&B
BOTH MED A&B
BOTH MED A&B
BOTH MED A&B
BOTH MED A&B
BOTH MED A&B
BOTH MED A&B
BOTH MED A&B
BOTH MED A&B
BOTH MED A&B
BOTH MED A&B
BOTH MED A&B
BOTH MED A&B
BOTH MED A&B
BOTH MED A&B

M
M
F
M
M
M
M
M
F
M
F
F
M
F
M
M
M
M
F
M
M
M
M
F
F
F
M
F
M
F
F
F

48750013231
52500040144
48750013230
87500088833
37500047934
91250023472
56250052176
56250013233
32500010891
32500010892
68750007222
33750101076
98750011391
37500041886
33750101075
17500023319
87500006664
11250191660
11250191661
47500002985
26250011030
32500010660
18750109960
18750109961
75000095915
56250057961
32500012941
52500008153
10000076620
10000076619
56250057151
58750156414

2000-04-01
2008-03-01
1998-08-01
2001-11-01
2002-05-01
2003-03-01
2005-01-01
1999-08-01
2004-03-01
2002-06-01
2002-10-01
2006-03-01
2011-07-01
2012-06-01
2006-09-01
1998-12-01
2011-11-01
2012-01-01
2011-05-01
2014-12-01
2012-01-01
2007-04-01
2013-11-01
2001-12-01
1990-10-01
2006-11-01
2005-03-01
2011-02-01
2002-07-01
2003-01-01
2006-07-01
2012-04-01

9999-12-31
9999-12-31
9999-12-31
9999-12-31
9999-12-31
9999-12-31
9999-12-31
9999-12-31
9999-12-31
9999-12-31
9999-12-31
9999-12-31
9999-12-31
9999-12-31
9999-12-31
9999-12-31
9999-12-31
9999-12-31
9999-12-31
9999-12-31
9999-12-31
9999-12-31
9999-12-31
9999-12-31
9999-12-31
9999-12-31
9999-12-31
9999-12-31
9999-12-31
9999-12-31
9999-12-31
9999-12-31

BOTH MED A&B
MED A ONLY
BOTH MED A&B
BOTH MED A&B
BOTH MED A&B
MED A ONLY
BOTH MED A&B
BOTH MED A&B
BOTH MED A&B
BOTH MED A&B
BOTH MED A&B
MED A ONLY
BOTH MED A&B
BOTH MED A&B
MED A ONLY
BOTH MED A&B
BOTH MED A&B
MED A ONLY
MED A ONLY
BOTH MED A&B
BOTH MED A&B
MED A ONLY
BOTH MED A&B
BOTH MED A&B
BOTH MED A&B
MED A ONLY
BOTH MED A&B
BOTH MED A&B
BOTH MED A&B
BOTH MED A&B
BOTH MED A&B
BOTH MED A&B
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COMPOSITE
EXHIBIT 10

CITY OF DEERFIELD BEACH - 23663
Summary of Plan Spend by Year
Retirees 65+
Paid: 01/01/2013 - 12/31/2015
Report Date: 11/14/2016
PAID YEAR
2013
2014
2015
Grand Total

TOTAL PLAN PAID
$541,700.92
$603,800.94
$769,216.84
$1,914,718.70

CITY OF DEERFIELD BEACH - 23663
Summary of Plan Spend by Year
Retirees Under 65
Paid: 01/01/2013 - 12/31/2015
Report Date: 11/14/2016
PAID YEAR
2013
2014
2015
Grand Total

TOTAL PLAN PAID
$2,085,134.53
$1,937,863.30
$1,953,165.23
$5,976,163.06
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Achive Manager
From:

Lisa Powell

To:

Amanda Robin

Subject:

Health Issue

Export
Sent: Tue, 29 Nov 2016 21:32:21 GMT

November 29, 2016
Amanda Robin
Director of Human Resources
150 NE 2nd Avenue
Deerfield Beach, FL 33441
Re: Deerfield Beach – Health Plan Analysis
With recent turn-over within the Human Resources Department, I have been asked to examine the workings of the
Health Plan. Specifically, how retiree health insurance is administered. First one must identify the current
practices compared to the written documentation. The union contracts for International Union of Painters and
Allied Trades as well as the Professional Managers and Supervisors Association indicates the covering of the full
cost or an allowed stipend based on years of service for retiree health; both of which ends upon the eligibility of
Medicare, Medicaid, or TEFRA. The Personnel Rules and Regulations reads, “The City continues an employee’s
medical insurance benefits equivalent to what all other City employees receive when a member begins receiving
pension disability, early retirement or full retirement immediately upon separation from the City. This benefit
continues until the member becomes eligible for Medicare, Medicaid, or TEFRA.” However, City contributions
ending has not occurred in excess of a decade. The actual administration has been to continue the plan and the
subsidy until death. When a process has been practiced a certain way for this long period of time, this past
practice takes precedence over the written documentation (Past practice). Our discussion will be centered around
how to reconcile the language with the practice and to address existing retiree situations as well as future retirees.
Containing costs to the City is the ultimate goal.
To add to the problem, it seems as if some retirees were told by previous HR employees, they did not need to
participate in Medicare because they were covered by the City’s plan. So not only are the subsidies continuing,
some people did not off-set the City’s costs by signing up for Medicare parts A and B.
Plan Summary: The City is partially self-insured, with the purchase of reinsurance also known as stop-loss
insurance. The stop-loss carrier is Symetra Life Insurance Company with a specific individual deductible of
$175,000 and an aggregate at $1,000,000 both of which are on a paid contract basis. With this arrangement, the
City has control over the plan design, who administers the claims (currently Florida Blue), and the level of risk the
City is able to hold thus reducing the costs compared to a fully insured plan. To accomplish this, the City solicits
the assistance of an Insurance Broker. This is currently the Ghiring Group. They assist by filing for recoveries
from the stop-loss carrier, annually shopping for stop-loss insurance, assisting with the selection of an
administrator, assisting with claims issues and assist with complying to ACA requirements. Determining what is
called a premium equivalent is conducted by an actuary. The premium equivalent takes into consideration the
cost of reinsurance, claims processing costs, broker fees, and the actual cost of claims. Neither the broker nor the
actuary mesh the City’s health plans with the union contracts and policies. The Human Resource Department
needs to monitor the health plan as it relates to agreements within the union contracts/policies, monitoring the plan
design and how it is being administered relative to this documentation. Perhaps using the broker to track but only
under the tutelage of the Human Resources Office.
In order to grasp the size and scope of this issue, we must look at the over-all demographics of the health plan.
(These numbers are constantly changing so we will just use a point in time of 10/21/16.) There are 592 Insureds.
There are 50 Retirees and 16 actives who opt out of the medical coverage. The area Housing Authority is
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allowed to piggy-back on the City’s health plan with 14 Insureds. It would be wise to document the
reimbursement of 100% of the premium equivalent back to the City. As well as the Housing Authority is not
allowed retiree eligibility or subsidy. Of the total number of Insured, 256 are retirees with 206 taking medical
coverage. Within this group of retirees are 24 individuals who are listed as surviving spouses two of whom are
under 65. The claims data of those two are included with the age 65 or older group. A policy decision should
occur as to the handling of Surviving Retiree Spouses, what level of coverage is available, for how long and the
cost to that spouse. Once these decisions have been made a written policy should be created. Also, the census
should list spouses of retirees under the retiree as a dependent, not as a retiree themselves.
The retirees are as young as 47 years of age and as old 91 years old. Medicare eligibility currently occurs at age
65. When a retiree participates in Medicare A & B, the costs to the City are much lower due to the mandate of
Medicare as primary payer.
The break-down of the City’s retirees in 5-year age bands as of October 2016, is as follows:
Under 50

6

51-55

11

56-60

35

61-65

57

66-70

55

71-75

35

76-80

32

81-85

22

86-90

3

Over 90

1

One may believe retiree pricing should be based on retiree claims cost segregated from active employees.
However, because of Affordable Care Act, employer groups are restricted from carving out the retirees in order to
have a separate premium equivalent for retirees. Their costs must be blended with the group of active employees.
But we can look at those claims levels to identify the extent of the City’s exposer currently. Below are average
annual claims costs per month for retirees for last three full years (13/14, 14/15, and 15/16). The costs are divided
in to under age 65 and age 65 or older.
Retirees Under age 65
Average Costs per Member per Month per Insured
Avg Head
Count

Inpatient

Outpatient

Physicians

10/13 to 9/14

101

$282.13

$ 267.57

$ 375.34

$ 59.19

$

546.51

$ 1,530.74

10/14 to9/15

104

$241.76

$ 262.46

$ 306.48

$ 228.10

$

566.26

$ 1,605.05

10/15 to 9/16

101

$130.54

$ 451.44

$ 299.08

$ 13.70

$

503.73

$ 1,398.49

14%

22%

22%

7%

'3 yr %

Other
(i.e. labs)

Retirees age 65
or older
Average Costs per Member per Month per Insured

Rx

36%

Total
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Avg Head
Count

Inpatient

Outpatient

Physicians

Other
(i.e. labs)

Rx

10/13 to 9/14

104

$27.54

$71.86

$120.19

$13.98

$220.57

$

454.13

10/14 to9/15

105

$62.74

$120.99

$159.13

$29.86

$268.51

$

641.24

10/15 to 9/16

107

$47.92

$145.71

$220.50

$45.47

$254.99

$

714.59

8%

19%

28%

5%

41%

'3 yr %

Total

When an insured has Medicare as primary (which is required of a retiree), there are lower claim costs to the City
compared to the plan being the primary payer. Which is about 40% of the average costs of the under age 65
retirees. The Center for Medicare and Medicaid Services (CMS) will not run a report for the City which will
definitively indicate all who is on Medicare. In spite of this, the City’s administrator was able to identify 61
retirees age 65 or older participating with Medicare A & B by running reports of secondary claims payment for
retirees. (In order to appear on this report, the Insured would have to incur a claim of some type from 1/1/15 to
present. Therefore, this information may not be 100% accurate but will show an indication of how many may not
be participating in Medicare.) Based on this report, within the age 65 or older retiree group 61 participate in
medicare parts A and B and 16 participating only in part A; leaving 16 in question. The individuals not listed on
this report should be contacted to determine their participation in Medicare A & B or A only. See the roster on
the following page. Eleven retiree under age 65 have Medicare A & B, while seven have Medicare A only. I am
assuming they must be drawing social security disability and have become eligible for Medicare through that
program. One is listed on the census as disabled which may be an agreement to cover health insurance under a
workers’ compensation settlement.
There is no way to mandate a person to sign up for medicare. If a retiree goes beyond age 65 without signing up
for medicare, when they do belatedly sign up, a penalty is applied for every year that has past since they could
have initially been covered. We want to address this issue in the most humane way possible while directing future
retirees to participate in the cost by purchasing part B and signing up for part A of Medicare. My
recommendation would be to change the plan where claims for retiree members who are Medicare eligible will be
paid “as if” Medicare A and B were primary regardless of participation in Medicare. The City could grandfather
the current retirees who did not sign up for Medicare. If you do not address those 23 retirees (there could be more
after contacting the remaining members) who feel they have been misled by the Human Resource predecessors,
legal action could and probably would be attempted. The late enrollment penalty is what might lead to litigation.
As we all know these people stay in touch with active employees and could cause additional issues with union
negotiations. Using the “As If” language would avoid the Human Resource Department from needing to track
proof of participation with Medicare. Florida Blue has similar language for other customers. The language used
by that customer, “At age 65, if a member is eligible and elects not to take Medicare part B, then we (BCBSFL)
will process as if Medicare made payment and pay only 20% of our allowance (for retirees only) “.
A few things came to light while conducting the research for this project. In speaking with the stop-loss
underwriter, it was determined that monthly “Threshold Detail Claims” report ceased being sent in May of this
year. There is also a chance that a recovery of approximately $25,000 may be due to the City. Only with a
detailed report can that be determined for sure. The take away is that the City should direct the Gehring Group to
file for any recoveries due the City and to forward reports on a monthly basis to the stop-loss carrier to insure
proper and timely recoveries.
Another issue identified was how Elected Officials are treated with regard to benefits. Thirty hours or more is
considered full time under ACA. However Elected Officials need to be in their own classification for health
coverage during their term in office. The recommendation is to have a resolution clearly defining all benefits and
how they are to be applied. This will provide documentation with no questions as it will be approved by the
Commission itself.
Florida Blue can only provide reports based on the data the City provides to them. Therefore, a clean and accurate
census maintained. Listing retiree’s dependent as dependents is critical for applying the appropriate deductions.

Archive Manager
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Lisa Powell

The City of Deerfield Beach is governed by the Public Records Act as set forth in Chapter 119, Florida Statutes. Emails and email addresses are subject
to the Public Records Act and are public records subject to disclosure. All emails, and any corresponding email addresses, sent or received are retained
by the City of Deerfield Beach as public records. If you do not want your email or email address released in response to a public records request, do not
send electronic mail to this entity. Instead, contact the City Clerk's office by phone at 954-480-4213
or in writing.
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EXHIBIT 12

0

RESOLUTION NO. 2014/ 142

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF
DEERFIELD BEACH, FLORIDA APPROVING AN AGREEMENT WITH
ARTHUR

J.

ANALYTICS

THE

CITY' S

GALLAGHER

AND

COMPANY

FOR ACTUARIAL SERVICES

HEALTH

AND DENTAL

ANNUAL COST OF S12, 500. 00;

D/ B/ A

HEALTHCARE

IN CONNECTION

INSURANCE

PLANS

WITH

AT AN

PROVIDING FOR EXECUTION; AND

PROVIDING FOR AN EFFECTIVE DATE.

WHEREAS, the City sought proposals from responsible parties to provide actuarial
services in connection with the City' s health and dental insurance plans; and

WHEREAS, an evaluation committee received two proposals in response to the City' s
Request for Proposals; and
WHEREAS, the evaluation committee met and reviewed each proposal, and after

ranking the proposals, recommends award of the contract to Arthur J. Gallagher and Company

d/ b/ a/ Healthcare Analytics as the top ranked proposer at an annual cost to the City of$ 12, 500. 00
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE CITY COMMISSION OF THE
CITY OF DEERFIELD BEACH, FLORIDA, AS FOLLOWS:

Section 1. Each and every Whereas clause set forth above is a true and correct recital and

representation and is incorporated herein as if set forth fully.
Section 2. The City Commission hereby approves the award of the contract for actuarial
services in connection with the City' s health and dental plans to Arthur J. Gallagher and
Company d/ b/ a Healthcare Analytics at an annual cost of $ 12, 500, and authorizes the City
Manager to execute the contract in the form approved by the City Attorney.
Section 3. This Resolution shall become effective immediately upon adoption.
PASSED AND ADOPTED THIS 17TH DAY OF JUNE, 2014.

M. ROBB, MAYOR
ATTEST:

I

h:

w) Id/R41HAM-J•
HNSON,
MC, ITY CLEF RK
Resolutions/
allagher ASO Contract)
1

CONTRACT

THIS CONTRACT is entered into by and between the CITY OF DEERFIELD BEACH ( CITY). a
municipal

corporation

and

ARTHUR

J.

GALLAGHER &

CO.,

DBA

HEALTHCARE ANALYTICS

CONTRACTOR), as follows
WITNESSETH:

WHEREAS, pursuant to RFP # 2013- 14/ 26 ( the RFP) the CITY accepted competitive proposals
for Actuarial Services for Self- Funded Health and Dental Plan ( the Services); and
WHEREAS, the Services are delineated in the RFP; and

WHEREAS, this Contract, the RFP and the CONTRACTOR' s Response constitute the entire
Contract and describe the Services to be provided; and

WHEREAS, after evaluation of price and other evaluation criteria specified in the RFP, the
evaluation committee and the City Commission of the City of Deerfield Beach, Florida, the CITY has

determined that the most responsive and responsible proposal was submitted by CONTRACTOR and
that CONTRACTOR has the necessary resources, experience and ability to perform the contract at a
competitive price: and

WHEREAS, the CITY has awarded the contract to CONTRACTOR for the Services on June 17,
2014, Resolution No 2014/ 11;

NOW THEREFORE, be it agreed by and between the parties as follows:

ARTICLE I

INTRODUCTION AND SCOPE OF SERVICES
1. 1

The above referenced Whereas clauses are true and correct and made a part hereof.

1. 2

This Contract, the RFP, together with the response to the RFP of CONTRACTOR shall constitute
the entire Contract, except to the extent specifically modified on Attachment " A" Additional Terms
and Conditions. The parties agree that the scope of services is a description of CONTRACTOR' s
obligations and responsibilities and is deemed to include preliminary considerations and
prerequisites, and all labor, materials, equipment, and tasks which are such an inseparable part

of the work described that exclusion would render performance by CONTRACTOR impractical,
illogical, or unconscionable.
1. 3

Except as specifically modified herein, CONTRACTOR shall be bound by the terms and
conditions and prices as set forth in the RFP and the CONTRACTOR' S Response to the RFP.

When the terms and conditions of this Contract may be read as consistent with the RFP, then and

in that respect, the terms of both the RFP and this Contract shall be read as being consistent and
shall be binding on both parties. Where terms and conditions of this Contract contradict anything
as set forth in the RFP or the response to the RFP, then the terms and conditions of this Contract

shall be binding and in full force and effect to the extent of any inconsistency.
1. 4

This is a non- exclusive contract. The CITY may, in its sole and absolute discretion, utilize other
1

parties to provide any of the services listed in the RFP, or any aspect of the Services if the CITY
deems it to be in the best interest of the CITY.
1. 5

CONTRACTOR acknowledges and agrees that the Contract Administrator has no authority to
make changes that would increase, decrease, or otherwise modify the Scope of Services to be
provided under this Contract.

ARTICLE 2

TERM AND TIME OF PERFORMANCE
2. 1

The contract term shall be for three ( 3) years and shall commence upon final execution and end

on June 30, 2017. The City reserves the right to renew the contract term for three ( 3) additional
one ( 1) year terms providing all terms conditions and specifications remain the same, both parties

agree to the renewal, and such renewal is approved by the City..
2. 2

Time shall be deemed to be of the essence in performing the duties, obligations and
responsibilities required by this Contract.

ARTICLE 3
COMPENSATION
3. 1

The CITY shall compensate the CONTRACTOR for services provided by the CONTRACTOR,
CITY agrees to pay CONTRACTOR, in the manner specified in the RFP, the amounts set forth in
CONTRACTOR' s Response for work actually performed and completed pursuant to this Contract,
which amount shall be accepted by CONTRACTOR as full compensation for all such work. It is
acknowledged and agreed by CONTRACTOR that this amount is the maximum payable and
constitutes a limitation upon CITY' s obligation to compensate CONTRACTOR for its services

related to this Contract. This amount, however, does not constitute a limitation, of any sort, upon
CONTRACTOR' s obligation to perform all items of work required by or which can be reasonably
inferred from the Scope of Services. No amount shall be paid to CONTRACTOR to reimburse its
expenses.

3. 2

The CONTRACTOR and the CITY shall abide by the Local Government Prompt Payment Act, FL
SS. 218. 70- 218. 80.

ARTICLE 4
TERMINATION OR SUSPENSION
4. 1

This Contract may be terminated for convenience by the CITY. Termination for convenience by
the CITY shall be effective on the termination date stated in written notice provided by CITY,
which termination date shall be not less than thirty ( 30) days after the date of such written notice.

This Contract may also be terminated by the City Manager upon such notice as the City Manager
deems appropriate under the circumstances in the event the City Manager determines that
termination is necessary to protect the public health or safety. The parties agree that if CITY
erroneously, improperly or unjustifiably terminates for cause, such termination shall be deemed a

2

termination for convenience, which shall be effective thirty ( 30) days after such notice of
termination for cause is provided.
4. 2

This Contract may be terminated for cause for reasons including, but not limited to,

CONTRACTOR' s repeated ( whether negligent or intentional) submission for payment of false or
incorrect bills or invoices, failure to suitably perform the work; or failure to continuously perform
the work in a manner calculated to meet or accomplish the objectives as set forth in this Contract.

4. 3

4. 4

Notice of termination shall be provided in accordance with the " NOTICES" section of this Contract
except that notice of termination by the City Manager, which the City Manager deems necessary
to protect the public health, safety, or welfare may be verbal notice that shall be promptly
confirmed in writing in accordance with the " NOTICES" section of this Contract.
In the event this Contract is terminated for convenience, CONTRACTOR shall be paid for any

services properly performed under the Contract through the termination date specified in the
written notice of termination. CONTRACTOR acknowledges and agrees that it has received good.
valuable and sufficient consideration from CITY, the receipt and adequacy of which are, hereby

acknowledged by CONTRACTOR, for CITY' s right to terminate this Contract for convenience.
4. 5

In the event this Contract is terminated for any reason, any amounts due CONTRACTOR shall be

withheld by CITY until all documents are provided to CITY pursuant to Section 8. 1 of Article 8.
4. 6

Should at any time during the term of this contract, including any option terms, the

CONTRACTOR is in violation of any of the terms and conditions of this contract, the City shall
have the right to suspend the CONTRACTOR until the violation is resolved to the satisfaction of

the City. If the violation is not promptly resolved or is of such serious nature that the City
determines that suspension is not adequate, the City reserves the right to terminate for cause.

4. 6. 1

In the event a CONTRACTOR is terminated, the City may assign the contract to another
CONTRACTOR, or seek a new CONTRACTOR, until the contract is re- let, or until the end

of the contract term then in effect, at its sole option and shall reserve all legal remedies for
damages and other relief.

ARTICLE 5

EEO AND ADA COMPLIANCE
5. 1

CONTRACTOR shall not unlawfully discriminate on the basis of race, color, national origin, sex,

religion, age, political affiliation or disability in the performance of this Contract, the solicitation for
or purchase of goods or services relating to this Contract, or in subcontracting work in the
performance of this Contract. CONTRACTOR shall include the foregoing or similar language in

its contracts with any subcontractors or subconsultants, except that any project assisted by the

U. S. Department of Transportation funds shall comply with the non- discrimination requirements in
49 C. F. R. Parts 23 and 26, as amended. Failure to comply with the foregoing requirements is a

material breach of this Contract, which may result in the termination of this Contract or such other
remedy as CITY deems appropriate.
5. 2

CONTRACTOR shall not unlawfully discriminate against any person in its operations and
activities or in its use or expenditure of funds in fulfilling its obligations under this Contract.
CONTRACTOR shall affirmatively comply with all applicable provisions of the Americans with
3

Disabilities Act ( ADA) in the course of providing any services funded by CITY, including Titles I
and H of the ADA ( regarding nondiscrimination on the basis of disability), and all applicable
regulations, guidelines, and standards. In addition, CONTRACTOR shall take affirmative steps to
ensure nondiscrimination in employment against disabled persons.

ARTICLE 6
MISCELLANEOUS
6. 1

RIGHTS IN DOCUMENTS AND WORK

Any and all reports, photographs, surveys, and other data and documents provided or created in

connection with this Contract are and shall remain the property of CITY; and, if a copyright is
claimed, CONTRACTOR grants to CITY a non- exclusive license to use the copyrighted item( s)
indefinitely, to prepare derivative works, and to make and distribute copies to the public. In the
event of termination of this Contract, any reports, photographs, surveys, and other data and
documents prepared by CONTRACTOR, whether finished or unfinished, shall become the
property of CITY and shall be delivered by CONTRACTOR to the Contract Administrator within

seven ( 7) days of termination of this Contract by either party.

Any compensation due to

CONTRACTOR shall be withheld until all documents are received as provided herein.
6. 2

AUDIT RIGHT AND RETENTION OF RECORDS

CITY shall have the right to audit the books, records, and accounts of CONTRACTOR and its

subcontractors that are related to this Project. CONTRACTOR and its subcontractors shall keep
such books, records, and accounts as may be necessary in order to record complete and correct
entries related to the Project. All books, records, and accounts of CONTRACTOR and its
subcontractors shall be kept in written form, or in a form capable of conversion into written form

within a reasonable time, and upon request to do so, CONTRACTOR or its subcontractor, as
applicable, shall make same available at no cost to CITY in written form.

CONTRACTOR and its subcontractors shall preserve and make available, at reasonable times

for examination and audit by CITY, all financial records, supporting documents, statistical records,
and any other documents pertinent to this Contract for the required retention period of the Florida

Public Records Act, Chapter 119, Florida Statutes, as may be amended from time to time, if
applicable, or, if the Florida Public Records Act is not applicable, for a minimum period of three
3) years after termination of this Contract. If any audit has been initiated and audit findings have
not been resolved at the end of the retention period or three ( 3) years, whichever is longer, the
books, records, and accounts shall be retained until resolution of the audit findings. If the Florida
Public Records Act is applicable to CONTRACTOR's and its subcontractors' records,

CONTRACTOR and its subcontractors shall comply with all requirements thereof; specifically to:
a. Keep and maintain public records that ordinarily and necessarily would be required by the
public agency in order to perform the service.

b.

Provide the public with access to public records on the same terms and conditions that the
public agency would provide the records and at a cost that does not exceed the cost provided

in Chapter 119 or as otherwise provided by law.
c.

Ensure that public records that are exempt or confidential and exempt from public records

disclosure requirements are not disclosed except as authorized by law.
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d.

Meet all requirements for retaining public records and transfer, at no cost, to the public
agency all public records in possession of the contractor upon termination of the contract and

destroy any duplicate public records that are exempt or confidential and exempt from public

records disclosure requirements. All records stored electronically must be provided to the
public agency in a format that is compatible with the information technology systems of the
public agency.

e.

If Contractor does not comply with this section, the City shall enforce the contract provisions
in accordance with the contract and may unilaterally cancel this contract in accordance with
state law.

No confidentiality or non- disclosure requirement of either federal or state law shall be violated by
CONTRACTOR or its subcontractors. Any incomplete or incorrect entry in such books, records,
and accounts shall be a basis for CITY' s disallowance and recovery of any payment upon such
entry.

CONTRACTOR shall, by written contract, require its subcontractors to agree to the requirements
and obligations of this Section 6. 2.
6. 3

COMPLAINTS AND DISPUTES: All complaints concerning misconduct on the part of the
Contractor or disputes between City staff and the Contractor are referred to the City Manager or
his designee, who shall conduct investigations and inquiries, including discussions with the
Contractor and involved staff. The determinations of the City Manager or designee shall be
binding upon the parties, and failure of the CONTRACTOR to follow any such determination
could be considered a material breach and subject the CONTRACTOR to termination for cause.

The CONTRACTOR agrees that any complaints received by the City concerning misconduct on
the part of the CONTRACTOR, such as excessive charges, poor business practices etc., will be
referred to the Office of the City Manager for appropriate action. The CONTRACTOR agrees to

make any complaints concerning the City of Deerfield Beach available to the Office of the City
Manager for action as required.
6. 4

THIRD PARTY BENEFICIARIES

Neither CONTRACTOR nor CITY intends to directly or substantially benefit a third party by this
Contract. Therefore, the parties agree that there are no third party beneficiaries to this Contract
and that no third party shall be entitled to assert a right or claim against either of them based
upon this Contract.
6. 5

NOTICES

Whenever either party desires to give notice to the other, such notice must be in writing, sent by
certified United States Mail, postage prepaid, return receipt requested, or sent by commercial
express carrier with acknowledgement of delivery, or by hand delivery with a request for a written
receipt of acknowledgment of delivery, addressed to the party for whom it is intended at the place
last specified. The place for giving notice shall remain the same as set forth herein until changed
in writing in the manner provided in this section.
following:
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For the present, the parties designate the

FOR CITY:

Burgess Hanson, City Manager
City of Deerfield Beach
150 Northeast 2nd Avenue
Deerfield Beach, FL 33441

FOR CONTRACTOR:
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MATERIALITY AND WAIVER OF BREACH

CITY and CONTRACTOR agree that each requirement, duty, and obligation set forth herein was
bargained for at arms- length and is agreed to by the parties in exchange for quid pro quo, that
each is substantial and important to the formation of this Contract and that each is, therefore, a
material term hereof.

CITY' s failure to enforce any provision of this Contract shall not be deemed a waiver of such
provision or modification of this Contract. A waiver of any breach of a provision of this Contract
shall not be deemed a waiver of any subsequent breach and shall not be construed to be a
modification of the terms of this Contract.
6. 7

SEVERANCE

In the event a portion of this Contract is found by a court of competent jurisdiction to be invalid,
the remaining provisions shall continue to be effective unless CITY or CONTRACTOR elects to
terminate this Contract. An election to terminate this Contract based upon this provision shall be
made within seven ( 7) days after the finding by the court becomes final.
6. 8

JOINT PREPARATION

Each party and its counsel have participated fully in the review and revision of this Contract and
acknowledge that the preparation of this Contract has been their joint effort.

The language

agreed to expresses their mutual intent and the resulting document shall not, solely as a matter of
judicial construction, be construed more severely against one of the parties than the other. The
language in this Contract shall be interpreted as to its fair meaning and not strictly for or against
any party.
6. 9

WAIVER OF JURY TRIAL

By entering into this contract, CONTRACTOR, and CITY hereby expressly waive any rights either
party may have to a trial by jury of any civil litigation related to this contract.
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6. 10

AMENDMENTS

No modification, amendment, or alteration in the terms or conditions contained herein shall be

effective unless contained in a written document prepared with the same or similar formality as
this Contract and executed by the Board and CONTRACTOR or others delegated authority to or
otherwise authorized to execute same on their behalf.
6. 11

PRIOR CONTRACTS

This document represents the final and complete understanding of the parties and incorporates or
supersedes all prior negotiations, correspondence, conversations, Contracts, and understandings

applicable to the matters contained herein.

The parties agree that there is no commitment,

Contract, or understanding concerning the subject matter of this Contract that is not contained in
this written document. Accordingly, the parties agree that no deviation from the terms hereof
shall be predicated upon any prior representation or Contract, whether oral or written.
6. 12

REPRESENTATION OF AUTHORITY

Each individual executing this Contract on behalf of a party hereto hereby represents and
warrants that he or she is, on the date he or she signs this Contract, duly authorized by all
necessary and appropriate action to execute this Contract on behalf of such party and does so
with full legal authority.
6. 13

MULTIPLE ORIGINALS

Multiple copies of this Contract may be executed by all parties, each of which, bearing original
signatures, shall have the force and effect of an original document.

6. 14

PERMITTED USES AND DISCLOSURES
a.

PERFORMANCE OF SERVICES

CONTRACTOR may use and disclose Patient Health Information (" PHI") in connection with
the performance of services pursuant to this Agreement if such use or disclosure of PHI

would not violate HIPAA or the HIPAA Regulations if done by Covered Entity or such use or
disclosure is expressly permitted under Section 6. 14b or c. of this Agreement.
b.

PROPER MANAGEMENT AND ADMINISTRATION

CONTRACTOR may use PHI for the proper management and administration of
CONTRACTOR in connection with the performance of services described in Exhibit A

attached to this Agreement and as permitted by this Agreement. CONTRACTOR may
disclose CITY' s PHI for such proper management and administration of CONTRACTOR only
with the prior consent of CITY. Any such disclosure of PHI shall only be made if
CONTRACTOR obtains reasonable assurances from the person to whom the PHI is

disclosed that: ( 1) the PHI will be held confidentially and used or further disclosed only as
required by law or for the purpose for which it was disclosed to the person; and ( 2)

CONTRACTOR will be notified by such person of any instances of which it becomes aware in
which the confidentiality of the PHI has been breached.
c. [ INCLUDE ONLY IF CONTRACTOR WILL BE DOING DATA AGGREGATION OTHERWISE

DELETE] Except as otherwise limited in this Agreement, CONTRACTOR may use PHI to
provide Data Aggregation services to CITY as permitted by 45 C. F. R. § 164. 504( e)( 2)( i)( B).
Data Aggregation services involve the combining by CONTRACTOR of ( a) PHI with ( b)
Protected Health Information received by CONTRACTOR in its capacity as a business
associate of another Covered Entity, to permit data analyses that relate to the health care
operations of the respective Covered Entities.
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d.

NONDISCLOSURE.

As Provided In Agreement. CONTRACTOR shall not use or further disclose CITY' s PHI

except as permitted or required by this Agreement. CONTRACTOR shall not, without the prior
written consent of CITY; disclose any PHI on the basis that such disclosure is required by law
without notifying CITY so that CITY shall have an opportunity to object to the disclosure and
to seek appropriate relief. If CITY objects to such disclosure, CONTRACTOR shall refrain

from disclosing the PHI until CITY has exhausted all alternatives for relief. CONTRACTOR
shall require reasonable assurances from persons receiving PHI in accordance with Section

3. b. hereof that such persons will provide CITY with similar notice and opportunity to object
before disclosing PHI on the basis that such disclosure is required by law. If CITY notifies
CONTRACTOR that CITY has agreed to be bound by additional restrictions on the uses or
disclosures of CITY' s PHI pursuant to HIPAA or the HIPAA Regulations, CONTRACTOR shall

be bound by such additional restrictions and shall not disclose CITY' s PHI in violation of such
additional restrictions.

e.

SAFEGUARDS, REPORTING, MITIGATION AND ENFORCEMENT.

CONTRACTOR shall use any and all appropriate administrative, physical and technical

safeguards to ( i) prevent use or disclosure of CITY' s PHI otherwise than as provided by this
Agreement, and ( ii) protect the confidentiality, integrity and availability of any electronic PHI.
CONTRACTOR shall not disclose PHI to any agent or subcontractor of CONTRACTOR
except with the prior written consent of CITY. CONTRACTOR shall ensure that any agents,
including subcontractors, to whom it provides PHI, agree in writing to be bound by the same
restrictions and conditions that apply to CONTRACTOR with respect to such PHI; provided,
however, that CONTRACTOR shall not disclose or provide access to CITY' s PHI to any
subcontractor or agent without the prior consent of CITY.

CONTRACTOR shall report to

CITY within three ( 3) business days of CONTRACTOR becoming aware of any use or
disclosure of CITY' s PHI in violation of this Agreement or applicable law. CONTRACTOR

shall also report to CITY within the same time- frame any Security Incident of which it
becomes aware CONTRACTOR shall have procedures in place to mitigate, to the maximum

extent practicable, any deleterious effect from any use or disclosure of CITY' s PHI in violation
of this Agreement or applicable law. CONTRACTOR shall have and apply appropriate
sanctions against any employee, subcontractor or agent who uses or discloses CITY' s PHI in
violation of this Agreement or applicable law.

f.

CITY' S RIGHTS OF ACCESS AND INSPECTION.

From time to time upon reasonable notice, or upon a reasonable determination by CITY that
CONTRACTOR has breached this Agreement, CITY may inspect the facilities, systems,
books and records of CONTRACTOR to monitor compliance with this Agreement. The fact

that CITY inspects, or fails to inspect, or has the right to inspect, CONTRACTOR' s facilities,

systems and procedures does not relieve CONTRACTOR of its responsibility to comply with
this Agreement, nor does CITY' s ( 1) failure to detect or ( 2) detection of, but failure to notify

CONTRACTOR or require CONTRACTOR' s remediation of, any unsatisfactory practices
constitute acceptance of such practice or a waiver of CITY' s enforcement or termination rights

under this Agreement. The parties' respective rights and obligations under this Section 6. 14
shall survive termination of the Agreement.

g.

UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND HUMAN SERVICES.

CONTRACTOR shall make its internal practices, books and records relating to the use and
disclosure of PHI available to the Secretary of the United States Department of Health and
Human Services (" HHS") for purposes of determining CITY' s compliance with HIPAA and the

HIPAA Regulations; provided, however, that CONTRACTOR shall immediately notify CITY
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upon receipt by CONTRACTOR of any such request for access by the Secretary of HHS, and
shall provide CITY with a copy thereof as well as a copy of all materials disclosed pursuant
thereto. The parties' respective rights and obligations under this Section 6. 14 shall survive
termination of the Agreement.

h.

OBLIGATION TO PROVIDE ACCESS, AMENDMENT AND ACCOUNTING OF PHI.

CONTRACTOR shall make available to CITY such information as CITY may require to fulfill
CITY' s obligations to provide access to, and copies of, PHI in accordance with HIPAA and the
HIPAA Regulations. CONTRACTOR shall make available to CITY such information as CITY

may require to fulfill CITY' s obligations to amend PHI in accordance with HIPAA and the
HIPAA Regulations. In addition, CONTRACTOR shall, as directed by CITY, incorporate any
amendments to CITY' s PHI into copies of such information maintained by CONTRACTOR.
CONTRACTOR shall make available to CITY such information as CITY may require to fulfill
CITY' s obligations to provide an accounting of disclosures with respect to PHI in accordance
with HIPAA and the HIPAA Regulations. In addition, CONTRACTOR shall maintain a record

of all disclosures of PHI, including the date of the disclosure, the name and, if known, the
address of the recipient of the PHI, a brief description of the PHI disclosed, and the purpose
of

the

disclosure

which

includes

an

explanation

of

the

basis

for

such

disclosure.

CONTRACTOR shall make this record available to CITY upon CITY' s request. In the event

that any individual requests access to, amendment of, or accounting of PHI directly from
CONTRACTOR, CONTRACTOR shall within two ( 2) business days forward such request to

CITY. CITY shall have the responsibility of responding to forwarded requests. However, if
forwarding the individual' s request to CITY would cause CITY or CONTRACTOR to violate
HIPAA or the HIPAA Regulations, CONTRACTOR shall instead respond to the individual' s

request as required by such law and notify CITY of such response as soon as practicable
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CITY OF DEERFIELD BEACH
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Request for City Commission Agenda
Agenda Date Requested:

June 17, 2014

Contact Person:

William R. Reed, Risk Analysis Manager

Human Resources/ Risk Management
Description:

Acceptance of top ranked proposal responding to
RFP- tf2013 -14/ 26
12, 500.00

Fiscal Impact:

Budget Line Item tt / Title:

606 -0900 -519. 30 -99 Professional Services —Other Professional

Services

Impact on Cost of Housing:

NA

Attachments:

Memorandum from the Director of Human Resources; Memorandum

from Purchasing Manager; RFP Tabulation; Healthcare Analytics
response; Complete RFP

0

Resolution

Ordinance ®

Presentation

Quasi -Judicial Public Hearing

Public Hearing
Public Hearing 2V' Reading
General Item
Consent Agenda — Final Action

Consent Agenda —First Reading
Discussion Item

OK FOR AGENDA:
BD

By

6/ 6
Date

COMMENTS:

Memorandum
o 2
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TO:

Burgess Hanson, City Manager

FROM

Michael J. Milanowski, Director of Human Resources

DATE:

June 4, 2014

RE:

Approval of acceptance of the proposal from Healthcare Analytics for Actuarial Services

The Risk Management Division of the Human Resources Department has worked with the Purchasing
Department of the City of Deerfield Beach to secure proposals for actuarial services with regards to the

City's health and dental plans. The Purchasing Department issued RFP # 2013 -14/ 26 requesting
proposals for the actuarial services and received two responses. The evaluation committee assigned to

the RFP met and made the recommendation that the proposal from Arthur J. Gallagher and Company
DBA Healthcare Analyfics. This recommendation was made based upon the experience of the

personnel assigned to the City's case, the services proposed in their response and on the very
competitive pricing provided in the proposal.
It is our recommendation that the proposal from Healthcare Analytics be accepted as proposed. The

proposal offerings include the following:
Annual 112. 08 compliance fling with the State of Florida This service has been performed
by Healthcare Analytics for the City since 2003;
Analysis of plan information to provide updated premium equivalents for the health and
dental plans;

Analysis of current health plan benefits to determine the status with regards to the
Affordable Healthcare Act (ACA) " Cadillac Tax ";

Analysis of any contemplated plan changes to establish the impact to the underlying plan
costs;

Provide recommendations with regards to actuarial best practices for oversight and
management of self-funded health plans.

The Human Resources Department recommends that the City Commission both accept and approve
the Actuarial Services proposal from Healthcare Analytics. The agreement would be for an initial three
3) year period with three ( 3) one ( 1) year renewal options.

The continuation of the existing relationship with the increased level of service and competitive pricing
is in the best interest of the City and warrants acceptance of the Actuarial Services proposal.
Respectfully,

Michael J. Mitanowski, J. D.
Director of Human Resources

An Equal OpportunityNeterans' Preference Employer -

RESOLUTION NO. 2014/
A RESOLUTION OF THE

CITY COMMISSION

OF THE CITY OF

DEERFIELD BEACH, FLORIDA APPROVING AN AGREEMENT WITH

ARTHUR

J.

GALLAGHER

AND

COMPANY

D/B /A

HEALTHCARE

ANALYTICS FOR ACTUARIAL SERVICES IN CONNECTION WITH
THE CITY' S HEALTH AND DENTAL INSURANCE

PLANS

AT

AN

ANNUAL COST OF $ 12, 500.00; PROVIDING FOR EXECUTION; AND
PROVIDING FOR AN EFFECTIVE DATE.

WHEREAS, the City sought proposals firm responsible parties to provide actuarial
services in connection with the City' s health and dental insurance plans; and

WHEREAS, an evaluation committee received two proposals in response to the City' s
Request for Proposals; and
WHEREAS, the evaluation committee met and reviewed each proposal, and after

ranking the proposals, recommends award of the contract to Arthur J. Gallagher and Company
d/ b /a/ Healthcare Analytics as the top ranked proposer at an annual cost to the City of $12, 500. 00
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE CITY COMMISSION OF THE
CITY OF DEERFIELD BEACH, FLORIDA, AS FOLLOWS:

Section 1. Each and every Whereas clause set forth above is a true and correct recital and
representation and is incorporated herein as if set forth fully.

Section 2. The City Commission hereby approves the award of the contract for actuarial
services in connection with the City' s health and dental plans to Arthur J. Gallagher and
Company d/ b /a Healthcare Analytics at an annual cost of $12, 500, and authorizes the City

Manager to execute the contract in the form approved by the City Attorney.
Section 3. This Resolution shall become effective immediately upon adoption.
PASSED AND ADOPTED THIS

DAY OF ,

JEAN M. ROBB, MAYOR
ATTEST:

ADA GRAHAM -JOHNSON, MMC, CITY CLERK
Dmrfield/ Resolutions /(Gallagher ASO Contmt)

2014.
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TO:

Mike Milanowski, Director of Human Resources

FROM:

David Santucci, Purchasing Manager

DATE:

June 2, 2014

RE:

Actuarial Services for Self- Funded Health and Dental Plan, RFP # 2013 -14/ 26

The Purchasing Division issued a Request for Proposals # 2013 -14126 to solicit proposals from firms
interested in providing actuarial services for the cities self-funded health and dental plan. The RFP was

issued to make structural changes to the engagement by more clearly defining the level of service
provided by an actuary to the City, provide flexibility in the services provided through a retainer, and to
change the fee structure for the services rendered.

Details of that procurement process are as follows:

The RFP was advertised in the legal notices section of the Sun -Sentinel on April 18, 2014. The
notice was also sent to fourteen ( 14) prospective Offeror's via the e- Procurement Marketplace.
Two ( 2) vendors requested a copy of the Request for Proposals.
Two (2) addenda were issued during the competitive solicitation process.

On May 14, 2014 at 2: 00 p. m., the due date and time, the Purchasing Division closed and unsealed
the two ( 2) proposals received. The proposals were reviewed by the Purchasing Division to ensure
each proposal met to the RFP requirements. Subsequently, each member of the evaluation
committee assigned by the City Manager received their evaluation packages that consisted of
evaluation committee policies and

procedures, original

RFP, proposals ( Healthcare Analytic$,

Healthcare Actuaries), tabulation, and the evaluation sheets.

Each evaluation committee member independently reviewed and scored the proposals in
accordance with the weighted criteria stated in the RFP prior to the first public evaluation meeting
held on May 30, 2014. The Evaluation Committee consisted of: Mike Milanowski, Will Reed, and
Dan Potts.

The proposals were evaluated based on the following weighted criteria:
Criteria
Price

Weight
3

Qualifications and Experience of Principals and Staff

3

Understanding the Project and City's Objectives

2

Responsiveness to the RFP

2

Government Experience and History of Firm
Financial Stability, Capacity, and Capabilities

1

Value -Added Services

i

1

Page 2
The proposals were ranked as follows:

Actuatees, LLC

Gallagher & Co.
rill

Healthcare

I 106/ 2
13011

107/ 2 I
12311

98/ 2

I 101/ 1

Following the initial ranking, the evaluation committee approved a motion to make a
recommendation to the City Commission to approve the ranking and authorize staff to award the
subject contract to Arthur A. Gallagher & Co. dba Healthcare Analytics.

The following, along with this memo, are being provided as back- up for this agenda item: Response

Summary, RFP, tabulation. The contract has been sent to the recommended Proposer for execution
and will be forwarded for final execution upon Commission award. Please ensure this is an agenda item

for the June 17, 2014 Commission Meeting.

Attachments
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The City of Deerfield Beach, FL ( Purchasing Dept.)
Supplier Response

Bid Information

Bid Creator

David Santucci Purchasing

Contact lnfonnalion

Ship to Information

Address

Address

401 SW 4th St.

150 NE 2nd Avenue

Manager

Email

Deerfield Beach, FL

dsantucci @deerfield- beach. com
Phone

954) 480 -4380

Fax

954) 4804388

Contact

David Santucci,

Title

Contact

Purchasing Manager

Purchasing Division
Bid Number

Deerfield Beach, FL
33441

33441

2013 -14/ 26 Addendum

Department

Actuarial Serivces for

Building

Sef- Funded Health and

A

Will Reed, Risk
Ananlyst Manager

Human Resources
Department

Building

2nd

2nd

Dental Plan

Floor /Room

Bid Type

RFP

Telephone ( 954) 480- 4380

Floor /Room
Telephone ( 954) 420 -5567

Issue Date

0411812014

Fax (

Fax

Close Dale

5/ 1412014 2: 00: 00 PM ET

Email

Need by Date

954) 4804388

Email

dsantucci@deerfield- beach.com

wreed@deertield -bead

Supplier Information

Company
Address

Healthcare Analytics
Two Pierce Place
14th Floor

Itasca, IL 60143
Contact

Lynn Baker

Department

Building
Floor /Room

Telephone

1 ( 630) 6945149

Fax

1( 630) 2853744

Email

Submitted
Total $

5020146: 14: 10 PM ET
12, 500. 00

Signature

Bid Notes

The City of Deerfield Beach, Florida (the City) is actively seeking qualified and experienced firms to provide Actuarial

Services forthe self -funded group health and dental plan in accordance with the terms, conditions, and scope of work
contained herein.

Bid Activities
Date

4/ 282014 5:00: 00 PM

New

Last Day to Submit Questions I

Requests for Clarification

Daschption

Please submit all questions anld requests for deification by this data and time. Inquiries
receixed after this date and time will not be entertained. Thank you.

2013 -14126 Addendum 2 - Page 1 of 7

5'512014 5: 00: 00 PM

last day the City W91 Issue

Addenda be released via the eProcummerd Marketplace when necessitated. This the last

Addenda

date and time the City Will issue an addendum,

Bid Messages
Date

Subject

Message

0527114

Evaluation Meeting Public Notice May 27, 2014
PUBLIC NOTICE
EVALUATION COMMITTEE MEETING FOR Actuarial Services for Self- Funded Health and Dental Plan,
RFP # 20131426

You are hereby notified that the Evaluation Committee for Actuarial Services for Self -Funded Health and
Dental Plan, RFP #2013- 14/16 w1A meet on Friday, May 30, 2014, at 10: 00 a. m. The location of the meeting

e 401 SW 4th St., Deerfield Beach, FL 33441 ( Central City Campus, Bldg. A, 2nd Floor Conference
Room).

The purpose of the evaluation meeting is to discuss the responsive proposals received, rank those
proposals, and decide on Me nest course of action, Whether that be to make a recommendation to the City
Commission or request oral presentations from the ShOrt -fisted Proposers.

Should you have any questions regarding this meeting, please contact the Purchasing Division at
954- 480 -4381.

This is a public meeting held in accordance With Florida Statute Chapter 286.
05130/ 14

Notice of Intent to Award

NOTICE OF INTENT TO AWARD
A CONTRACT FOR

ACTUARIAL SERVICES FOR SELF- FUNDED HEALTH AND DENTAL PLAN
RFP # 2013 -1428

ARTHUR J. GALLAGHER & CO ORA HEALTHCARE ANALYTICS

Please be advised that City of Deerfield Beach staff has evaluated and ranked all responsive and

responsible proposals received in accordance With the omens stated in the RFP. Based an the final rankirg
staff Is recommending award of the subject contract to the number One ranked Proposer at the June 17,
2014 Commission Meeting.
Please be advised that a cone of silence Is Still in effect. Should you have any questions please contact the
Purchasing Division M 9544804381. We appreciate Me time and effort put forth by all those Who
responded to this solicitation and hope you continue to show interest in City of Deerfield Beach Projects.
Best Regards,
David Santucci, CPPB

Purchasing Manager

Please review Me following and respond Where necessary
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0

Name

1

Drug -Free Workplace Programs

Response

Whenever two or more bids, proposals, or replies that are

Yes

equal with respect to price, quality, and service are
received by the slate or by any Political subdivision for the
procurement of commodities or contractual services, a bid,

Proposal, or reply received Mom a business that certifies

Mat it has implemented a drug -free workplace program
shall be given preference in the award process.

In accordance with Florida Statutes, Chapter 287, Section

287. 087, Vendor hereby affirms that their business tices:
1) Publish a statement notifying employees that the

unlawful manufacture, distribution, dispensing, possession,
or use of a controlled substance is prohibited in the

workplace and specifying the actions that will betaken
against employees for violations of such prohibition.

2) Inform employees about the dangers of dmg abuse in
the workplace, the business's policy of maintaining a

drug -free workplace, any available drug counseling,
rehabilitation, and employee assistance programs, and the

penalties that may be imposed upon employees for drug
abuse violations.

3) Give each employee engaged in providing the
commodities or contractual seances that are under bid a

copy of the statement specified In subsection ( 1),

4) In the statement sped in subsection ( 1), notify the
employees mat, as a condition of working on the
commodities or conhachm( services Met are under bid, the

employee will abide by the terms of the statement and will

notify the employer of any conviction of, or peat of gully or
nolo contendere to, any violation of chapter 893 or of any

controlled substance law of the United States or any state,

for a violation occurring in the workplace no later than 5
days after such conviction.

5) Impose a sanction on, or require the satisfactory
participation In a drug abuse assistance or rehabilitation

program fsuch is available in the employee' s community
by, any employee who is so convicted,
6) Make a good faith effort to continue to maintain a

dmig -Mee workplace through implementation of this
section.

2

Professional Services Indemnification

Consultant shall indemnify and hold harmless City, of

Vendor Indemnifies City

Officers and employees from liabilities, damages. losses,

and costs, including, but not limited to, reasonable
adomeys' teas, to the extent caused by the negligence,
recklessness or intentionally wrongful conduct of

Consultant and other persons employed or utilized by
Consultant In the performance of this Agreement. The
provisions of this section shall survive me expiration or

earlier termination of this Agreement. To the extent

considered necessary by Contract Administrator and City
Manager, any sums due Consultant under this Agreement

may be retained by City until all of City's claims for
Indemnification pursuant to this Agreement have been

settled or otherwise resolved, and any amount wfhheld

shall not be subject to payment W interest by City.

2013. 14126 Addendum 2 - Page 3 of 7

3

Non -Collusive Affirmation

Non -Collusion Affirmed

t. Vendor Is an authorized Owner, Partner, Officer,
Representative, or Agent of the business entity submtillrlg
a response to the subject solicitation;

2. Vendor is fully Informed respelling the preparation and
contents of the response and of all pertinent

circumstances respecting such response;

3. Such response Is genuine and is not a collusive or
sham response;

4. Neither the vendor nor any of its Officers, Farmers,
Owners, Agents, Representatives, Employees or Parties in

interest, Including this aMrmant, have in any way colluded,
conspired, connived or agreed, directly or Indirectly, with

any other vendor, firm, or person to submit a collusive or
sham response in connection with the work for which the
response has been submitted; or to retain from submitting

a response in connection with such work: or have in any

manner, directly or indirectly, sought by agreement or
collusion, or communication, or conference with a vendor,

firm or parson to fix the price or prices in Me attached

response or of any other vendor, or to fn an overhead,
profit, or cost elements of the submitted pnce( s) or the
submitted prices) of any other vendor, or to secure
through any collusion, conspiracy, connivance, or unlawful

agreement any advantage against ( Recipient), or any
person Interested in the proposed work;

5. The price or prices quoted in the response are fair and
proper and are not all by any collusion, conspiracy,
connivance, or unlawful agreement on Me part of Me

vendor or any other of his agents , representatives, owners,
employees or parties in interest, inciuding this afinnant.
4

Small Disadvantaged Business Entity ( SDBE)

TO BE CONSIDERED RESPONSIVE TO THIS

PARTICIPATION Affirmation

SOLICIATION VENDOR SHALL COMPLETE EITHER

THIS " SDBE PARTICIPCATION AFFIRMATION" OR THE
SDBE UNAVAILABILITY AFFIRMATION ", VMiICHEVER
APPLIES, AS A CONDITION OF THIS SOLICITATION.
Vendors who have secured at least 15% SDBE
participation, as former detailed in the General Terms and

Conditions, shall list Me following; $ DBE's Name, Type of
SDBE, Products or Services being Supplied, percentage
of total work or price to be performed by SDBE.
VENDOR SHALL ATTACH SDBE CERTIFICATION
DOCUMENTATION FOR EACH NAMED TO THE
RESPONSE TO THIS SOLICITATION.

5

Small Disadvantaged Business Entity ( SDBE)
UNAVAILABILITY Afirmatlon

TO BE CONSIDERED RESPONSIVE TO THIS
SOLICIATION VENDOR SHALL COMPLETE EITHER

THIS " SDBE UNAVAILABILTY AFFIRMATION- OR THE
SDBE PARTICIPATION AFFIRMATION", PMICHEVER

APPLIES, AS A CONDITION OF THIS SOLICITATION.
Vendors who have NOT secured at least 15% BOSE
participation, as further detailed In the General Terms and

Conditions, shall list the following: Vendor Contacted.
Phone Number, Product or Services Vendor Supplies.

201 3 - 1 412 6 Addendum 2 - Page 4 of 7

6

Local Business Affirmation

1. Vendor affirms it has a principal place of business

located within the City of Deerfield Beall for a period of at
least one year prior to the date of the release of this
solicitation as evidenced by a local business tax receipt.
VENDOR SHALL ATTACH LOCAL BUSINESS TAX
RECEIPT TO THE RESPONSE.

2. Vendor further affirms N has not had a history of
noo- performance, delinquent fees, liens, or code
violations: ( If none please state none below)
Ethics Code Disclosure

Pursuant to Section 2- 505 Chapter 2, Article IX, Known"

Not Applicable

the City of Deerfield Beach Ethics Code, any applicant for

a land use change or development permit requiring
approval of rile City Commission or any persordenfiry
seeking a City agreement through an Invitation to Bid,
request for qualifications or sealed bids process must

provide the following inmrmation:

a. Include a listing of all campaign contributions to a city
commissioner in the past four (4) years, as well as
contributions of all officers, directors, shareholders of a
corporation ( if the applicant is a corporation) or partners ( if

the applicant is a partnership), or members whether

generally or limited ( H It' s a limited liability company):
b. Disclose all these items that a regulated officer is

required to disclose concerning any conflict, whether
actionable or rron- actionable:

C. Disclose any action mat is a violation of this Ethics
Code by a regulated oficervntlt the applicant arldrdr

applicant's agents, and what was done to ready the
violation:

If ANY OF THE ABOVE ARE APPLICABLE, ATTACH TO
THE RESPONSE ALL NECESSARY AND RELEVANT
INFORMATION AND DOCUMENTATION AS INDICATED
IN EACH STATEMENT ( a., b., and c.)

8

Completing the Statements of Qualification

All statements and questions require a response all shall (
be completed as required. Should a statement or question

No Response Required)

not apply. ' not applicable", " none ", or a similar statement
I.

9

Individuals with legal authority to contract

matters.

In this section include life name am pile of each corporate Glen R Volk
officer, principal, partner, member, or individual,

depending on the business structure, with the legal
authority to conmicMagy bind the business.

IF THE RESPONSE IS BEING SUBMITTED BY ANYONE
OTHER THAN THOSE LISTED, PROVIDE EVIDENCE OF

DELEGATED AUTHORITY ON COMPANY LETTERHEAD
AND ATTACH SAID EVIDENCE TO THIS RESPONSE.

10

Compliance with Florida Factitious Name Statute

If you are operating under a factitious name attach (

No Response Required)

evitlence of compliance Win the Florida Factitious Name

Statute, FL Statute 885. 03, to this response.
11

Former Business Names

Uri what other former names has your organization or

None

principals holding at least 30% interest operated?
12

Years of Fxpenance

Howmany years bas your company been in business
providing the products and services that are subject to this

15

solicitation'!

2121 AddendumAddendum 22- - PagePage 55 ofof 77

13

References

Please confirm you have provided your references on the
attached reference sheet References will be checked and

Provided

complete and accurate contact information is required.

14

Licenses and Cer ifications

Yes

I have attached to this response all licenses and

cerifications required by and relevant to this solicitation

and the work to be performed for both the business amity
and individuals.

15

Use of Subcontractors

W it you be using any subcontractors?

No

16

List of Subcantraclors

If using subcontractors state the name of the

None

subcentmcter(s), individuals who will perform the work,

what work or tasks they will pedomr,

17

Default and Non-Performance Histroy

Have you ever been found in default of a contract, failed to No

complete any milk awarded to you or otherwise been
notified of Issues of non -performance by a party to any
contract with your business? If yes, provide detans.

18

Litigation History

No

Does your firm, any principals, staff, employees, or
subcontractors who will be assigned to this contract have
a conviction or a plea of nulo contendere, regardless of

when the plea or conviction occurred, which includes a

felony or misdemeanor involving terrorist behavior,
violence , use of a dangerous weapon, aims of moral
turpitude or breach of trustlfiduciary responsibility or which

raises concerns about building, system, or personal

security or is otherwise a job -related came? If so please
provide details?

10

Conflicts of Interest

Offeror affirns that they mad and understand Floods

None

Statute 112. 313, Standards of conduct for public officers,
employees of agencies, and local goverment affomeys.

For purposes of determining any passible conflicts of

interest, all respondents must disclose if any City of
Deerfeld Beach employee is also an owner, or employee
of their business. If yes, give Wo on( s) names( s) and

position( s) and you must file a statement with the
Supervisor of Elections, pursuant to Florida Statutes
112. 313.whh your business.
20

Variances (

a) The City strongly encourages Offerors to meet or

Gallagher has a limit of $20 million

on our indemnification polity.
exceed the Scope of Work. For purposes of evaluating
responses. Offerors must indicate any variances, no matter
haw slight, from all terms, conditions, specificetions, scope

of work, or addenda. No variations submitted by an Offeror
shall be consideretl or deemed a part of the response
submitted unless such variances are listed herein. If

variances are not stated, or referenced as required, tt will

be assumed that the Offeror accepts all terms and
conditions and that the products andifor services fully

comply with the specifications and scope of work. ( b) By
receiving a response which contains variances, the City
does not necessarily accept any variances. At variances
submitted are subject to review and approval by the City.

The CM reserves the right in its sole and absolute

discretion, to accept or reject any variances. Offerom are
cautioned that the City reserves the right, in its sole aM
absolute discretion, to reject a response containing

variances that, in the City' s sole and absolute opinion,
makes the response inferior, of lesser quality, or materially
deviates from the terms, conditions, specifications, scope
ofwark, or addenda.
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Line Items

1

Response

City

UOM

Description

1

yr

Create and complete the annual 112.08 fling to the State of Florida Office of Insurance $

5,000.00

Regulation for the self -funded health plan as per Section VI - Scope of Work,(3)( a).
Item Notes:

Supplier Notes:

2

1

yr

Actuarial services on an annual retainer basis as further specified in Section VI - Scope of $

7, 500.00

Work,( 3),( b- g).
Item Notes:
Supplier Notes'.

3

1

as

Value Added Services - Provide details in the notes section of this line Rem of the

value -added service( s) being offered and the costs associates with providing those services.

Costs shall be in accordance with Section IV - Special Tens and Conditions, ( 4)- Price.
Item Notes:
Supplier Notes.
Response Total: $

12, 50000
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City of Deerfield Beach
RFP # 2013 -14/ 26, Actuarial Services for Self- Funded Health and Dental Plan

SECTION 1 - RESPONSE REQUIREMENTS

1.

Submission and Receipt of Responses

a.

The City of Deerfield Beach uses the eProcurement Marketplace to administer the

competitive solicitation process, including but not limited to soliciting and receiving
responses, issuing addenda, tabulating responses, posting results and issuing
notification of an intended decision. Responses will only be accepted from Offeror's who
have submitted a response through the eProcurement Marketplace by the Close Date
and Time indicated. Offerors are strongly encouraged to read the various Supplier
Guides and Tutorials available in the eProcurement Marketplace well in advance of their

intention of submitting a response to ensure familiarity with the eProcurement
Marketplace and submitting a response through it. The City shall not be responsible for
an Offerors inability to submit a response by the closing date and time for any reason,
including issues arising from the use of the eProcurement Marketplace.
b. All information submitted by Offeror shall be typewritten, scanned as an attachment, or
provided as otherwise instructed to in the solicitation. Offerors shall use and submit any
applicable or required forms provided by the City and attach such to their response.
Failure to use the forms may cause the response to be rejected and deemed nonresponsive.

C. Responses shall be submitted by an authorized representative of the firm. Responses
must be submitted in the business entities name by the President, Partner, Officer or

Representative authorized to contractually bind the business entity. Responses shall
include an attachment evidencing that the individual submitting the response, does in
fact have the required authority stated herein.

d. All responses will become the property of the City of Deerfield Beach. In the event of
Contract award, all documentation produced as part of the Contract shall become the
exclusive property of the City.

e. Responses will be publicly opened in the Purchasing Division, 2nd Floor, 401 SW 0

Street, Deerfield Beach, FL 33441. Offerors and the Public are invited to attend. Only the
Offerors name will be read aloud, unless for construction or repairs on a public building
or public work. Offeror will be tabulated and made available for review by the Public at
such time as the City provides notice of an intended decision or until 30 days after the
closing date and time, whichever is earlier; unless for construction or repairs on a public

building or public work, in which case the price will be made available immediately.
2.

Required Documents and Information

The following shall be submitted and attached to the response in the order listed below as a
matter of responsiveness. Responses should seek to avoid information in excess of that

requested, must be concise, and must specifically address the issues of this competitive
solicitation. The response shall be organized and divided into the sections indicated below.

The following is not inclusive of all the information that may be necessary to properly
evaluate the response and meet the requirements of the scope of work and /or
specifications. Additional documents and information should be provided as deemed
appropriate by the Offeror in response to specific requirements stated herein or through the
competitive solicitation.

City of Deerfield Beach
RFP # 2013 -W26, Actuarial Services for Self- Funded Health and Dental Plan

a.

Executive Summary

Each Offeror must submit an executive summary that identifies the business entity, Its
background, main office(s), and office location that will service this contract Provide a
general description of your business, including size, number of employees, number of

credentialed actuaries, primary business and other business or services offered.. Identify
the officers, principals, supervisory staff and key individuals who will be directly involved
with the work and their office locations. The executive summary should also summarize
the key elements of the proposal.
b.

Experience and Qualifications

Describe the entities experience and qualifications. Include resumes of key individuals
and staff. Provide information on how your firm meets or exceeds the minimum
qualifications required.

c.

Operations Plan and Approach

Describe in detail how the required services will be executed. Include information
related,

but

not limited to,

operations,

management, timeframes and

scheduling,

communicating with the City, reporting methods, employee training and safety, and
invoicing. Identify the supervising actuary who will be assigned to the engagement and
provide their complete contact information, a brief resume and listing of all actuarial

credentials they hold. Identify any other personnel who will be providing service under
this agreement with their complete contact information, a brief resume and listing of
credentials.

d.

Financial Plan, Capital, and Capabilities

Submit financial audits and statements performed internally, or when available by an
external auditor or accountant for the past two reporting years. Demonstrate your

financial soundness and history of meeting financial obligations. Provide a general
description of their financial condition and identify any conditions ( e.g. bankruptcy,

pending litigation, impending mergers) that may affect your firms ability to perform and /or
complete the work.

e. Proof of Insurability

Provide proof of insurability meeting the minimum insurance requirements stated in
Attachment A — Insurance Requirements. This is typically accomplished by submitting a
current and active Certificate of Insurance, a sample ( for bidding purposes only)

Certificate of Insurance, or a letter from the insurer certifying that the Offeror does have
the capacity and capability to obtain the required insurance.
f.

Copies of applicable licenses and certifications

Submit copies of any required licenses and /or certifications that are required to perform
the work, applicable to the work, or relative to supporting your firm' s qualifications.
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SECTION II - EVALUATION AND AWARD PROCEDURES

The City reserves the right, based upon its deliberations and in its opinion, to accept or reject any or all

responses, or terminate the competitive solicitation process at any time and secure the solicited products

services by any other lawful means. The City also reserves the right to waive minor irregularities or
variations to the specifications and in the competitive solicitation process.
1.

Evaluation Procedures

Evaluation of the responses will be conducted by an Evaluation Committee of qualified City Staff, or

other persons selected by the City Manager or designee. Proposals shall be evaluated based upon
the information and references contained in the responses as submitted. The Evaluation Committee
will evaluate all responsive proposals at duly advertised public evaluation meetings in accordance
with Florida Law. All responsive respondents will be notified of public evaluation meetings. The City
reserves the right to award the contract to that Proposer who will best serve the interest of the City.
a.

Weighted Criteria

The Evaluation Committee shall evaluate all responsive responses based on the following
weighted criteria. Each member will conduct an independent review prior to the scheduled public

evaluation meeting. Each weighted criteria will be given a score of one to ten (1 - 10), ten being the

highest; thereafter, the score will be multiplied by the weight and scores will be totaled. Each
member of the evaluation committee will individually rank the responsive responses and those
ranking will be the basis for the cumulative ranking.
Criteria

Weight

Price

3

Qualifications and Experience of Principals and Staff

3

Understanding the Project and City' s Objectives

2

Responsiveness to the RFP

2

Government Experience and History of Firm

1

Financial Stability, Capacity, and Capabilities

1

Value -Added Services

1

b. The City may require visits to the Proposer's facilities to inspect record keeping procedures, staff,
facilities, and equipment at any point during the evaluation process.

c. At the conclusion of an initial evaluation the Committee may decide, in the Committee' s sole
discretion, to shortlist responses for the purpose of further evaluation. The shortlist shall include
no less than the top three ( 3) ranked firms, assuming that three responses were received,

resulting from the initial evaluation. The Committee may then require other various evaluation
methods including but not limited to interviews, oral presentations, or site visits from the

shortlisted firms. At the conclusion of a subsequent evaluation of the shortlisted firms, the
Committee shall re -rank the shortlisted firms in accordance with the weighted criteria. The initial
evaluation and ranking does not impact the final evaluation and ranking.

d. The City reverses the right to negotiate a final contract with the Offeror being recommended for
award. The final contract to be presented to the City Commission for award may include mutually
negotiated and agreed upon terms and conditions including but not limited to changes in

quantities, prices, scope of services, or other contract provisions. However, the final Contract
shall substantially comply with and be consistent with the intent of the competitive solicitation and
the Offeror's response.
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2.

Contract Award

The Evaluation Committee' s recommendation shall be presented to the City Commission based on

its final ranking. The City Commission shall, in its sole discretion, have the authority to either ( 1)
approve the evaluation committee' s rankinglevaluation and recommendation; ( 2) recommend
rejection of all responses based upon a stated reason; or ( 3) send the rankinglevaluation back to the
evaluation committee to conduct further evaluations consistent with the requirements of the

competitive solicitation and the evaluation committee may either ratify the rankinglevaluation or rerank the firms. The City Commission reserves the right to re -rank in accordance with Section 38 -130

of the Code of Ordinances. Upon award of a Contract by the City Commission, the City Manager is
authorized to execute the Contract on behalf of the City.
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SECTION III - GENERAL TERMS AND CONDITIONS

1. Independent Contractor

The Offeror represents itself to be an independent business offering such products and /or services to the
general public and shall not represent itself or its employees to be employees of the City of Deerfield

Beach. Therefore, the Offeror shall assume legal and financial responsibility for taxes, FICA, employee
fringe benefits, workers compensation, employee insurance, minimum wage requirements, overtime, and

other expenses, and agrees to indemnify, save, and hold the City of Deerfield Beach, its officers, agents,
and employees, harmless from and against, any and all loss; cost ( including attorney fees); and damage
of any kind related to such matters.
2. Subcontractors

If the Offeror proposes to use subcontractors in the course of providing these products and /or services to

the City, this information shall be a part of the Offerors response. Such information shall be subject to
review, acceptance and approval of the City, prior to any Contract award. The City reserves the right to
approve or disapprove of any proposed subcontractor in its best interest.
3. Addenda, Changes, and Interpretations

It is the sole responsibility of the Offeror to notify the Buyer in writing and request modification or
clarification of any ambiguity, conflict, discrepancy, omission or other error discovered in this competitive
solicitation. Requests for clarification, modification, interpretation, or changes must be received prior to

the "Last Date for Questions" as indicated in the ' Tentative Schedule of Events ". Requests received after

this date will not be addressed. Clarifications, modifications, interpretations, and changes shall only be

made by the issuance of official addenda. Under no circumstances shall an oral explanation given by any
City official, officer, staff, or agent be binding upon the City and should be disregarded. All requests from
Offerors and explanations from the City shall be communicated via the eProcurement Marketplace. All
addenda are a part of the competitive solicitation documents and each Offeror will be bound by such

addenda, whether or not acknowledged by them. It is the responsibility of each Offeror to read and
comprehend all addenda issued. Addenda will be posted no later than the " Last Date for Addenda"
indicated in the "Tentative Schedule of Events ".
4. Multiple Responses

More than one response to competitive solicitation from an individual, fun, partnership, corporation, or
association under the same or different names will not be considered. Such a circumstance will lead to

rejection of all responses in which the Offeror is involved, except for circumstances were Offeror is
subcontractor of another Offerors response. If there is reason to believe that collusion exists between

Offerors, those parties' responses will be rejected and deemed for City purposes to be a conviction of a
public entity crime.

5. Omission of Details

The apparent silence of the specifications and any amendment regarding any details or the omission from

the specifications of a detailed description concerning any services or material requested, shall be
regarded as unintentional and should not serve to alleviate the contractor of their performance
responsibilities.

6. Mistakes

Offerors are cautioned to examine all terms, conditions, specifications, drawings, exhibits, addenda, and

delivery instructions pertaining to the solicitation. Failure of the Offeror to examine all pertinent documents
shall not entitle them to any relief from the conditions imposed herein and may lead to rejection of the
response.
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7. Costs Incurred

The City shall not be liable for any costs incurred by Offerors in responding to this solicitation.
8. Withdrawal of Responses

Any response may be withdrawn up until the close date and time. Any response not so withdrawn shall

upon close date and time constitute as an irrevocable offer to the City to provide the product and /or

services set forth in the solicitation. Offeror warrants by virtue of submitting the response that the

response and any prices quoted in the response will be firm for acceptance by the City for a period of

ninety ( 90) days from the close date unless otherwise agreed upon by the City and Offeror.
9. Acceptance of Responses / Minor Irregularities

The City reserves the right to accept or reject any or all responses, part of responses, and to waive minor
irregularities or variances to specifications contained in responses which do not make the response

conditional in nature, and minor irregularities in the solicitation process. A minor irregularity shall be a
variation from the solicitation that does not affect the price of the contract or does not give a respondent
an advantage or benefit not enjoyed by other respondents, does not adversely impact the interests of
other Offerors or, does not affect the fundamental fairness of the solicitation process.
10. Responsiveness

In order to be considered responsive to the solicitation, the Offeror's response shall fully conform in all
material respects to the solicitation and all of its requirements, including all form and substance.
11. Responsibility
In order to be considered as a responsible Offeror, Offeror shall be fully capable to meet all of the
requirements of the solicitation and subsequent contract, must possess the full capability, including

financial and technical, to perform as contractually required, and must be able to fully document the ability
to provide good faith performance.
12. Offeror' s Qualifications

Offeror shall be in the business of providing the products and /or services required and must possess

sufficient financial support, equipment, and organization to insure that it can satisfactorily perform the

work if awarded a Contract. The City shall have the right to investigate the financial condition, experience
record, qualifications, and references of each Offeror and determine to its satisfaction the competency,

reputation, quality of products and/or services, and responsibility of each to perform the required work,
meet the specifications, and conform in all material respects to the solicitation and all of its requirements.

Offeror shall satisfy each of the following requirements cited below. Failure to do so may result in the
response being deemed non -responsive or rejected. ( a) Offeror, including any principal, officer, agent, or
proposed subcontractor, shall have no record of judgments, pending lawsuits against the City or criminal

activities involving moral turpitude and not have any conflicts of interest that have not been waived by the
City Commission. ( b) Offeror, including any principal, officer, agent, or proposed subcontractor of Offeror,
shall be in arrears or in default of any debt or contract involving the City, ( as a party to a contract, or
otherwise); nor have failed to perform faithfully on any previous contract with the City.
13. Order of Precedence

In the event of inconsistency between provisions of this solicitation and the resulting Contract, the
inconsistency shall be resolved by giving precedence in the following order (' a' having the least

precedence): ( a) General Terms and Conditions, ( b) Special Terms and Conditions, ( c) Scope of
ServicesAVork and Technical

Specifications, ( d)

Attachments

and

Enclosures of the competitive

solicitation document whether attached thereto or incorporated by reference, ( e) The Contract.
14. Licenses and Certifications

The Offeror shall be appropriately licensed to perform the work and provide the products and services
required. Offeror shall possess by the closing date and time all required licenses and certifications; unless
the issuance of such license or certification is contingent upon the work to be performed under the

resulting contract. The Offeror shall be responsible for all costs associated with obtaining and maintaining
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all required licenses, certifications, and permits. Copies of all licenses and certifications shall be
submitted with the Response as a matter of responsiveness.

15. Insurance and Surety Bonds

The Offeror's response shall include evidence of insurability meeting the minimum insurance
requirements attached herein and evidence of Offerors ability to obtain required surety bonds, when

insurance and surely bonds are required. The successful Offeror shall not commence the work or
otherwise perform the work as required by the resulting Contract, until a certificate of insurance naming
the City of Deerfield Beach as additionally insured and required surety bonds have been received and
approved by the City. The Offeror shall assume full responsibility and expense to obtain all necessary
insurance and surety bonds.
16. Legal Requirements

Applicable provisions of all federal, state, and county laws, and local ordinances, rules and regulations,
shall govern development, submittal and evaluation of all responses received and shall govern any and

all claims and disputes which may arise between person( s) submitting a response and the City by and
through its officers, employees and authorized representatives, or any other person, natural or otherwise.

Lack of knowledge by any Offeror shall not constitute a cognizable defense against the legal effect
thereof.

17. Protest Procedures

In accordance with Section 38 -139 of the City of Deerfield Beach Code of Ordinances, if a Offeror intends
to protest a solicitation or proposed award the following shall apply: ( a) Any respondent ( also known as
Bidder /Proposer) to competitive solicitation who is aggrieved in connection with the pending award of a

competitive solicitation or any element of the process leading to the award of a competitive solicitation

may protest to the Purchasing Manager. A protest must be filed within five ( 5) business days of the first
date that the respondent to the competitive solicitation knew or should have known of the fads giving rise

to the protest, but no later than five (5) business days after notification of notification of intent to award the

recommendation of the selection /evaluation committee or any right to protest is forfeited. The protest
must be in writing, must identify the name and address of the protester, and must include a factual

summary of, and the basis for, the protest. Filing shall be considered complete when the protest is
received by the Purchasing Manager. ( b) Upon receipt of a protest of the pending award of a wmpetitive
solicitation, the Purchasing Manager shall review the charge to determine whether the protest was timely
filed. If upon review the Purchasing Manager determines that the protest was not timely filed, the
Purchasing Manager shall dismiss the protest. If it is determined that the protest was timely filed, the
Purchasing Manager shall notify all Bidders of the protest and inforn them of the scheduled hearing
before the City Commission and of their right to intervene. Any Bidder may formally intervene in the

proceeding by filing a request to intervene with the Purchasing Manager. ( c) The Purchasing Manager
shall require a deposit from a protester to compensate the City for the expenses of administering the
protest. If the protest is decided in the protester's favor, the entire deposit shall be returned to the

protester. If the protest is not decided in the protesters favor, the deposit shall be forfeited to the City.
The deposit shall be in the form of cash, a cashier's check, or a payment bond and shall be in the amount

of 1% of the amount of the pending award, with a minimum deposit of $ 250 and a maximum deposit of
1, 000. ( d) The protester and intervener(s) may file written documentation relating to the protest with the
Purchasing Manager. It shall be the obligation of such protester or intervener(s) to deliver said
documentation at least one week prior to City Commission action on the protest. ( e) The City Commission
may hear from the protester and intervener(s) in its discretion or may dispose of the protest without
permitting presentations on the protest. If, on its face, the protest does not state sufficient cause to
warrant remedial action, the City Commission may deny the protest without further participation by the
protester or intervener(s). The Commission, in its sole discretion, may deny the protest, grant the protest
and fashion relief or remedial action as it deems appropriate, or reject all bids and begin the solicitation
process again.
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18. Background Checks

a) In accordance with Section 38 -117 of the City of Deerfield Beach Code of Ordinances, any bid,
contract or request for proposal which requires a contractor, subcontractor or consultant to perform work

in or on city property, shall include a requirement for a criminal background check for any employee of the
company who will do the work in or on city property. Criminal background checks shall be conducted
through the Florida Department of Law Enforcement's Computerized Criminal History ( CCH) database
Level 1) or through the National Crime Information Center ( NCIC) data base ( Level 11) as specified and
required in this competitive solicitation. The contractor shall, at its expense, obtain a criminal background

check for each of its employees having access to city property prior to beginning the work, and depending
on the contract's term, on an annual basis thereafter. The contractor must ensure a similar background

check has been done of its subcontractors' employees who will have access to city property. ( b) The
contractor shall be required to submit an affidavit on the form provided certifying that background checks

shall be completed for all employees who will perform work on city property. Such affidavit shall be

submitted to the Contract Administrator prior to any work being performed. Contractor shall maintain such
records during the contract period and for one year thereafter and shall make such records available for
inspection and verification by city. ( c) If such a check reveals a conviction or a plea of nolo contenders,
regardless of when the plea or conviction occurred, which includes a felony or misdemeanor involving
terrorist behavior, violence, use of a dangerous weapon, crimes of moral turpitude or breach of

trustifiduciary responsibility or which raises concerns about building, system, or personal security or is
otherwise a job -related crime, the awarded Proposer shall not assign the individual to any City property. If
such a check reveals any of the foregoing after access has already been granted, any access privileges

already granted shall be immediately revoked and shall not be reinstated without the City's express
written authorization. In the event that the Proposer intends to hire new personnel to perform the required

services, the background checks should be initiated at the time of the hire. ( d) The City reserves the right
to approve or disapprove whether the contractor's employees perform the services for the City.
Disapproval would apply solely to this contract and shall have no bearing on the Proposer' s employment
of an individual outside of this contract.

19. Cone of Silence

In accordance with Section 38 -140 of the City of Deerfield Beach Code of Ordinances, during the course

of a competitive solicitation, a Cone of Silence shall apply as follows: ( a) A Cone of Silence shall be in
effect during a Competitive Solicitation beginning upon the advertisement for requests for proposals,
requests for qualifications and competitive bids. The Cone of Silence shall terminate at the time the City
Commission makes final award of a bid or gives final approval of a contract or contract amendment,

rejects all bids or responses to the Competitive Solicitation, or takes other action which ends the

Competitive Solicitation. The Cone of Silence shall continue through the negotiation phase for requests
for proposals and requests for qualifications and shall not end until the Commission gives final approval of

the contract. ( b) Any person or entity that seeks a contract, contract amendment, award,
recommendation, or approval related to a Competitive Solicitation or that is subject to being evaluated or

having its response evaluated in connection with a Competitive Solicitation, including a person or entity's
representative shall not have any communication with any City Commissioner, the City Manager and their
respective support staff or any person or group of persons appointed or designated by the City
Commission or the City Manager to evaluate, select, or make a recommendation to the City Commission
or the City Manager regarding a Competitive Solicitation. ( c) The Cone of Silence shall not apply to
written or oral communications with legal counsel for the City or the Purchasing Manager for the City. ( d)
Any action in violation of this section shall be cause for disqualification of the Proposer or the proposal.
The determination of a violation shall be made by the City Commission.
20. Local Business Preference Program

a) The City hereby establishes a local business preference program to facilitate local business

participating in the bidding process. Except where prohibited by federal, state or city law, or finding source

restriction mandates to the contrary, in the purchase of goods or general services governed by the
Procurement Code, preference shall be awarded to local businesses in the following manner. ( 1) When a
responsive, responsible nonlocal business submits the lowest price bid, and the bid submitted by one or

more responsive, responsible local businesses is within five percent of the bid submitted by the nonlocal

business, then such local businesses shall have the opportunity to submit, within five working days of
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receipt of formal written notice by the Purchasing Division, a best and final bid equal to or lower than the
amount of the low bid previously submitted by the nonlocal business. Thereafter, contract award shall be
made to the responsive, responsible business submitting the lowest and best and final bid. In the case of
a tie in the best and final bid between a local business and a nonlocal business, contract award shall be
made to the local business. ( ii) For all other competitive solicitations the objective factors used to

evaluate the responses from proposers are assigned point totals. Where evaluation of criteria, including

and beyond price, is the determining factor for award, the total score of each individual evaluation
committee member's total points of a local vendor will adjust upward by five percent ( 5 %). ( b) An eligible

bidder or proposer must satisfy the criteria set forth below. The city has sole discretion in determining

whether a business meets the following criteria to qualify for a local business preference. ( 1) A bidder or
proposer shall complete, fully execute, and provide all required information contained in the Local

Business Affidavit contained in the Invitation to Bid or the Request for Proposal. The determination as to
whether a bidder or proposer is a local business shall be made by city staff based upon documentation

submitted by the bidder or proposer at the time of bid or proposal submission as verified by staff. ( ii) In

order to qualify for local bidder preference for any Invitation to Bid or Request for Proposal a bidder or
proposer seeking local vendor preference shall have no history of non -performance, delinquent fees,
liens, or Code violations. (c) This section shall not apply to professional services procured pursuant to the

State of Florida Consultants Competitive Negotiations Act; nor to "cooperative" procurements that the city

participates in with other governmental agencies.

21. Small Disadvantaged Business Entity (SDBE)
In accordance with Section 38 -146 of the City of Deerfield Beach Code of Ordinances, during the course
of a competitive solicitation, a Small Disadvantaged Business Entity preference shall apply as follows: ( a)

The city commission does hereby establish a goal of 15 percent participation by SDBEs for all
competitively bid contracts in excess of $ 50,000. 00. Such participation shall be a goal of the City of

Deerfield Beach City Commission and shall be subject to the terms and the Conditions set forth herein.
The SDBE Participation Affidavit, to be filed with all Competitive bids, is attached below. ( b) Unless

specifically exempted by resolution of the city commission, or otherwise set forth herein, each contract
which is competitively bid or the subject of a request for proposal shall include a requirement that the
contractor commit to the expenditure of at least 15 percent of the Contract award with one or more SDBEs

where the city estimates that the eventual cost will exceed $ 50, 000. 00. This requirement may be

completely or partially waived by the city commission or city manager if it is determined that a different
percentage Commitment should apply based upon the availability and capacity of SDBEs in the applicable

industry, service or commodity or where the city commission or city manager determines that the goods
or services sought will not require the use of subcontractors. A business enterprise owned by a woman
who is a member of a minority group may be Counted on a particular contract as an MBE or WBE but not

both. This commitment may be met by contractor status as MBE or WBE, or by a joint venture with one or

more MBEs or WBEs as prime contractor to the extent of the MBE or WBE participation in such joint

venture, or by subcontracting a portion of the work to one or more MBEs or WBEs by the purchase of
materials or services for the work from one or more MBEs or WBEs, or by the indirect participation of
MBEs or WBEs in other aspects of the Contractor' s business but no dollar amount of such indirect MBE or
WBE participation shall be credited more than once against a contractor's MBE or WBE commitment with

respect to all Contracts of such contractor, or by any combination of the foregoing. Unless exempted or

waived as set forth above, a contractor's bid is non -responsive if R does not identity the SDBE utilization

and contain a commitment to at least the SDBE percentage commitment stated in the contract

specifications unless SDBE unavailability documentation, a Copy of which is attached hereto, is
accurately completed and submitted with the bid. The city manager may change the form of the affidavits
required. ( c) M all contracts governed by this subdivision SDBE participation ( or as required in bid
specifications or requests for proposal) or an effort to secure said participation shall be deemed a part of

the award evaluation process. The city Commission may, by motion, require the provisions of this
subdivision to apply to requests for proposals or other Contract awards.
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22. Ethics Code

Offerors are required to acquaint themselves with the provisions in the City of Deerfield Beach' s Ethics
Code Chapter 2, Article IX Code of Ordinances. The City Commission will strictly apply the Ethics Code.
Section 2 -505 " Disclosure and Behavior Requirements of Applicants and Person/ Entity seeking a City

contract or currently doing business with the City' is of immediate interest. Offeror shall complete the
Ethics Code Disclosure" contained herein. Failure to do so may result in the response being deemed
non -responsive.

23. Public Records / Confidential Information

a) Florida law provides that municipal records shall at all times be open for personal inspection by any

person, unless otherwise exempt. Information and materials received by the City in connection with an
Offerors response shall be deemed to be public records subject to public inspection. However, certain

exemptions to the public records law are statutorily provided for in Section 119. 07, F. S. Section 119.07,
F.S. provides an exemption from public records law for sealed bids, proposals, or replies received by an

agency pursuant to a competitive solicitation until such time as the agency provides notice of an intended
decision or until 30 days after opening the bids, proposals, or final replies, whichever is earlier. ( b) If the
Proposer believes any of the information contained in the response is exempt from the Public Records
Law, then the Proposer must in the response specifically identity the material which is deemed to be
exempt and cite the legal authority for the exemption, otherwise, the City will treat all materials received
as public records.

24. Public Entity Crimes Information Statement

A person or affiliate who has been placed on the convicted vendor list following a conviction for public

entity crime may not submit a bid on a contract to provide any goods or services to a public entity, may
not submit a bid on a contract with a public entity for the construction or repair of a public building or

public work, may not submit bids on leases of real property to public entity, may not be awarded or
perform work as a Proposer, supplier, subcontractor, or consultant under a contract with any public entity,

and may not transact business with any public entity in excess of the threshold amount provided in
Section 287. 017, for category two for a period of thirty-six (36) months from the date of being placed on
the convicted vendor list.
25. Anti -Collusion

The Offeror certifies that it has not divulged, discussed or compared its response and the contents

contained therein with other respondents, except subcontractors I they form part of the response, and

has not colluded with any other Offerors or parties to a response whatsoever. No premiums, rebates or
gratuities are permitted either with, prior to, or after any delivery of material or service. Any violation of this
provision will result in the immediate mncellation of the contract and removal from the Vendor List.
26. Conflict of Interest

a) The Offeror covenants that they presently have no interest and shall not acquire any interest, directly
or indirectly, which would conflict in any manner or degree with the performance of the services
hereunder. The Offeror further covenants that no person having any such known interest shall be
employed or conveyed an interest, directly or indirectly, in the contract. ( b) No contract will be awarded to
a Offeror who has City elected officials, officers or employees affiliated with it, unless the Offeror has fully
complied with current Florida State Statutes and City Ordinances relating to this issue. Offeror must
disclose any such affiliation. Failure to disclose any such affiliation will result in disqualification of the
Offeror and removal of the Offeror from the City' s Vendor List and prohibition from engaging in any
business with the City.
27. Entire Agreement

This competitive solicitation, all attachments and exhibits, addenda, and the resulting Contract and /or
purchase order states the entire contract between the parties hereto with respect to the subject matter
hereof, and all prior and contemporaneous understandings, representations and agreements are merged

herein or superseded hereby. Generally, a purchase order will be issued for commodities and a contract
will be issued for services. If a contract will be executed, a draft contract containing the major business

concerns for the City may be attached to this competitive solicitation.
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28. Waiver

It is agreed that no waiver or modification of this contract or of any covenant, condition or limitation

contained in it shall be valid unless it is in writing and duly executed by the party to be charged with it, and
that no evidence of any waiver or modfication shall be offered or received in evidence in any proceeding,
arbitration, or litigation between the parties arising out of or affecting the contract, or the right or
obligations of any party under it, unless such waiver or modif ication is in writing, duly executed as above.
The parties agree that provisions of this paragraph may not be waived except by a duly executed writing.
29. Warranty

a) Warranty of Title - The Offeror warrants that all goods and materials offered in their response or
furnished under a resulting contract will be new unless otherwise specified and that Offeror possesses
good, clear, and marketable title to said goods and there are no pending liens, claims or encumbrances
whatsoever against said goods and materials. All goods and materials not conforming to these

requirements, including substitutions not properly approved and authorized may be considered defective.
b) Warranty of Specifications - The Offeror warrants that all goods, materials and workmanship offered in
their response or furnished under a resulting contract, whether by Offeror or its sub -contractors and
suppliers, will comply with the specifications, plans, and other descriptions and requirements supplied or

adopted. ( c) Warranty of Merchantability - The Offeror warrants that the goods offered in their response
or furnished under the resulting contract are merchantable, of good quality and free from defects, whether
patent or latent in material or workmanship. ( d) Warranty of Material and Workmanship - The Successful
Offeror ( Contractor) warrants all material and workmanship for a minimum of three ( 3) years from date of

delivery and acceptance by the City. The Successful Offeror shall provide a warranty certificate bound
with manuals stating the terms and conditions of the warranty. If within the warranty period, or within such
larger period of time as may be prescribed by law or warranted by the Successful Offeror and product
manufacturers, any of the materials and workmanship is found to be defective or not in accordance with
the Contract documents, the Successful Offeror shall after receipt of a written notice from the City to do

so, promptly correct the condition unless the City has previously given the Successful Offeror a written
acceptance of such condition. ( e) Warranty of Intellectual Property - The Offeror warrants that there has

been no violation of copyright, patent, or other intellectual property rights either in the United States of
America or in foreign countries in connection with the work to be performed pursuant to this competitive
solicitation and resulting contract.

30. Survivorship Rights
The contract pursuant to this competitive solicitation shall be binding on both parties to the benefit of the
respective parties and their executors, administrators, heirs, personal representative, successors and
assignees.

31. Severebility

If any term or provision of the contract pursuant to this competitive solicitation is found to be illegal and
unenforceable, such term( s) shall be deemed stricken and the remainder of the contract shall remain in
full force and effect.

32. Default and Termination

a) Termination for Cause - In the event the Successful Offeror ( Contractor) shall default in any of the
terms, obligations, restrictions or conditions in the contract documents, the City shall give the Contractor
written notice by registered, certified mail of the default and that such default shall be corrected or actions
taken to correct such default shall be commenced within three ( 3) calendar days thereof. In the event the
Contractor has failed to correct the conditions( s) of the default or the default is not remedied to the

satisfaction and approval of the City, the City shall have all legal remedies available to it, including, but
not limited to termination of the Contract in which case the Contractor shall be liable for any and all

damages permitted by law arising from the default and breach of the contract. ( b) Termination for
Convenience - Upon thirty ( 30) calendar days written notice to the Contractor, the City may without cause

and without prejudice to any other right or remedy, terminate the contract for the City's convenience
whenever the City deterrnines that such termination is in the best interest of the City. Where the contract
is terminated for the convenience of the City the notice of termination to the Contractor must state that the
contract is being terrninated for the convenience of the City under the termination clause and the extent of
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termination. The Contractor shall discontinue all work on the appointed last day of service. ( c)
Cancellation for Unappropriated Funds - The obligation of the City for payment to a Contractor is limited
to the availability of funds appropriated in a current fiscal period, and continuation of the contract into a

subsequent fiscal period, regardless of contract term, is subject to appropriation of funds, unless

otherwise authorized by law.
33. Venue

The parties waive the privilege of venue and agree that all litigation between them in the state courts shall
take place in Broward County, Florida and that all litigation between them in the federal courts shall take
place in the US District Court for the Southern District of Florida.
34. Service Test Period

If the Offeror has not previously provided the goods or services to the City, the City reserves the right to
require a service test period to determine if the Offeror can perform in accordance with the requirements

of the Contract, to the City's satisfaction, and within the rights of the City in determining an award
recommendation. The length of such test period shall be determined by the City, and shall be an
appropriate timeframe for the City to effectively evaluate the goods and services offered. The service test
period shall be conducted under all specifcations, terms and conditions contained in the Contract.

35. Piggybacking

If the Offeror is awarded a contract as a result of this competitive solicitation, Offeror may, if Offeror has
sufficient capacity or quantities available, and if legally allowed, provide to other government agencies, so
requesting, the products or services awarded in accordance with the leans and conditions of the
competitive solicitation and resulting contract.

36. Transfer of Responsibility

Upon expiration, termination, or cancellation of the contract, the contractor shall assist City of Deerfield
Beach to insure an orderly transfer of responsibility and /or continuity of those products and services
required under the terms of the wntract to an organization designated by City of Deerfield Beach, if
requested in writing. The contractor shall provide and /or perform any or all of the following
responsibilities: ( a) The contractor shall deliver, FOB destination, prepaid, all records, documentation,

reports, data, recommendations, master, or printing elements, etc., which were required to be produced
under the terms of the contract to City of Deerfield Beach and/ or to City of Deerfield Beach' s designee
within seven ( 7) calendar days after receipt of the written request. Any and all records which are on
electronic media must be delivered in a format which is compatible with the system(s) currently in use by
City of Deerfield Beach. ( b) The contractor shall agree to wntinue providing any part or all of the services

in accordance with the terms and conditions of the contract for a period not to exceed ninety ( 90)

calendar days after the expiration, termination or cancellation date of the contract for a price not to
exceed those prices set forth in the contract.

37. Quantities

No guarantee or warranty is given or implied by the City as to the amount that may or may not be
purchased from any resulting contract. The City reserves the right to increase or decrease quantities or
add or delete any item or quantity from the contract if it is determined to be in the best interest of the City
in its sole discretion.

38. Risk of Loss

The risk of loss, injury or destruction, regardless of the cause of the casualty, shall be on the Successful
Offeror until the delivery of wmpleted project and facilities to the City, and inspection and final
acceptance of the entire project by the City. Title to all goods, chattel and facilities shall pass to City upon
delivery and acceptance of the goods by City as evidenced in writing.
39. Delivery

All items shall be delivered FOB destination to a specified City address. All delivery costs and charges
must be included in the bid prior. The City reserves the fight to cancel orders or any part thereof, without

obligation if delivery is not made at the time specified in the contract.
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SECTION IV - SPECIAL TERMS AND CONDITIONS
Draft Contract

A draft copy of the Contract is attached to this competitive solicitation and includes the major
business concerns for the City. The City reverses the right to negotiate a final contract with
the Offeror being recommended for award. The final contract to be presented to the City
Commission for award may include mutually negotiated and agreed upon terms and
conditions including but not limited to changes in quantities, prices, scope of services, or
other contract provisions. However, the final Contract shall substantially comply with and be
consistent with the intent of the competitive solicitation and the Offeror' s response. The final
Contact need not be in the same form as the draft contract.
2.

Nonexclusive Contract

Offeror agrees and understands that any contract entered into pursuant to this competitive
solicitation shall not be construed as an exclusive arrangement and further agrees that the

City may, at any time, secure similar or identical services at its sole option.
3.

Contract Term

a) Initial Term and Renewal Options - The initial contract term shall be for three ( 3) years
and shall commence upon final execution of the Contract by the City or as otherwise

indicated in the final contract. The City reserves the right to renew the contract term for three
3) additional one ( 1) year terms providing all terms conditions and specificabons remain the
same, both parties agree to the renewal, and such renewal is approved by the City. ( b)
Contract Extension - In the event services are scheduled to end because of the expiration of

the contract, the Contractor shall continue the service upon the request of the City Manager

or designee. The extension period shall not extend for more than ninety ( 90) days beyond

the expiration date of the existing contract. The Proposer shall be compensated for the
service at the rate in effect when this extension clause is invoked by the City.
4.

Price

a) Offeror shall quote a firm, fixed price for the items listed in the " Bid Line Items" tab.
Prices shall include all costs associated with the products and services being solicited

including labor, equipment, supplies, management, travel, etc. ( b) Prices shall be shown in
both unit amounts and extensions whenever applicable. In the event of discrepancies

existing between unit amounts and extensions or totals, unit amounts shall govern.
Discrepancies in the multiplication of units will be resolved in favor of the Unit Costs.
Discrepancies between the indicated sum of any column of figures and the correct sum
thereof will be resolved in favor of the correct sum. In the event such discrepancy is

discovered by either party after the competitive solicitation closes, Offeror understands and
accepts that no correction( s) shall be made and the prices offered shall remain firm. ( c) All

applicable discounts shall be extended to City and shall be part of the prices offered. Offeror
may bid only one ( 1) discount for each Line Item. Chain discounts are not acceptable and
will not be considered in determining an award. ( d) Offeror warrants by virtue of submitting a
response that prices will be firm for acceptance for a period of Ninety ( 90) calendar days
from the date of solicitation closing, unless otherwise agreed to by both parties.
6.

Price Adjustments

a) Prices for all products and services purchased any contract resulting from this
competitive solicitation process shall remain firm for the initial contract term. Prices for
subsequent optional renewal terms shall be subject to an adjustment only if increases in the

industry occur. However, unless very unusual and significant changes have occurred in the
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industry, such increases shall not exceed five percent ( 5 %) per year or, whichever is less,
the latest yearly percentage increase in the All Urban Consumers Price Index ( CPI -U) ( All
Items), for the Miami -Ft. Lauderdale, FL area, as published by the Bureau of Labor
Statistics, U. S. Department of Labor. The yearly increase or decrease in the CPI shall be the
latest index published and available ninety ( 90) days prior to the end of the contract term
then in effect compared to the index for the same month one ( 1) year prior. Any requested

price increase shall be fully documented and submitted to the City at least ninety ( 90) days
prior to the expiration of the current contract term. Any approved cost adjustment shall
become effective on the first date of the renewal term. ( b) In the event the CPI or industry
costs decline, the City shall have the right to receive from the Contractor a reasonable
reduction in prices that reflect the cost change in the CPI or industry. ( c) The City has the
right to refuse to accept a requested price increase or decrease if it is not properly

documented, submitted less than ninety ( 90) days from the contract expiration date, or
considered by the City to be excessive or insufficient. In the event the City does not wish to
accept the adjusted prices and the matter cannot be resolved to the satisfaction of the City,
the contract can be terminated for convenience.
6.

Required Licenses and Certifications

To be considered responsive to this competitive solicitation the Offeror or any proposed sub-

contractors must be a member of the Society of Actuaries or the American Academy of
Actuaries

7.

Standard of Care

The Successful Offeror ( Contractor or Consultant) shall exercise the same degree of care,

skill, and diligence in the performance of the work as is ordinarily provided by a firm under
similar circumstances and Contractor or Consultant shall, at no additional cost to the City or
property owner, correct any deficiency which fails to satisfy the foregoing standard of care.
8.

Penalties

Failure of the Successful Offeror ( Contractor) to perform it' s required duties in relation to the

State of Florida Office of Insurance Regulation' s annual filing requirement ( FL § 112.08)
shall be deemed a significant matter of non -performance on the Successful Offeror' s part.

As such, the City shall impose a late filing penalty in the following manner.
One to Fifteen Days Late

Sixteen to Thirty Days Late
More than Thirty Days Late

1 10% of the Contractors Filing Fee
25% of the Contractors Filing Fee
50% of the Contractors Filing Fee

The City's right to invoke this penalty, is contingent upon the City' s fulfillment of its
obligations in providing the Contractor with the necessary, complete and accurate
documents and information within the timeframe allowed [ forty -five ( 45) days prior to the
filing deadline]. These penalties shall be non -cumulative within the contract year.
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SECTION V —INSURANCE REQUIREMENTS

The Offeror' s

response shall

include evidence of insurability meeting

the insurance

requirements stated herein. The successful Offeror shall not commence the work or otherwise

perform the work as required by the resulting Contract until the requirements stated herein are
met and the Certificate(s) of Insurance are approved by the City. The Successful Offeror shall
assume full responsibility and expense to obtain all necessary insurance.
1

General

a.

Successful Offeror shall furnish to the Purchasing Division a Certificate of Insurance or
endorsements evidencing the insurance coverage specified herein within fifteen ( 15)
calendar days after notification of award of the Contract. The required Certificates of

Insurance shall name the types of policies provided, refer specifically to the Contract
Solicitation Title and Number), and state that such insurance is as required by this
Contract. Contractor's failure to provide to City the Certificates of Insurance or
endorsements evidencing the insurance coverage within fifteen ( 15) calendar days shall
provide the basis forthe termination of the Contract.

b. Such policy or policies shall be without any deductible amount unless otherwise noted in
this Contract and shall be issued by approved companies authorized to do business in

the State of Florida, and having agents upon whom service of process may be made in
Broward County, Florida. Contractor shall pay all deductible amounts, H any. Contractor
shall specifically protect City and the Deerfield Beach City Commission by naming City
and the Deerfield Beach City Commission as additional insured under the Commercial
Liability Policy as well as on any Excess Liability Policy coverage.
c.

Coverage is not to cease and is to remain in force ( subject to cancellation notice) until all

performance required of Contractor is complete including all renewal terms. All policies
must be endorsed to provide City with at least thirty ( 30) days' notice of expiration,
cancellation and/ or restriction. If any of the insurance coverages will expire prior to the
completion of the work, copies of renewal policies shall be furnished at least thirty ( 30)
days prior to the date of their expiration.

d. City reserves the right to review and revise any insurance requirements at the time of
renewal or amendment of this Contract, including, but not limited to, deductibles, limits,
coverage, and endorsements based on insurance market conditions affecting the
availability or affordability of coverage, or changes in the scope of work or specifications

that affect the applicability of coverage. If Contractor uses a subcontractor, Contractor

shall ensure that subcontractor names City and the Deerfield Beach City Commission as
additional insured under the Commercial Liability Policy as well as on any Excess
Liability Policy coverage.
2

Coverages

Successful Offeror shall, at a minimum, provide, pay for, and maintain in force at all times
during the term of this Contract the following insurance as indicated with a checkmark:

Commercial Liability Insurance - A Commercial Liability Insurance Policy shall be
provided which shall contain minimum limits of One Million Dollars ($ 1, 000,000.00) per

occurrence combined single limit for bodily injury liability and property damage liability
and shall contain minimum limits of Two Million Dollars ($ 2,000. 000. 00) per aggregate.

Coverage must be afforded on a form no more restrictive than the latest edition of the
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Commercial Liability Policy, without restrictive endorsements, as filed by the Insurance

Services Office and must include: premises and /or operations, independent contractors,
products and/ or completed operations for contracts, broad form contractual coverage

applicable to this specific Contract including any hold harmless and /or indemnification

Contract, personal injury coverage with employee and contractual exclusions removed

with minimum limits of coverage equal to those required for bodily Injury liability and
property damage liability.

Professional Liability Insurance - Professional Liability Insurance with the limits of
liability provided by such policy for each claim and on a claim made basis to be no less
than one million Dollars ($ 1, 000,000) per occurrence with a combined single limit of two
million dollars ($ 2, 000, 000) per occurrence with a deductible per claim not to exceed ten

percent ( 10 %) of the limit of liability. Consultant shall notify the City in writing within thirty
30) days of any claim filed or made against its Professional Liability Insurance Policy.
Errors and Omissions Liability - Errors and Omissions Liability insurance with
minimum coverage limits of $ 1, 000,000.00 each occurrence. Consultant acknowledges

that the City is relying on the competence of the Consultant to design the project to meet
its functional intent. If it is determined during construction of the project that changes
must be made due to Consultant' s negligent errors and omissions, Consultant shall
promptly rectify them at no cost to City and shall be responsible for additional costs, if

any, of the project to the proportional extent caused by such negligent errors or
omissions.

Business Automobile Liability - Business Automobile Liability shall be provided with
minimum limits of One Million Dollars ($ 1, 000,000.00) per occurrence, combined single

limit for Bodily Injury Liability and Property Damage Liability. Coverage must be afforded

on a Win no more restrictive than the latest edition of the Business Automobile Liability
policy, without restrictive endorsements, as filed by the Insurance Services Office, and

must include: owned vehicles ( if applicable), hired and non -owned vehicles ( d
applicable) employers' non -ownership ( if applicable).

Workers Compensation Insurance - Workers' Compensation insurance to apply for all

employees in compliance with Chapter 440, Florida Statutes, as may be amended from

time to time, the " Workers' Compensation Law" of the State of Florida, and all applicable

Federal laws. In addition, the policy(ies) must include employers' liability with a limit of

One Million Dollars ($ 1, 000,000.00) each accident. Additionally, if any operations are to

be undertaken on or about navigable waters, coverage must be included for the U. S.
Harbor Workers Act and Jones Act. If exempt for Worker's
Compensation, proper documentation shall be provided.
Longshoremen &
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SECTION VI— SCOPE OF WORK

1.

City Background Information

a. The City of Deerfield Beach ( the City) is the most northeast community in Broward
County and it borders Boca Raton and Palm Beach County to the north, the Atlantic
Ocean to the East, the Florida Turnpike to the West and the City of Pompano Beach to

the south. Incorporated in 1925, the City encompasses roughly 16.3 square miles of land

and water. The City is located on the world famous gold coast of Southeast Florida. The

City is home to more than 78,000 residents and prestigious employers. The City of
Deerfield Beach provides services and a quality of life that help residents and employers

alike enjoy the lifestyle of South Florida and prosper in an ever -growing international
economy.

b. The City has approximately 315 full -time active employees and provides a self-funded
health plan for their benefit. The City' s self-funded health plan utilizes Florida Blue

formerly Blue Cross Blue Shield of Florida) for administrative services and Symetra for
reinsurance of the plan' s excess risk. The current budget for the health plan is
approximately $6. 5 million.
2.

Plan Description

a. The Successful Proposer will be tasked with evaluating the self-funded health and dental
plan which is maintained for the benefit of the City' s full -time employees and its retirees.
The plan is structured as a single -employer plan where the plan assets are derived from

City contributions, employee contributions and retiree contributions. The City has
recently hired a Risk Analysis Manager to assess, update and maintain the employee
benefits programs for the employees and retirees. While the self- funded health plan

does not operate under a trust arrangement, steps are being taken to establish the
revocable trust accounts for the proper fiscal management of the self- funded health plan.

b. The City offers a single option health plan to its employees and retirees. The current
self-funded health plan uses the preferred provider organization ( PPO) architecture

provided through the Administrative Services Agreement provided by Florida Blue. The
plan contains $ 0 in- network deductibles for the individual and family and has in- network
maximum out -of- pocket amounts of $ 1, 500 for individual and $ 3,000 for family. In-

network copays include $ 10 Primary Care Office Visit and $ 20 Copay for Specialist
Office Visit. A more complete summary of both the health and dental plan benefits is
provided as exhibits and attached herein. The Administrative Services Only ( ASO) plan
year through Florida Blue currently is on a fiscal year cycle and is being moved to a
calendar year cycle beginning January 1, 2015.

c. In January 2015 the City is planning to modify the offerings under the self- funded health
plan. All offerings will remain self- funded and administered through Florida Blue. Options

include replacement of the existing plan with a slightly less rich plan to be labeled a
Buy -Up" plan. The proposed changes would also include the introduction of a more
moderate PPO plan with higher deductibles, copays and out -of-pocket maximums to be
labeled as the " Base Plan" and a plan with features of a Qualified High Deductible
Health plan to be labeled the " Consumer Driven" plan. The employees and retirees will

be able to select any of the offered plans at open enrollment.
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d. The current health plan tiers are employee only, employee and 1 to 2 dependents,
employee and 3 to 4 dependents, as well as employee and 5 or more dependents. The
structure has been in place for a significant number of years and does not correlate to

most reporting structures currently in use for plan information. The City plans to update

the tireing structure to either a 3 -tier option ( EE only, EE +One, EE +Family) or a 4-tier
option ( EE only, EE +Spouse, EE +Children, EE +Family). The final determination will be

made in conjunction with the actuarial analysis performed by the Successful Proposer

with consideration given to not unduly placing burden on the employees currently
enrolled.

The current single offering has the following enrollment as of February 1, 2014
Active Employees

315 subscribers with a total of 726 members

150 subscribers as EE Only
Retirees

165 subscribers with dependents
218 subscribers with a total of 322 members

166 subscribers as EE Only
52 subscribers with de
Plan total

ndents

533 subscribers with a total of 1048 members
316 subscribers as EE Only
217 subscribers with dependents

e. All information regarding the plan functioning from claims, enrollment, financial and any
other pertinent data will be made available to the Successful Proposer in a timely
manner once a final contract is awarded and executed. Data prior to 2010 might require
special request to be made available and time allowances will have to be made.
3.

Scope of Services

The services listed below are not considered to be all- inclusive. Proposers may include
other services offered, but not specified below ( Value -Added Services). Value -Added
Services should be included and detailed in the Operations Plan and Approach section of
the Proposers response and prices shall be included in the laid Line Items as an alternate.
Not all services will be required on an annual basis. All service interaction will be conducted
through the Contract Manager, William Reed, Risk Analysis Manager.

a. Create and complete the annual 112.08 fling to the State of Florida Office of Insurance
Regulation for the self-funded health plan. Proposers must agree to perform the actuarial

analysis and complete full reporting as required by OIR regulations. Report must be filed

Within the 90 day window following the end of the plan year as required. The City shall
provide all required documents and information at least 45 days prior to the deadline.

Failure to submit the filing within this timeframe shall be considered non -performance, is

grounds for termination for cause, and shall cause the City to enforce the Penalties
provision.

b. Proposers are expected to provide actuarial analysis to establish the premium
equivalents for the self-funded health plan as currently existing. Re- evaluation will be
required as the benefit changes, tiering changes and plan offering modifications are
implemented. Annual review of the plans to establish the upcoming year premium

equivalents for plan funding purposes will be required as well.
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c.

Perform actuarial evaluation for the establishment of premium equivalents for the self funded dental plan.

d. Act as an expert resource for the City on actuarial best practices for the self- funded
health and dental plans.

e.

Upon request, provide actuarial analysis of the impacts to the City and to employees of

potential changes to the underlying funding model for the cost of the self-funded medical
plan( s).

f. Provide assessment and identify potential liability issues with retiree benefits programs.
Evaluate program changes R being considered to the retiree offerings.
g. Evaluate all existing plan documents and recommend changes or modifications as
needed.
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2/13/2020

JustFOIA Edit Request Number 5858

Request Number: 5858
Request Fields
Name
Jim Mathie
Email
mathie@bellsouth.net
Description
Amanda, I received your 10/23/17 letter addressed to all retirees and it states a comprehensive review was recently
conducted of its retiree health insurance program. Please provide a copy of the review. Also, please provide a copy
of the results from the RFP # 2013-14/26 at a cost of $12,500 with Arthur J. Gallagher and Company DBA
Healthcare Analytics. Thank you, Jim
Checkboxes
Copies
Anonymous
false

https://deerfieldbeachfl.justfoia.com/Request/GetRequest/3923f3db-105f-4157-b8f9-1ce49eb1d95b#/status

1/1
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EXHIBIT 15

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Samantha Gillyard
Tanaka, Hisae
RE: City of Deerfield Beach Follow Up
Tuesday, March 30, 2021 9:40:14 AM
image001.png
image002.png
image003.png

External Email Warning: This email originated from outside the Broward County email system. Do not reply, click links, or open attachments unless you recognize

the sender’s email address (not just the name) as legitimate and know the content is safe. Report any suspicious emails to ETSSecurity@broward.org.

You’re most welcome!

Samantha Gillyard, CMC,
City Clerk
City of Deerfield Beach
150 NE 2nd Avenue
Deerfield Beach, FL 33441
P: 954.480.4213
F: 954.480.4323
From: Tanaka, Hisae <HTANAKA@broward.org>
Sent: Monday, March 29, 2021 7:15 PM
To: Samantha Gillyard <SGillyard@deerfield-beach.com>
Subject: RE: City of Deerfield Beach Follow Up
Good afternoon Samantha,
Thank you very much for the update.
Regards,

Hisae Tanaka
One North University Drive, Suite 111
Plantation, FL 33324
954-357-7819
HTanaka@broward.org
www.browardig.org
REPORT FRAUD
954-357-TIPS
Under Florida law, e-mail addresses are public records. If you do not want your e-mail address released in response to a public records request, do not send electronic mail to this entity. Instead, contact this office by phone or in writing.

P Please consider the environment before printing this e-mail!
From: Samantha Gillyard <SGillyard@deerfield-beach.com>
Sent: Monday, March 29, 2021 2:37 PM
To: Tanaka, Hisae <HTANAKA@broward.org>
Cc: Anthony C. Soroka (ASoroka@wsh-law.com) <ASoroka@wsh-law.com>
Subject: City of Deerfield Beach Follow Up

External Email Warning: This email originated from outside the Broward County email system. Do not reply, click links, or open attachments unless you

recognize the sender’s email address (not just the name) as legitimate and know the content is safe. Report any suspicious emails to ETSSecurity@broward.org.

Good afternoon Hisae, this is a follow up with you from the interview held on March 24th. I wanted to let you know that the following requests were not routed to
the Department of Information Technology as we would have relied on the department(s) to provide any relevant documents; PRR 5858, 8652, & 8669.
Regarding 6101, we did send a request to IT, but since Mr. Mathie verbally cancelled the request, nothing would have been given to him.
I am sure this was not the response you desired, but if there is anything else we can do to assist, please let me know.

Samantha Gillyard, CMC,
City Clerk
City of Deerfield Beach
150 NE 2nd Avenue
Deerfield Beach, FL 33441
P: 954.480.4213
F: 954.480.4323

Under Florida law, most e-mail messages to or from Broward County employees or officials are public records, available to any person upon request, absent an

exemption. Therefore, any e-mail message to or from the County, inclusive of e-mail addresses contained therein, may be subject to public disclosure.
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EXHIBIT 16

Human Resources - To give you the fairest reading to your request, I have to accept
the very broad based nature of the request. Therefore, in order to produce the
documents requested under the analyses of retiree health insurance and all documents
related thereto including every letter (i.e letters sent to every retiree) and email
etc., it is estimated that the time will be several days of work. We will be happy
to do so, but would require a deposit that we?d discuss with the Clerk unless you
can provide more specific details of the documents you are looking for. If we don?t
hear otherwise, we will provide a more detailed estimate of time.
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Last Name First Name

Middle
Name

DOB

Marital
Status

Age as of
06/27/2016

DOH/Status Status End
Gender
Begin Date Date

Guinn

Paul

D

05/07/1936

Married

80

06/09/1999

M

Rickard

Muriel

W

12/06/1935

Widowed

80

09/30/1996

Sumner

Patricia

J

06/29/1935

Divorced

80

WELCH

CLARA

01/03/1936

Married

Culligan

Gary

L

04/06/1935

MCCUBBIN CARL
S

C

SHOOK

JAMES

Welch

Benefit
Class

Zip

345 Beaver
Creek St.

LAKE
PLACID

FL

33852

Retiree O65 Florida
Combined
Life

Dental

F

305 Rolling
Acres Trail

FRANKLIN

NC

28734

murielinnc@ Retiree O65 Florida
aol.com
Combined
Life

Dental

02/18/2000

F

817 SE 16th
Court

DEERFIELD FL
BEACH

33441

Retiree O65 Florida
Combined
Life

Dental

80

10/01/2014

F

140
Bougainville
a Drive

Leesburg

FL

34748

Retiree
Florida Blue Medical
(Indv
Spouse/Sur
viving
Spouse)

Married

81

01/01/1998

M

215 Baker
Drive

WEST
PALM
BEACH

FL

33409

Retiree O65 Florida
(Grandfathe Combined
red)
Life

08/19/1934

Married

81

02/28/2005

M

924 SE 10th
Court

POMPANO FL
BEACH

33060

MytClyde@ Retiree O65 Florida Blue Medical
att.net

W

05/07/1935

Married

81

10/01/2014

M

208
SKYLINE
ROAD
EXTENSIO
N

HICKORY

NC

28601

jamess507 Retiree O65 Florida Blue Medical
@charter.ne
t

Jackson

W

03/26/1935

Married

81

06/01/1985

M

140
Bougainville
a Drive

LEESBURG FL

34748

Retiree O65 Florida
(Grandfathe Combined
red)
Life

Andison

Hugh

J

12/06/1933

82

03/05/1989

M

817 NE 5th
St

DEERFIELD FL
BEACH

33441

Retiree O65 Florida Blue Medical

CULLIGAN

GLORIA

M

08/07/1933

Married

82

10/01/2014

F

215 Baker
Street

WEST
PALM
BEACH

FL

33409

Retiree
Florida Blue Medical
(Indv
Spouse/Sur
viving
Spouse)

GREEN

DONALD

02/15/1934

Single

82

02/22/2008

M

9081 SW
1st Drive

BOCA
RATON

FL

33428

Retiree O65 Florida Blue Medical

Cohen

Allen

L

10/13/1932

Widowed

83

09/01/1991

M

1200 South Apartment 7- BOCA
Ocean
C
RATON
Boulevard

FL

33432

none

M

03/09/1933

Married

83

10/01/2014

F

5909 Candle
Glow Place

LEESBURG FL

34748

jjocir@yaho Retiree
Florida Blue Medical
o.com
(Indv
Spouse/Sur
viving
Spouse)

06/18/1932

Married

84

11/05/2013

F

9759 Sun
Pointe Drive

BOYNTON
BEACH

FL

33437

Retiree O65 Florida
Combined
Life

Dental

Married

84

01/01/2015

F

12416 W
Pinnacle
Vista Drive

PEORIA

AZ

85383

JLammers3 Retiree O65 Florida
38@aol.com
Combined
Life

Dental

PALMETTO FL

34221

JaneWinkler Retiree O65 Florida
9@yahoo.co
Combined
m
Life

Dental

PORT
SAINT
LUCIE

34952

Lammers

Josephine

M

08/30/1931

Winkler

Jane

S

04/30/1932

84

10/01/2014

F

6201 US
Hwy 41 N

Maggi

Shirley

M

10/30/1925

90

03/06/1989

F

2021 SE
Giffen Av

Lot N2174

FL

Carrier

Coverage
Type

State

GARFINKEL DOROTHY

Address 2

Email
Address

City

OCONNELL JANE

Address

Retiree O65 Florida
Combined
Life

Dental

Dental

Dental

Retiree O65 Florida Blue Medical

Coverage

Plan
Name/Bene Tier
fit Amt

BlueDental BlueDental
Choice Plus Choice Plus:
Employee
Only
BlueDental BlueDental
Choice Plus Choice Plus:
Employee
Only
BlueDental BlueDental
Choice Plus Choice Plus:
Employee
Only
BlueOptions BlueOptions
1748
1748:
Employee
Only

Employee
Only

Medicare
Medicare
on File
according Part
to CSA w Fl
$37.20
Yes

Monthly
Premium

Employee
Only

$37.20

Yes

Employee
Only

$37.20

Yes

Employee
Only

$306.83

Yes

BlueDental BlueDental EE plus 1 to
Choice Plus Choice Plus: 2
EE plus 1 to Dependents
2
Dependents
BlueOptions BlueOptions Employee
1748
1748:
Only
Employee
Only
BlueOptions BlueOptions Employee
1748
1748:
Only
Employee
Only

$74.40

Yes Medicare
Part A and B

$306.83

Yes

$306.83

Yes

$74.40

Yes

BlueOptions BlueOptions Employee
1748
1748:
Only
Employee
Only
BlueOptions BlueOptions Employee
1748
1748:
Only
Employee
Only

$306.83

Yes

$306.83

Yes

BlueOptions BlueOptions Employee
1748
1748:
Only
Employee
Only
BlueDental BlueDental Employee
Choice Plus Choice Plus: Only
Employee
Only
BlueOptions BlueOptions Employee
1748:
Only
1748
Employee
Only

$306.83

Yes

BlueDental BlueDental EE plus 1 to
Choice Plus Choice Plus: 2
EE plus 1 to Dependents
2
Dependents

BlueDental BlueDental
Choice Plus Choice Plus:
Employee
Only
BlueDental BlueDental
Choice Plus Choice Plus:
Employee
Only
BlueDental BlueDental
Choice Plus Choice Plus:
Employee
Only
BlueOptions BlueOptions
1748
1748:
Employee
Only

$37.20

$306.83

Yes Medicare
Part A and B

Yes Medicare
Part A

Employee
Only

$37.20

Yes

Employee
Only

$37.20

Yes

Employee
Only

$37.20

Yes

Employee
Only

$306.83

Yes

OIG 19-010-M

EXHIBIT 18

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

John Grassi
Heather Montemayor
PRR
Sunday, September 23, 2018 8:57:46 PM

Hello Heather,
1.) I would like a list of all the retirees and there dependents that had their premiums paid by
the city for as far back as HR has researched.
2.) Initially when HR discovered that they had been paying premiums of $400,000. i would
like copies of the information that they put together showing how they came up with this
amount.
Thank you,
John Grassi
Tel: 561-843-4260
The City of Deerfield Beach is governed by the Public Records Act as set forth in Chapter
119, Florida Statutes. Emails and email addresses are subject to the Public Records Act and
are public records subject to disclosure. All emails, and any corresponding email addresses,
sent or received are retained by the City of Deerfield Beach as public records. If you do not
want your email or email address released in response to a public records request, do not send
electronic mail to this entity. Instead, contact the City Clerk's office by phone at 954-480-4213
or in writing.

OIG 19-010-M

EXHIBIT 19

Purusant to Section 121.031(5), Fla. Stat., the names and addresses of retirees are
confidential and exempt from s. 119.07(1), F.S., to the extent that no state or
local governmental agency may provide the names or addresses of such persons in
aggregate, compiled or list form except to public agencies engaged in
official
business, to collective bargaining agents or to retiree organizations for
official business use.

OIG 19-010-M

EXHIBIT 20

2/13/2020

JustFOIA Edit Request Number 6101

Request Number: 6101
Request Fields
Name
Jim Mathie
Email
mathie@bellsouth.net
Description
Amanda, I received from the City Clerk’s office three documents, however, these are not what I requested.
Specifically, my request was to provide a copy of the comprehensive review as mentioned in your 10/23/17 letter
to all retirees of the city’s retiree health insurance program. I was provided an excel spreadsheet with some
information regarding retirees health. To better assist you in providing the information for my request, it is to
include all correspondences, emails, letters, analysis, and actuaries, regarding the city’s review of the retirees
health insurance program. Additionally, two of the three documents provided to me were the Healthcare Analytics
RFP and commission action, however, I requested a copy of the results. The following is a list of services
contracted and approved in 2013/14 for a three year period. I am requesting again the results of the following for
the three year period; It is our recommendation that the proposal from Healthcare Analytics be accepted as
proposed. The proposal offerings include the following: • Annual 112.08 compliance fling with the State of Florida
This service has been performed by Healthcare Analytics for the City since 2003; • Analysis of plan information to
provide updated premium equivalents for the health and dental plans; • Analysis of current health plan benefits to
determine the status with regards to the Affordable Healthcare Act (ACA) "Cadillac Tax "; • Analysis of any
contemplated plan changes to establish the impact to the underlying plan costs; • Provide recommendations with
regards to actuarial best practices for oversight and management of self- funded health plans. The Human
Resources Department recommends that the City Commission both accept and approve the Actuarial Services
proposal from Healthcare Analytics. The agreement would be for an initial three (3) year period with three (3) one
(1) year renewal options. Thank you in advance for providing the correct information regarding retiree health
insurance. Jim Mathie
Checkboxes
Copies
Anonymous
false

https://deerfieldbeachfl.justfoia.com/Request/GetRequest/b3d0437f-cfa2-402b-8745-0f35f80fed5c#/status

1/1
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EXHIBIT 21

2/13/2020

JustFOIA Edit Request Number 8652

Request Number: 8652
Request Fields
Name
John Grassi
Email
grassi_john@yahoo.com
Description
With Regard to Sept 17 Commission Meeting, and Amanda Robins presentation of the facts of what she said
happened. Note this is regarding Retiree's Insurance being paid after they were 65 as well as their dependents,
though they were not entitled to it. She has brought up many questions after I listened to her presentation. I would
like all her notes, and documentation showing that payments went back to the 1980's. She stated it - so I am sure
she has the supporting documentation in her hand. I would like copies of it.
Checkboxes
Copies
Anonymous
false

https://deerfieldbeachfl.justfoia.com/Request/GetRequest/94ed034a-0e03-48ec-8f98-e4d8723e8996#/status

1/1
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EXHIBIT 22

Meeting Minutes
City Commission
7:00 PM

Monday, September 17, 2018

Commission Chambers

CALL TO ORDER AND ROLL CALL
The meeting was called to order on the above date by Mayor Bill Ganz at 7:00 p.m., in the City Commission
Chambers, City Hall, Deerfield Beach.
Present:

Also Present:

5-

Commissioner Todd Drosky
Commissioner Joseph Miller
Commissioner Bernie Parness
Vice Mayor Gloria J. Battle
Mayor Bill Ganz

3-

City Manager Burgess Hanson
City Attorney Andrew Maurodis
City Clerk Samantha Gillyard

MOMENT OF SILENCE AND PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE
There was a moment of silence, followed by the Pledge of Allegiance.

ACKNOWLEDGEMENT OF CITY BOARD MINUTES
Community Redevelopment Agency Meeting Minutes - June 19, 2018
Code Compliance Meeting Minutes - May 8, 2018 and June 27, 2018
Planning & Zoning Board Meeting Minutes - August 2, 2018
Motion was made by Commissioner Miller, seconded by Commissioner Parness, to acknowledge the minutes as
presented. In a voice vote, the motion passed unanimously.

APPROVAL OF CITY COMMISSION AGENDA
Motion was made by Commissioner Miller, seconded by Commissioner Parness, to approve the agenda as amended,
added Item A1. In a voice vote, the motion passed unanimously.

City of Deerfield Beach
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BUDGET & MILLAGE PUBLIC HEARINGS
1. ORDINANCE 2018/024 - AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF DEERFIELD
BEACH, FLORIDA, ADOPTING THE MILLAGE RATE TO BE LEVIED BY THE CITY FOR THE FISCAL YEAR
BEGINNING OCTOBER 1, 2018 AND ENDING SEPTEMBER 30, 2019; STATING THE PERCENTAGE
CHANGE BY WHICH THE MILLAGE RATE EXCEEDS THE ROLLED-BACK RATE AS COMPUTED
PURSUANT TO SECTION 200.065, FLORIDA STATUTES; PROVIDING FOR CONFLICTS, SEVERABILITY
AND AN EFFECTIVE DATE.
Andrew Maurodis, City Attorney, read the ordinance by name only and stated for the record the City of Deerfield
Beach was the levying authority. The rollback rate as stated in the ordinance is 5.6868 mills. The proposed millage
rate (if no changes are made) is 6.1267 of operating millage, 0.3740 for a total of 6.5007 mills. Mr. Maurodis
explained this would be a 7.74% increase over the fiscal year 2017/18 rollback rate.
Mayor Ganz opened a public hearing.
Dan Herz, 330 SE 19th Avenue, Deerfield Beach, sought clarification on the capitalized interest fund set up as part
of the 2018 bond offering. He read notes from previous meetings regarding debt service payments on the bonds.
John Slattery, 1455 SE 5th Place, Deerfield Beach, asked how the average taxpayer was impacted after homes
were reassessed and the millage rate was set.
Glenn Sullivan, 2377 Deer Creek Trail, Deerfield Beach, identified places in the budget where he saw potential
for decrease and asked about interest payments.
Joe Hines, 559 NW 47th Terrace, Deerfield Beach, opined that the millage rate should be reduced by at least 1
mill. He referenced the City’s revenue sources wherein, he does not see them as limited.
Sarah Moran, 902 SE 10th Court, Deerfield Beach, spoke in opposition of increasing the millage rate. She pointed
to examples of ways she felt money was being wasted and asked for additional oversight of the City’s funds and
referenced employee salaries.
Mayor Ganz closed the public hearing.
Commissioner Drosky stated he feels the Commission needs to be forward thinking, not sliding back, and outlined
examples of pitfalls the City needs to consider. He said the millage rate was responsible, with reductions in some
areas of the budget and an overall increase of five (5) percent. He suggested the Commission lower the millage
rate to 6.4900 to show the direction the City wants to go.
The Commissioners discussed Commissioner Drosky’s recommendation and asked the City’s Chief Financial
Officer, Mr. Dunkley, for additional guidance on impacts to taxpayers. He advised that if the millage is decreased,
it would result in a revenue decrease in ad valorem taxes of $68,754. The Mayor previously made a request of
$25,000 which would decrease the revenue further. Thereafter, he provided an example of how the millage affects
the property taxes paid by property owners.
In response to Vice Mayor Battle’s question, Burgess Hanson, City Manager, replied that the $25,000 would come
from the Department of Internal Logistics.
There was a lengthy discussion regarding the decrease in millage, ad valorem tax revenue and home values.
Motion was made by Commissioner Miller, seconded by Commissioner Parness, to approve Item 1, adopted
Ordinance 2018/024. Voice Vote:

Yeas:

3 - Commissioner Parness, Commissioner Miller and Vice Mayor Battle

Nays:

2 - Commissioner Drosky and Mayor Ganz
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BUDGET & MILLAGE PUBLIC HEARINGS - CONTINUED
2. ORDINANCE 2018/025 - AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF DEERFIELD
BEACH, FLORIDA, ADOPTING THE FINAL BUDGET FOR THE FISCAL YEAR BEGINNING OCTOBER
1, 2018 AND ENDING SEPTEMBER 30, 2019; PROVIDING FOR CONFLICTS, SEVERABILITY AND AN
EFFECTIVE DATE.
Andrew Maurodis, City Attorney, read the ordinance by title only.
Mayor Ganz opened the public hearing.
Glenn Sullivan, 2377 Deer Creek Trail, Deerfield Beach, said Deerfield Beach is the most impoverished City in
Broward County and reviewed comments he presented at previous budget hearings. He asked that the Commission
challenge the budget for the departments and to only include what is needed.
Joe Hines, 559 NW 47th Terrace, Deerfield Beach, referred to public records requests he received and explained
that the budget was padded. Further, he commented on discussions during previous budget sessions and
expressed concerns that the millage has not been lowered.
Vice Mayor Battle left the meeting temporarily at 7:51 p.m. and returned at 7:54 p.m.
Dan Herz, 330 SE 19th Avenue, Deerfield Beach, read from the meeting minutes from September 9, 2015
regarding cutting the millage rate in a future fiscal year. Additionally, Mr. Herz referred to the argument that the City
needed to maintain a balance in funds for hurricanes; however, FEMA reimburses between 85% to 90% of costs.
Continuing, Mr. Herz commented on the Hillsboro litigation and there is uncertainty when it will be resolved, debt
service payments,
Sarah Moran, 902 SE 10th Court, Deerfield Beach, spoke in opposition to the budget. She also commented on
the pollution controls being installed for the Kingfisher Canal as well as other issues.
John Slattery, 1455 SE 5th Place, Deerfield Beach, stated he felt data was cherrypicked for presentation in the
budget slides which put Deerfield Beach in the middle in comparisons with other cities, rather than comparing directly
to others.
Mayor Ganz closed the public hearing and addressed the comments made by the public. He explained that some
residents had the values of their homes increase, others went down, and some stayed the same. Also, based on
the City’s statistics, calling Deerfield Beach the poorest in the County was inaccurate. Mayor Ganz also addressed
the comment regarding FEMA reimbursement following hurricanes. He stated it took five (5) to six (6) years to
recoup the expenses of Hurricane Wilma, an amount of approximately $14 million, and it was smart for the City to
look ahead. Moreover, Mayor Ganz commented on the impact of Gateway Outreach and asked that the budget be
amended to remove $10,000 from the Internal Logistics line item for this organization.
Motion was made by Commissioner Parness, seconded by Vice Mayor Battle, to approve Item 2, adopted Ordinance
2018/025 as amended. Roll Call:

Yeas:

4 - Commissioner Parness, Commissioner Miller, Vice Mayor Battle and Mayor Ganz

Nays:

1 - Commissioner Drosky

3. ORDINANCE 2018/026 - AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF DEERFIELD
BEACH, FLORIDA, APPROVING THE BUDGET FOR THE DEERFIELD BEACH COMMUNITY
REDEVELOPMENT AGENCY FOR THE FISCAL YEAR BEGINNING OCTOBER 1, 2018 AND ENDING
SEPTEMBER 30, 2019; PROVIDING FOR FUNDING THROUGH TAX INCREMENT FINANCING AS
PROVIDED FOR IN PART III, CHAPTER 163, FLORIDA STATUTES; PROVIDING FOR SEVERABILITY
AND AN EFFECTIVE DATE.
Andrew Maurodis, City Attorney, read the ordinance by title only.
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BUDGET & MILLAGE PUBLIC HEARINGS - CONTINUED
Mayor Ganz opened the public hearing.
Glenn Sullivan, 2377 Deer Creek Trail, Deerfield Beach, said there are at least three (3) new people to the CRA
staff and he didn’t see a reduction in salary on the other side to balance it.
Mayor Ganz closed the public hearing and turned to the Commissioners for comment.
Motion was made by Commissioner Parness, seconded by Commissioner Miller, to approve Item 3, adopted
Ordinance 2018/026 as amended. Roll Call:

Yeas:

5 - Commissioner Drosky, Commissioner Parness, Commissioner Miller, Vice Mayor Battle and
Mayor Ganz

Nays:

0

PUBLIC HEARINGS - SECOND READING
4. P.H. 2018-144: ORDINANCE 2018/027 – AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY COMMISSION OF THE CITY
OF DEERFIELD BEACH, FLORIDA, AMENDING CHAPTER 66, “TRAFFIC AND VEHICLES” OF THE
CITY’S CODE OF ORDINANCES BY CREATING SECTION 66-14 “BICYCLE USE ON HILLSBORO
BRIDGE”; PROVIDING FOR CODIFICATION; AND PROVIDING FOR AN EFFECTIVE DATE.
Andrew Maurodis, City Attorney, read the ordinance by title only.
Commissioner Miller explained that his intention was that people did not ride bicycles on the sidewalks which does
not seem to be differentiated in the ordinance. It appears that everyone must walk their bikes even though there
are bike lanes on the bridge.
Mr. Maurodis advised that the language is included.
Vice Mayor Battle expressed concern about enforcement.
Burgess Hanson, City Manager, explained that BSO would look for trends and handle it in that manner.
Mayor Ganz opened the public hearing.
Katie Freitag, 418 SE 2nd Street, Deerfield Beach, stated she is a part of a group of about 50 people that ride over
the bridge monthly and brought up potential issues.
George Cherenack, 2051 SE 3rd Street, Deerfield Beach, questioned the ability to put rules on the bridge, and
said if the City has authority over it, they should reduce the speed limit and put in cameras. He said it was his
understanding the bridge belonged to FDOT.
Mayor Ganz closed the public hearing and asked the City Attorney to comment on regulation of the bridge. Mr.
Maurodis stated an issue could be raised, but the City does control sidewalks on State roads throughout town.
The Commissioners discussed the enforceability of the ordinance and existing signs on the bridge.
Motion was made by Commissioner Miller, seconded by Commissioner Parness, to approve Item 4, adopted
Ordinance 2018/025 as amended. Roll Call:

Yeas:

5 - Commissioner Drosky, Commissioner Parness, Commissioner Miller, Vice Mayor Battle, and
Mayor Ganz

Nays:

0
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PUBLIC HEARINGS - SECOND READING - CONTINUED
5. P.H. 2018-145: ORDINANCE 2018/028 – AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY COMMISSION OF THE CITY
OF DEERFIELD BEACH, FLORIDA, CREATING ARTICLE X “PLASTIC STRAWS PROHIBITION” AND
SECTION 34-171 “PROHIBITION ON DISTRIBUTION, SALE, OR USE OF PLASTIC STRAWS” OF THE
CITY CODE OF ORDINANCES TO PROIVIDE LIMITATIONS ON THE DISTRIBUTION, USE, AND SALE OF
PLASTIC STRAWS WITHIN THE CITY; PROVIDING FOR SEVERABILITY; PROVIDING FOR CONFLICTS;
PROVIDING FOR CODIFICATION; AND PROVIDING FOR AN EFFECTIVE DATE.
Andrew Maurodis, City Attorney, read the ordinance by title only and noted that language was added for a disability
provision.
Mayor Ganz opened the public hearing.
Mike Scully, 616 SW 19th Street, Deerfield Beach, spoke in support of the ban on plastic straws. He stated
recent local articles made the item seem trivial, but he listed a variety of news sources that had written more
balanced articles on the topic.
Molly McGee, 800 SE 20th Avenue, #1108, Deerfield Beach, spoke in a rhyme on the impacts of plastic straws
and other trash on the area wildlife and urged the Commissioners to pass the ordinance.
Buddy Sparrow, 22349 SW 66th Avenue, Boca Raton, said Jamaica just banned plastic straws, and asked that
the Commission not table the subject. He noted Hallandale Beach passed an ordinance and it would be going
into effect on January 1. Mr. Sparrow addressed the conversation regarding disabilities and plastic straws and
encouraged the passage of the ban.
Chelsea Krebs, 1548 SE 12th Court, Fort Lauderdale, spoke in support of the ordinance. As a kayaker, she
utilizes the Deerfield Beach waterways on a frequent basis and sees the impact of the plastic straws on wildlife.
She noted switching from plastic straws to paper ones is a small change.
Toula Amanna, Deerfield Café, 202 NE 21st Avenue, Deerfield Beach, said her café switched to paper straws
a few weeks ago, and she felt it was important for the Commission to hear from the restaurants that would be
impacted. She spoke in support of the proposed ordinance and the positive impacts it could have.
Brandegee Pierce, 4552 Bougainvilla Drive, Lauderdale-by-the-Sea, spoke in support of the ordinance, stating
consumers have a dependence on plastic, which is detrimental to the ocean.
Danielle Delsordo, 4552 Bougainvilla Drive, Lauderdale-by-the-Sea, gave information regarding the long life
of plastic straws and stated they are one of the top five trash items picked up on the beach. She asked the
Commissioners to support the proposed ordinance.
Vincent Bolocofsky, 2031 Coral Reef Drive, Lauderdale-by-the-Sea, spoke on behalf of the Broward Chapter
of Surfrider Foundation. He stated that many straws are found during every beach cleanup and asked for support
of the proposed ordinance.
Dan Herz, 330 SE 19th Avenue, Deerfield Beach, spoke in support of the proposed ordinance.
Susan Caruso, 2741 NE 6th Avenue, Wilton Manors, spoke in support of the proposed ordinance.
Ellyce Miller-Plotkin, 1998 NE 7th Street, Deerfield Beach, spoke in support of the proposed ordinance.
Linda Ganzatano, 133 N. Pompano Beach Boulevard, Pompano Beach, spoke in support of the proposed
ordinance.
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PUBLIC HEARINGS - SECOND READING - CONTINUED
George Thiakos, Deerfield Café, 202 NE 21st Avenue, Deerfield Beach, said the café has begun asking patrons
if they would like straws rather than just putting them on the table, so it costs less. He encouraged Deerfield Beach
to show that it is a leader on the issue.
There was a lengthy discussion regarding enforcing the ordinance, as well as the disability wording and impacts
on business owners; thereafter, a motion was made to approve the item.
Motion was made by Commissioner Miller, seconded by Commissioner Parness, to approve Item 5, adopted
Ordinance 2018/028 as amended. Roll Call:

Yeas:

3 - Commissioner Parness, Commissioner Miller and Mayor Ganz

Nays:

2 - Commissioner Drosky and Vice Mayor Battle

There was a brief recess at 9:15 p.m.
Mayor Ganz called the meeting to order at 9:18 p.m.
Commissioner Parness returned at 9:19 p.m.

PUBLIC COMMENT
Joe Hines, 559 NW 47th Terrace, Deerfield Beach, referred to the Certified Annual Financial Report and the
independent audit report, which was issued on April 6. He questioned a letter regarding the reports, which was
dated April 6 and not issued until June. He previously asked that the Commission investigate the delay in putting
the letter online. Lastly, Mr. Hines asked that the Commission review a monthly financial report at the public meeting.
Jocelyn Jackson, 141 NW 19th Street, Pompano Beach, spoke in contrast to a previous statement by City
Manager Hanson regarding the Packer Rattlers’ roster and funding. She stated the club is still standing and doing
well.
Vice Mayor Battle returned at 9:23 p.m.
Sarah Moran, 902 SE 10th Court, Deerfield Beach, stated the City has not maintained the canals properly or
budgeted for them since they were built in the 1960s. She went on to refer to a city function whereas alcohol was
served and asked about the handling of that issue.
Glenn Sullivan, 2377 Deer Creek Trail, Deerfield Beach, provided handouts to the Commissioners regarding
post-employment benefits, medical insurance premiums and medical retirement claims which he reviewed.
Dan Herz, 330 SE 19th Avenue, Deerfield Beach, commented on the City Manager permitting the payment of
medical claims for retirees over 65 and recommended his resignation if answers were not given.
Sandra Jackson, 386 SW 35th Avenue, Deerfield Beach, stated a previous complaint was filed regarding the over
65 retirees and she hoped the Commission handled the issue at that time.
Mayor Ganz closed the public comment and asked the Human Resources Director to address the questions.
Amanda Robin, Human Resources Director, explained that she took over the department in January 2015 and can’t
speak to what occurred previous her. Nevertheless, an analysis and review showed this issue dated back to the
1980s. She stated a benefits broker was brought in with the approval of the Commission once she took over the
role, which led to discovering that retirees over 65 were in the system. She gave a history of how the findings were
addressed, in cooperation with the legal department.
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PUBLIC COMMENT - CONTINUED
Furthermore, Ms. Robin stated the paperwork provided previously showed the retirees were eligible for benefits,
so legal assistance was needed to protect the City from a series of lawsuits. She noted additional insurance
savings were realized by doing an audit of dependents on the insurance policy, with a total of 23 ineligible
dependents being removed.
Burgess Hanson, City Manager, added there were no written policies in the Human Resources department when
Ms. Robin took over and noted a variety of positions which were open through the period in question, as well as
other issues which staff was addressing.
Mayor Ganz stated the medical insurance question is not new information, it is an issue the City has been working
on for a while. He also addressed the public records request regarding the July 14 meeting and stated no
intentional misleading had occurred.
Commissioner Drosky ask that Item 19 be moved up on the agenda.

COMMISSION BUSINESS
19. Ordinance 2018/ - AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF DEERFIELD
BEACH, FLORIDA, AMENDING CHAPTER 98, “LAND DEVELOPMENT REGULATIONS,” ARTICLE IV
“SUPPLEMENTARY REGULATIONS,” SECTION 98-95 “LANDSCAPING AND PAVING” OF THE CITY’S
LAND DEVELOPMENT CODE TO PROVIDE REGULATIONS REGARDING THE LOCATION OF
VEGETABLE GARDENS WITHIN THE CITY; PROVIDING FOR SEVERABILITY; PROVIDING FOR
CONFLICTS; PROVIDING FOR CODIFICATION; AND PROVIDING FOR AN EFFECTIVE DATE.
Item 19 was discussed out of order.
The Ordinance was read by title only.
Commissioner Drosky stated the issue of vegetable gardens had been brought to him by a constituent. He distributed
a copy of a recent ordinance by the Village of Miami Shores on the topic and asked that the Commission consider
limiting vegetable gardens to side and back yards which are not visible from the front of the property.
Mayor Ganz opened the item for public hearing.
Doug Kennedy, 2007 Woodlands Way, Deerfield Beach, spoke in support of the proposed ordinance. Mr.
Kennedy stated he wants to address the issue because he doesn’t want to see corn stalks in the front yards of
homes.
Sarah Moran, 902 SE 10th Court, Deerfield Beach, stated she has a raised vegetable garden in the side yard of
her corner lot and doesn’t want to be told she can’t have it. She also pointed out many people grow herbs in their
front yards.
Mayor Ganz closed the public hearing.
Andrew Maurodis, City Attorney, explained this would be the first reading of the ordinance. If approved, a public
hearing would be set for October 2, 2018.
Mayor Ganz asked if potted plants would be included.
Mr. Maurodis replied that language could be added and clarified during second reading.
Motion was made by Commissioner Drosky, seconded by Commissioner Parness, to approve Item 19 on first reading.
Roll Call:
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COMMISSION BUSINESS - CONTINUED
Yeas:

5 - Commissioner Drosky, Commissioner Parness, Commissioner Miller, Vice Mayor Battle and
Mayor Ganz

Nays:

0

CONSENT - BOARD APPOINTMENTS
Motion was made by Commissioner Miller, seconded by Commissioner Parness, to approve items 6 through 9. In a
voice vote, the motion passed unanimously.

6. Resolution 2018/146 - A Resolution of the City Commission of the City of Deerfield Beach, Florida,
appointing Michael Dipple as an alternate member of the Marine Advisory Board; providing for an
effective date.
7. Resolution 2018/147 - A Resolution of the City Commission of the City of Deerfield Beach, Florida,
appointing James Devalon to the Cultural Committee to fulfill an unexpired term; providing for service
without compensation; and providing for an effective date.
8. Resolution 2018/148 - A Resolution of the City Commission of the City of Deerfield Beach, Florida,
appointing Bridgette Beckford and Brian Bennett to the Affordable Housing Advisory Committee of the
City of Deerfield Beach, Florida, for a one (1) year term, said term to expire August 29, 2019; providing
for an effective date.
9. Resolution 2018/149 - A Resolution of the City Commission of the City of Deerfield Beach, Florida,
confirming the election results of Andrew Gianino to the Police Officers’ Retirement Trust Fund Board
of Trustees of the City of Deerfield Beach.
Mayor Ganz opened the public hearing on Items 6-9; however, there were none to speak and the public hearing was
closed.

CONSENT - AGREEMENTS & EXPENDITURES REQUESTS
10. Resolution 2018/150 - A Resolution of the City Commission of the City of Deerfield Beach, Florida,
approving an amendment to exercise a one-year renewal of the agreement between the City and
Deerfield Beach Family Empowerment, Inc. for administration of Community Development Programs;
providing for execution; and providing for an effective date. (Funds from Account #106-8000-554-32-99 –
CDBG Other Contractual Services & Account #189-8000-54-32-99 – HOME Other Contractual Services)
The Resolution was read by title only.
Mayor Ganz opened the public hearing; however, there were none to speak and the public hearing was closed.
Motion was made by Vice Mayor Battle, seconded by Commissioner Miller, to approve Item 10, adopted Resolution
2018/150. Roll Call:

Yeas:

5 - Commissioner Drosky, Commissioner Parness, Commissioner Miller, Vice Mayor Battle and
Mayor Ganz

Nays:

0

11. Resolution 2018/151 - A Resolution of the City Commission of the City of Deerfield Beach, Florida,
awarding Invitation to Bid #2017-18/55 to Southern Industrial Fabricators, LLC, D/B/A Dixie Southern for
an above ground bulk storage sulfuric acid tank; authorized execution of a contract in the amount of
$66,727.00; providing an effective date. (Funds from Account #401-5020-533-60-31 – Improvements Other
Than Buildings)
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CONSENT - AGREEMENTS & EXPENDITURES REQUESTS - CONTINUED
The Resolution was read by title only.
Mayor Ganz opened the public hearing; however, there were none to speak and the public hearing was closed.
Motion was made by Commissioner Miller, seconded by Commissioner Parness, to approve Item 11, adopted
Resolution 2018/151. Roll Call:

Yeas:

5 - Commissioner Drosky, Commissioner Parness, Commissioner Miller, Vice Mayor Battle and
Mayor Ganz

Nays:

0

12. Resolution 2018/152 - A Resolution of the City Commission of the City of Deerfield Beach, Florida,
approving the award of a contract with Lee Construction Group, Inc. for the Hillsboro Canal Boat Ramp
Extension Project utilizing NJPA EZIQC Cooperative Contract No. FL04GC4-051716-LCI in the amount
of $114,947.70; providing for execution and an effective date. (Funds from Improvement Other than
Buildings – Construction & Facilities – 001-1630-519-6031 / Parks & Recreation – 001-7020-539-6031 - & Parks
& Recreation Account #180-8000-572-6031 - Miscellaneous)
The Resolution was read by title only.
Mayor Ganz opened the public hearing; however, there were none to speak and the public hearing was closed.
Motion was made by Commissioner Miller, seconded by Commissioner Parness, to approve Item 12, adopted
Resolution 2018/152. Roll Call:

Yeas:

5 - Commissioner Drosky, Commissioner Parness, Commissioner Miller, Vice Mayor Battle and
Mayor Ganz

Nays:

0

13. Resolution 2018/153 - A Resolution of the City Commission of the City of Deerfield Beach, Florida,
approving a Work Authorization with Carnahan, Proctor, and Cross, Inc. in the amount of $152,000 to
provide professional engineering services for the development of a Comprehensive Beach Management
Plan; authorizing execution of the Work Authorization; providing for an effective date. (Funds from
Account #001-4553-539-3299 - Other Contractual Services)
The Resolution was read by title only.
Mayor Ganz opened the public hearing; however, there were none to speak and the public hearing was closed.
Motion was made by Commissioner Miller, seconded by Commissioner Drosky, to approve Item 13, adopted
Resolution 2018/153. Roll Call:

Yeas:

5 - Commissioner Drosky, Commissioner Parness, Commissioner Miller, Vice Mayor Battle and
Mayor Ganz

Nays:

0

14. Resolution 2018/154 - A Resolution of the City Commission of the City of Deerfield Beach, Florida,
approving the ranking and award of Request for Proposals #2017-18/19 to Cigna Health and Life
Insurance Company and Eyemed Vision Care, LLC, to provide certain insurance services to the City;
authorizing execution of a contract with Cigna for medical, pharmacy benefit manager, death, dental,
and long term disability insurance services; authorizing the execution of the contract with Eyemed for
vision insurance services; providing for severability and an effective date.
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CONSENT - AGREEMENTS & EXPENDITURES REQUESTS - CONTINUED
The Resolution was read by title only.
Mayor Ganz opened the public hearing.
Dan Herz, 330 SE 19th Avenue, Deerfield Beach, asked for a summary of the actual dollar amount increase
compared to 2018 and whether an analysis was done on employees being asked to pay a higher percentage of
their salaries toward health insurance.
Glenn Sullivan, 2377 Deer Creek Trail, Deerfield Beach, asked if a risk/benefit analysis was done on the way the
City manages health care costs.
Mayor Ganz closed the public hearing.
Amanda Robin, Chief Human Resources Officer, stated the item before the Commission is an RFP, which is required
before negotiation with the union, being held in an executive session later in the week. She explained the City is
currently self-insured, and at this time it is less expensive to remain that way.
Ronnie Mitchell, Gehring Group, provided a background on the process of selecting a company to serve as
insurance provider. She gave a rough estimate of increase to fixed costs at approximately 33%.
Motion was made by Commissioner Parness, seconded by Commissioner Miller, to approve Item 14, adopted
Resolution 2018/154. Roll Call:

Yeas:

4 - Commissioner Drosky, Commissioner Parness, Commissioner Miller and Mayor Ganz

Nays:

1 - Vice Mayor Battle

15. Resolution 2018/155 - A Resolution of the City Commission of the City of Deerfield Beach, Florida,
approving the award of Request for Proposals #2017-18/20 to Florida Municipal Insurance Trust (“FMIT”)
to provide property, casualty and worker’s compensation insurance to the City; authorizing execution
of an agreement with FMIT; providing for an effective date. (Funds from multiple accounts)
The Resolution was read by title only.
Mayor Ganz opened the public hearing; however, there were none to speak and the public hearing was closed.
Motion was made by Commissioner Miller, seconded by Vice Mayor Battle, to approve Item 15, adopted Resolution
2018/155. Roll Call:

Yeas:
Nays:

5 - Commissioner Drosky, Commissioner Parness, Commissioner Miller, Vice Mayor Battle and
Mayor Ganz
0

DEPARTMENTAL BUSINESS
16. Resolution 2018/156 - A Resolution of the City Commission of the City of Deerfield Beach, Florida,
adopting the City Commission regular meeting schedule for FY 2018/2019; providing for an effective
date.
The Resolution was read by title only.
Mayor Ganz opened the public hearing.
Katie Freitag, 418 SE 2nd Street, Deerfield Beach, asked that the Commission stick to the schedule as much as
possible, because other organizations plan their schedules around it for attendance.

City of Deerfield Beach

Page 10

Printed on 11/13/2018

City Commission

Meeting Minutes

September 17, 2018

DEPARTMENTAL BUSINESS - CONTINUED
Mayor Ganz closed the public hearing.
Motion was made by Commissioner Miller, seconded by Commissioner Parness, to approve Item 16, adopted
Resolution 2018/156. In a voice vote, the motion passed unanimously.

COMMENTS BY ADMINISTRATION & LEGAL
CITY ATTORNEY
Retirement - Andrew Maurodis, City Attorney, advised that he will be retiring as of June 30, 2019 and recommended
discussing succession planning.
The Commission thanked Mr. Maurodis for his service and recommended Anthony Soroka, Assistant City Attorney,
as a replacement.
Mayor Ganz asked that the discussion be added to the next meeting agenda.
Mr. Maurodis advised that the contract will include a right to terminate at any time, based on the Commission’s
comments.
Shade Meeting - Mr. Maurodis said an attorney client session via shade meeting will be scheduled to provide an
update on the Town of Hillsboro v. Deerfield Beach.
CITY MANAGER
Retirement - Burgess Hanson, City Manager, applauded Mr. Maurodis and said he looks forward to working with Mr.
Soroka.
Public Comments - Mr. Hanson said he will not resign his position and will not be intimidated. He explained that
payroll has decreased since he became manager, as well as health insurance. Further, he outlined steps taken to
remedy issues that have arisen with the health insurance.
17. Discussion regarding short-term rentals.
Eric Power, Director of Planning & Development Services, gave a brief presentation on Deerfield Beach’s short-term
rental situation. Last year, an ordinance was created for short-term rentals, but it was not something the City could
regulate and monitor, so Harmari, technology partner, was hired. Harmari has identified 626 possible short-term
rentals within Deerfield Beach, about 200 more than originally anticipated. He advised that active code monitoring
with Harmari will begin on October 1st. Mr. Power provided a map outlining the locations throughout the City.
Additionally, short term rentals are consistently split 50/50 between single family homes and condominiums. Mr.
Power explained that if a property owner is ever cited, the City has the evidence which has slowed the process.
Thereafter, he outlined statistics regarding space being rented, i.e. whole house or a room, and nightly rates. He
said the applicant will be required to submit a paper document, $100 application fee as well as documentation that
they are registered with the State, the County and have a business tax receipt; they will then be placed in the City’s
system and anyone not in compliance will receive a Code Enforcement notice.
Commissioner Parness commented that this approach would not stop the people from illegally renting out their
condos; thus, more enforcement is needed.
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CITY COMMISSION BUSINESS - CONTINUED
18. Resolution 2018/157 - A Resolution of the City Commission of the City of Deerfield Beach, Florida,
renaming the North Beach Pavilion to the Kirk Cottrell Pavilion; providing for conflicts, severability and
an effective date.
The Resolution was read by title only.
Mayor Ganz opened the public hearing; however, there were none to speak and the public hearing was closed.
Motion was made by Commissioner Miller, seconded by Commissioner Parness, to adopt Resolution 2018/157. Roll
Call:

Yeas:

5 - Commissioner Drosky, Commissioner Parness, Commissioner Miller, Vice Mayor Battle and
Mayor Ganz

Nays:

0

ADDENDUM
A1. Resolution 2018/158 - A Resolution of the City Commission of the City of Deerfield Beach, Florida,
approving the Transportation System Surtax Interlocal Agreement, attached as Exhibit “A,” with
Broward County, the Broward Metropolitan Planning Organization and participating municipalities;
making the findings required by the Surtax Interlocal Agreement; authorizing the Mayor and City
Manager to execute the Agreement; providing for distribution of this resolution and the executed
interlocal agreement; providing for implementation, severability, conflicts, and an effective date.
The Resolution was read by title only.
Commissioner Parness expressed concern that this surtax will hurt the poor; further, the revenue can potentially go
toward the 10th Street superhighway. Therefore, he does not support the resolution.
Mayor Ganz opened the public hearing.
Gretchen Cassini, Broward County Assistant Administrator, said there is nothing in the surtax plan related to
SW 10th Street. The only thing included in the plan committed to SW 10th Street are adaptive signal controls which
has nothing to do with the FDOT/MPO overpass.
Katie Freitag, 418 SE 2nd Street, Deerfield Beach, agreed with Commissioner Parness that the residents are taxed
enough, but also noted that if the agreement is not signed, the City will not receive its share, if it is passed by the
voters. Lastly, Ms. Freitag asked the City to approve the resolution just in case it passes.
Mayor Ganz closed the public hearing.
There was a lengthy discussion regarding the pros and cons within the Interlocal Agreement, including City projects
not being eligible, i.e. public transportation, the lack of cost/benefit analysis, and other issues.
Chris Walton, Broward County Director of Transportation, encouraged the Commissioners and public to visit the
Penny for Transportation website which outlines specific projects. He addressed specific concerns, noting one of
the things the plan does is restore services taken away from Deerfield Beach during the downturn and improves on
many of them. He stated the program would also completely pay for the City shuttle service which would reduce
walk distance from any location in the City to the nearest fixed route bus location. He agreed with Vice Mayor Battle
that the bus service in the County is not adequate; whereby, Broward County is approximately 35% smaller in
service compared to peers. This penny rectifies that now and in the future; thereafter, Mr. Walton outlined various
technological advances the penny surtax would assist; i.e. adaptive signal.
Information on the County’s plans in Deerfield Beach can be found at: http://broward.org/pennyfortransportation/
documents/deerfieldbeach.jpg
City of Deerfield Beach
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ADDENDUM - CONTINUED
Commissioner Parness outlined his reluctance to believe in the transportation plan; wherein, Sunday bus service
was discontinued on Hillsboro Boulevard due to lack of ridership.
Mr. Walton explained that people do not want to wait long times for buses, but in each case where service has been
improved, ridership has increased. During peak hours of service, Monday through Friday, there will not be any bus
service that has a greater wait than 30 minutes.
Commissioner Parness said without a guarantee of where the money will be allocated, he cannot support the surtax.
Commissioner Miller spoke in opposition to the sales tax as he does not believe the sales tax increase will be
passed.
Vice Mayor Battle said the MPO concluded that it would be in the City’s best interest to vote in favor of the
agreement, because if it passes, Deerfield Beach will be included.
Burgess Hanson, City Manager, said if passed, the City would not receive funding in the first year. He then asked
that City staff address issues from a staff perspective.
Eric Power, Director of Planning & Development Services, said he and Tom Good, Director of Environmental
Services, has reviewed the interlocal agreement and share the Commission’s concerns because there are no
guarantees on how everything will work. Additionally, the surtax now focuses on transportation.
Mr. Good said there are pros and cons to the agreement. Also, some projects include street lights, drainage and
landscaping which was not previously included. The surtax also creates an alternate source of funding; none of the
money will be used to pay for any MPO designated projects but provides a relief for funding to MPO. Further, he
explained that all the projects cities have entered add up to $2.8 billion which means some of the projects may never
be completed.
Ms. Cassini explained that the sales tax revenue must be separated from the general fund and placed into a trust
fund which is overseen by an independent oversight committee to assure that funds are used only for transportation
eligible projects. She also explained that the FS 212.055 outlines what the money can be used for. Further, Ms.
Cassini outlined her communications with the City offering to accept new projects and meet with staff. Continuing,
she advised that counties putting up a surtax must be audited which was a nine (9) day onsite audit of the financial
plan, performance and accountability. The audit came back clean, but more transparency was suggested which is
demonstrated by the Penny for Transportation website. In closing, Ms. Cassini said their ordinance states the MPO
must prioritize, rank and recommend for funding all projects.
Vice Mayor Battle expressed concern about the selection of people to the oversight committee as well as the City
receiving its fair share.
Ms. Cassini said no one has been appointed to the committee and explained that there are seven (7) entities in the
County have been identified. From those entities, they will nominate nine (9) citizen members in categories identified
in the ordinance; architects, licensed engineers, planners and others. With respect to geographic distribution of the
projects, it is being taken very seriously and they are very interested in hearing from the City.
The Commissioners continued discussion on the negative and positive aspects of the agreement and the tax.
Motion was made by Vice Mayor Battle, seconded by Commissioner Drosky, to adopt Resolution 2018/157. Roll Call:

Yeas:

3 - Commissioner Drosky, Vice Mayor Battle and Mayor Ganz

Nays:

2 - Commissioner Parness and Commissioner Miller
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COMMENTS BY MAYOR AND CITY COMMISSIONERS
COMMISSIONER MILLER

DISTRICT 1

No comments.

VICE MAYOR BATTLE

DISTRICT 2

Employment Event - Vice Mayor Battle stated on October 24th, the Citizens Resource Fair, a job fair, will be held
at the Hillsboro Center; citizens are invited to attend.
Junior Angler’s Event - Vice Mayor Battle said those who missed the Junior Angler’s event missed a treat and
thanked those who put it on. She added the senior citizens would like to have a similar event next year.

COMMISSIONER PARNESS

DISTRICT 3

No comments.

COMMISSIONER DROSKY

DISTRICT 4

Staff Reports - Commissioner Drosky thanked staff for providing the update on short-term rentals and asked for
updates on bond projects, illegal dumping code officer recently approved, staff recognition and the FDOT Sample
Road Meeting.
Commissioner Battle asked for an update on sober homes.

MAYOR BILL GANZ
Junior Angler’s Event - Mayor Ganz said more than 180 kids pre-registered for Junior Angler’s Day, but more
attended this outstanding and well-run event. He applauded staff and Vice Mayor Battle for their efforts.
Groundbreaking - Mayor Ganz mentioned JM is having their groundbreaking event at 10 a.m. on Thursday for
their $150 million campus expansion, 100 Jim Moran Boulevard.
City Attorney Retirement - Mayor Ganz said losing the City Attorney is huge for the City.

ADJOURNMENT
Motion was made by Commissioner Parness, seconded by Commissioner Miller, to adjourn the meeting at 11:14 p.m.
In a voice vote, the motion passed unanimously.

_________________________________
BILL GANZ, MAYOR

ATTEST:

_________________________________
Samantha Gillyard, CMC, City Clerk
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Monitoring by Utilization and Enrollment
Company: CITY OF DEERFIELD BEACH
Group: 23663
Division: R03
Current Paid Period: From 10/2015 to 09/2016
Enrollment
Paid Year
Month
201510

Contracts

Premium

Members

ASO/MPP Fee

Capitation

Stoploss
Total Premium
Premium
$0.00
$6,142.46

PCP
$0.00

$269.89

Total
Capitation
$269.89

$5,902.96

$0.00

$232.90

$232.90

$0.00

$19,939.56

$30,157.63

$3,164.13

$53,261.32

$48,462.15

$101,956.37

$6,017.48

$0.00

$254.82

$254.82

$2,719.20

$67,970.46

$47,999.57

$4,975.60

$123,664.83

$44,937.89

$168,857.54

$252.08

$252.08

$20,843.87

$38,690.62

$36,786.21

($26,762.57)

$69,558.13

$40,518.43

$110,328.64

$245.23

$245.23

$0.00

$60,869.44

$21,665.60

($2,116.11)

$80,418.93

$50,621.20

$131,285.36

$226.05

$226.05

$46,679.15

$43,126.93

$28,758.38

$16,503.99

$135,068.45

$53,495.32

$188,789.82

$0.00

$227.42

$227.42

$0.00

$92,487.62

$23,596.62

$13,399.05

$129,483.29

$40,946.83

$170,657.54

$0.00

$227.42

$227.42

$0.00

$18,510.55

$26,429.83

$7,570.56

$52,510.94

$55,449.15

$108,187.51

$5,699.80

$0.00

$227.42

$227.42

($6,241.88)

$40,720.10

$29,369.16

$12,963.55

$76,810.93

$55,879.49

$132,917.84

$0.00

$5,699.80

$0.00

$224.76

$224.76

$18,177.35

$35,533.71

$22,651.87

$6,524.84

$82,887.77

$32,679.81

$115,792.34

$0.00

$6,246.52

$0.00

$227.64

$227.64

$24,624.66

$40,097.68

$35,522.09

$8,484.88

$108,729.31

$58,170.61

$167,127.56

$0.00

$5,426.44

$0.00

$199.12

$199.12

$26,341.11

$39,198.80

$29,232.48

$13,380.70

$108,153.09

$66,074.18

$174,426.39

105

188

$6,142.46

201511

105

188

$5,902.96

$0.00

201512

105

188

$6,017.48

$0.00

201601

102

184

$6,040.88

$0.00

$6,040.88

$0.00

201602

99

178

$5,608.68

$0.00

$5,608.68

$0.00

201603

100

182

$5,672.71

$0.00

$5,672.71

$0.00

201604

100

182

$5,699.80

$0.00

$5,699.80

201605

100

182

$4,430.65

$0.00

$4,430.65

201606

100

182

$5,699.80

$0.00

201607

99

181

$5,699.80

201608

97

173

$6,246.52

201609

96

172

$5,426.44

Total

Specialty

Fee for Service Claims
Inpatient
$25,075.77

Outpatient
$49,999.95

Physician
$30,314.01

Other
($41,483.03)

Total Medical
$63,906.70

Pharmacy
$63,283.79

Grand Total
$127,460.38

1,208

2,180

$68,588.18

$0.00

$68,588.18

$0.00

$2,814.75

$2,814.75

$158,219.23

$547,145.42

$362,483.45

$16,605.59

$1,084,453.69

$610,518.85

$1,697,787.29

Grouping Avg

101

182

$5,715.68

$0.00

$5,715.68

$0.00

$234.56

$234.56

$13,184.94

$45,595.45

$30,206.95

$1,383.80

$90,371.14

$50,876.57

$141,482.27

Monthly Avg

101

182

$5,715.68

$0.00

$5,715.68

$0.00

$234.56

$234.56

$13,184.94

$45,595.45

$30,206.95

$1,383.80

$90,371.14

$50,876.57

$141,482.27

Notes:
- Grand Total includes Medical FFS, Pharmacy FFS and Capitation.
- Enrollment is recast to reflect retroactive adjustments.
- Grouping Avg – Average of the distinct groupings chosen by the user.
- Monthly Avg – Average of a measure over Service/Paid time period.
- FFS = Fee For Service.
- MLR = Medical Loss Ratio.
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/-// nKAa
Old Tiers

New Tiers

Platinum Retiree Only Retiree Only
R+1 to 2
R+SP
R+3 to 4
R+CH
R+5 or more
Family
Gold

Silver

r. C;o./ <cp ^

Current
Premium

Current EE
cost

$306.83
$740.16
$848.50

$30.68
$464.01
$572.35
$662.62

$938.77

Current
Premium
Calculation
$30.68
$464.01
$572.35
$662.62

New Premium

New Premium
Calculation

$672.89

$95.74

$1,413.07
$1,278.50
$2,153.26

$835.92

Retiree Only Retiree Only
R+1 to 2
R+SP
R+3 to 4
R+CH
R+5 or more
Family

$632.15
$1,327.51
$1,201.08
$2,022.88

Retiree Only Retiree Only
R+1 to 2
R+SP
R+3 to 4
R+CH
R+5 or more
Family

$599.83
$1,268.21
$1,146.69
$1,936.60

$701.35
$1,576.11
$55.00
$750.36

$623.93
$1,445.73
$22.68
$691.06
$569.54
$1,359.45

HRA Employer
Contribution

$1,000.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
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Medical Plan Premium Analysis
Claims
Per Member Per Month Costs

$

437.00

Total
Premium

Current Rates

Admin and
Stop Loss
$

$

$

306.83

EE plus 1-2 Dependents

$

740.16

$

EE plus 3-4 Dependents

$

848.50

EE plus 5 or More Dependents

$

938.77

N/A

517.41

EE Cost

Total Dep.
Costs

EE Only

EE Only

EE %

City Cost

Dep.

EE Only

Dep.

N/A

10%

N/A

$

276.15

EE Only

City %

Dep.

EE Only

Dep.

N/A

90%

N/A

$

30.68

433.33

$

-

$

260.00

0%

60%

$

306.83

$

173.33

100%

40%

$

541.67

$

-

$

325.00

0%

60%

$

306.83

$

216.67

100%

40%

$

631.94

$

-

$

379.17

0%

60%

$

306.83

$

252.77

100%

40%

Total
Premium

Actual Rates

80.41

Total

EE Cost

Total Dep.
Costs

EE Only

$

517.41

EE plus 1-2 Dependents

$

1,248.14

$

EE plus 3-4 Dependents

$

1,430.83

EE plus 5 or More Dependents

$

1,583.05

N/A

EE Only

EE %

City Cost

Dep.

EE Only

Dep.

EE Only

N/A

6%

N/A

$

486.73

City %

Dep.

EE Only

Dep.

N/A

94%

N/A

$

30.68

730.73

$

-

$

260.00

0%

36%

$

517.41

$

470.73

100%

64%

$

913.42

$

-

$

325.00

0%

36%

$

517.41

$

588.42

100%

64%

$

1,065.64

$

-

$

379.17

0%

36%

$

517.41

$

686.47

100%

64%

Claims Per Member Per Month from February 2014 Executive Report by Florida Blue
Admin and Stop Loss from Rolling 12 month period 2/1/13 through 1/1/14
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EXHIBIT 30

Retiree Opt-out Summary 1/5/16
In reviewing the retiree files, there are definitely some issues with the documentation we
have in physical format, but there is a consistent pattern which emerges. This summary
is written following the initial review and scrutiny of the retiree documentation and is an
overview only. Identified issues will be addressed in detail at as soon as possible.
The files are not specifically clear, but the addition of the 10% contribution by retirees
appears to have been implemented on October 1, 2011. There was no specific
documentation outlining the policy, but based on the dates in some of the files, I am
pretty comfortable with 10/1/2011. Prior to this date, retirees under the age of 65 paid
$0 for the employee only coverage. As a result of the $0 cost, almost every retiree took
at least the employee only coverage. Retirees over the age of 65 at their retirement
were being charged for coverage at retirement and these produced some waivers at the
time.
I am not able to determine exactly when the retiree opt-out program was implemented,
as there is no record in any of the files referencing a policy, I can document that the
policy was in place at least as early as 1/1/2010 when
opted-out. There are
eight retirees who retired in the year 2000 or before who were not offered the opt-out
benefit at the time of retirement. They were all over the age of 65 at retirement and
chose not to pay for the coverage. These seven are not problematic as they are so far
in the past and we have no evidence that the opt-out program was even in place at the
time. Given the time frame of at least 15 years, I recommend that we do nothing with
these seven.
There two retirees who might pose a problem. They are:
retired in 2010
retired in 2005
Both of these individuals retired and waived the coverage but only
was offered the
opt-out benefit. The fact that
was not offered the benefit is not overly concerning
as the simplest explanation is that the opt-out benefit did not exist in 2005.
was
initially overpaid by HR on the opt-out benefit and the benefit was withheld to offset the
overpayment in lieu of demanding the money back, but it appears that the benefit was
not restarted once the overpayment was recovered. Both of these cases will require
additional research. I will withhold recommendation at this time pending additional
research.
There are five retirees who have positively opted-out (not including
).
Commissioner Popelsky is one of these five and the other four all retired in 2015.
Commissioner Popelsky is the only one of these five who have had their opt-out

benefits paid. The others are awaiting payment and they are the ones which caused the
consternation in Finance. My recommendation is that we process the payments for all of
the opt-outs who have clearly selected this benefit under the existing guidelines in place
at the time of the retirement.
Going forward, the elimination of the retiree opt-out benefit is a priority for the January
1, 2017 benefits changes. The benefit is not terribly cost effective and has not been
managed effectively since 2010 at the very least.
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APPENDIX A

October 25, 2021
Mr. John W. Scott
Inspector General
Broward Office of the Inspector General
One North University Drive, Suite 111
Plantation, FL 33324
Subject: City of Deerfield Beach’s Response to OIG Preliminary Report No. OIG 19-010M
Dear Mr. Scott:
The City of Deerfield Beach (“City”) has reviewed the Broward Office of the Inspector
General’s Preliminary Report No. OIG 19-010-M, dated September 24, 2021, (the “OIG
Report”) and hereby provides this response in accordance with Section 10.01(D)(2)(a) of
the Broward County Charter.
OVERVIEW
The City takes Florida’s public records law, public access to the City’s public records and
transparency very seriously. The OIG Report addresses an allegation that the OIG
received alleging that the City withheld information from residents who queried the City
about overpayments related to City retiree health benefits. For context, the retiree health
benefits subsidy issue was publicly discussed at a City Commission meeting in November
2016 and again in 2018. Correspondences were sent to all affected former City
employees (See OIG Report Exhibits 3 and 4) informing them of the issue and the
corrective actions taken by the City to address it. By the time the records requests
referenced in the OIG Report were made, the City Commission, affected City retirees and
the public were aware of the retiree health benefits subsidy issue, the City ended the
practice and the City notified City retirees regarding the issue and corrective action.
The City Clerk’s Office receives and processes approximately 3,200 public records
requests per year. The OIG Report primarily focuses on three public records requests
(PRR) made to the City, two in 2017 (PRR 5858 and 6101) and one in 2018 (PRR 8652),

with each PRR requesting a different scope of records concerning the retiree health
benefits matter. The nature of these requests required coordination between the City
Clerk’s Office and other City Departments. The City produced and provided responsive
records to PRR 5858 and 8652. The OIG Report asserts that additional public records
existed that should have been provided.
The OIG Report specifically alleges that the HR Director “withheld a document that was
in her custody and directly responsive to the public records requests [the OIG]
investigated.” Much of the focus involves PRR 5858, which requested a copy of the
“comprehensive review” referred to in a letter to retirees issued by the HR Director. The
City produced a Retiree Eligibility Analysis spreadsheet in response to PRR 5858, but did
not produce a health plan analysis contained in an email from a City Consultant, dated
November 29, 2016, (the “Consultant Analysis”). The HR Director maintains that the
“comprehensive review” referred to in the City’s letter to retirees was a work process,
including analysis, phone calls, meetings, research, evaluation, etc., culminating in the
Retiree Benefit Analysis spreadsheet that was used to take corrective actions1. She also
states that she did not think of the emailed Consultant Analysis at the time she received
PRR 5858. After reviewing the OIG Report, the City’s related records including the
Consultant Analysis, and discussing the matter with the HR Director, the City has
determined the Consultant Analysis was part of the City’s initial review of the retiree health
benefit issue. The City agrees the better practice would have been to produce the
Consultant Analysis (with any redactions required by law) in response to PRR 5858,
notwithstanding whether or not the Consultant Analysis was the “comprehensive review”
referred to in retiree letter that served as the basis of the request.
Regarding PRR 6101, the OIG claims that the City Clerk’s Office oversaw a public records
process that failed to properly respond to this PRR. The City Clerk’s Office maintains that
the request was ultimately cancelled by the requestor verbally by phone. It is not unusual
for requestors to cancel a records request upon being informed that service charges will
apply. However, the City acknowledges that the City’s processing of this request supports
the need for processing improvements. The requestor’s verbal cancellation of PRR 6101
should have been documented in writing by the City Clerk’s Office and the fee estimates
for any IT and labor costs to produce all of the requested records should have been
provided to the requestor in writing. The City Clerk confirmed that PRR 6101 was routed
to IT, but an electronic search was not completed based on the requestor’s cancellation
of this request. If the IT Department were directed to complete the electronic search for
responsive records, the search may have resulted in the production of the Consultant
Analysis and other potentially responsive records referenced in the OIG Report based on
the scope of the records requested in PRR 6101.
PRR 8652 requested records “showing that payments went back to the 1980s”, referring
to retiree health subsidy payments for retirees over age 65 that were not entitled to the
payments. In response, the City produced a report from the City’s BenTek system that
included data on 17 retirees with dates that would support potential subsidy payments
going back to the 1980s. There is no reference in the Consultant Analysis to payments
1

See Ms. Robin’s Response to the OIG Report.
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going back to the 1980s 2, and therefore City staff did not believe it was responsive to
PRR 8652.
The OIG Report also claims the City Clerk oversaw a public records process that allowed
the city’s illegal release of confidential data in the records the City provided in response
to some of the subject records requests. The City respectfully disagrees with the position
in the OIG Report that the Retiree Benefits Analysis Spreadsheet released in response
to PRR 5858, and the Bentek Report produced in response to PRR 8652, are confidential
under Section 121.031(5), Fla. Stat. The City’s believes that Section 121.031(5), Fla.
Stat., is inapplicable to the Retiree Eligibility Analysis because it did not include any
addresses of retirees, the names and benefits received by former City employees are not
protected by statute, and the referenced confidentiality provision only applies to covered
pension plans. The City redacted the dates of birth of former police and fire personnel
from the Retiree Eligibility Analysis in accordance with Section 119.071(4)(d), Fla. Stat.
Notwithstanding the legal arguments as to the application of Section 121.031(5), the City
acknowledges that better practices can be implemented through the City Clerk’s Office to
safeguard potentially exempt and confidential information contained in the City’s records.
The City has used the OIG Report as an opportunity to review and enhance the City’s
existing public record request processing practices, including updating the City’s Public
Records Request Policy for City employees to address the City’s current use of JustFOIA
system and functionalities for processing public records requests. The City’s more
detailed response as to each of the three public records requests referenced in the OIG
Report, and the City’s position on application of the referenced Florida Retirement System
statute, is below. The City is taking action to strengthen the City’s internal controls
regarding document management and public records request processing, as further
outlined at the end of this Response.
CITY’S RESPONSES TO THE PUBLIC RECORDS REQUESTS
1. PRR number 5858, October 27, 2017
Public records request number 5858, dated October 27, 2017, requested the
“comprehensive review recently conducted of the [City’s] health insurance program,”
referenced in a letter signed by the HR Director and issued to all retirees, dated October
23, 2017. The City Clerk’s Office routed this request to the Human Resources
Department, among other departments. PRR 5858 also requested the results of RFP
2013-14/26, which the City produced to the requestor.
PRR 5858, the term
“comprehensive review” used in PRR 5858, and the City’s response to PRR 5858 are a
particular focus of the OIG Report.
The OIG Report claims that the Consultant Analysis should have been provided in
response to PRR 5858. When responding to PRR 5858, the HR Director states she did
not recall the Consultant Analysis emailed to her approximately one year earlier, and that
The only reference in the Consultant Analysis, dated November 29, 2016, to a time frame for the subsidy payments
stated “the city continued contributing to retiree health insurance subsidies without authority for more than a decade.”
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it was not a part of the “comprehensive review” referenced in the notice to retirees, which
notice was the basis for PRR 5858. The HR Director maintains that the “comprehensive
review” referred to in the City’s letter to retirees was a work process, including analysis,
phone calls, meetings, research, evaluation, etc., culminating in the Retiree Eligibility
Analysis. She believes that the Retiree Eligibility Analysis, which was produced, was a
more complete, comprehensive assessment of the City’s review. 3 After reviewing the OIG
Report, the City’s related records including the Consultant Analysis, and discussing the
matter with the HR Director, the City has determined the Consultant Analysis was part of
the City’s initial review of the retiree health benefit issue. The City agrees the better
practice would have been to produce the Consultant Analysis (with any redactions
required by law) in response to PRR 5858, notwithstanding whether or not the Consultant
Analysis was the “comprehensive review” referred to in retiree letter that served as the
basis of the request. The City and Ms. Robin 4 agree with the OIG, that the Consultant’s
Analysis should have been provided in response to the J.M. record request. 5
The Monitoring by Utilization and Enrollment Reports referenced in the OIG Report would
have shown how much the City spent on a given health program from October 2013 to
September 2016. However, PRR 5858 requested the comprehensive review referenced
in the letter to retirees, not how much the City spent on a health care subsidy for a given
period. The priority of the City at the time was to focus on remedying a serious benefits
issue with as minimal negative impact to City retirees as possible.
The HR Director notes that correspondences, phone conversations, individual
personnel/medical files, and electronic data in the City’s computer systems were a part
of the review process in remedying the issue, but the information was not all compiled in
one location (except for the resulting data recorded in the Retiree Eligibility Analysis),
making it more challenging to locate and retrieve such records in a timely manner. The
HR Department has since implemented an electronic file practice by subject matter and
individual to streamline the organization of, and efficient access to, records maintained
by the Department.
Consultant Analysis
The City notes that the Consultant Analysis prepared by a City contracted HR consultant
contains certain information that was later determined during the retiree health subsidy
review process to be inaccurate or incomplete in certain respects. Additionally, it appears
to include legal analysis and conclusions, though it is not written by a lawyer, and the City
disagrees with some of the legal analysis. Nevertheless, as noted above, the City agrees
that in hindsight the Consultant Analysis should have been provided in response to PRR
5858, to supplement the other public records the City provided in response to the request.
2. PRR number 6101, November 29, 2017
See enclosed Response from Ms. Robin, City HR Director.
See enclosed Response from Ms. Robin, City HR Director.
5
Any doubt as to the application of Florida’s public records law is generally resolved in favor of disclosing the
documents. See Dade Aviation Consultants v. Knight-Ridder, Inc., 800 So. 2d 302 (Fla. 3d DCA 2001).
3
4

4

PRR 6101 from J.M., which requested “all correspondences, emails, letters, analysis, and
actuaries, regarding the city’s review of the retirees health insurance program”, was a
much broader request than PRR 5858 and PRR 8652, in terms of potentially responsive
records. Due to the scope of the requested records in PRR 6101, the City notified the
requestor that service charges, as provided by law 6, would be applicable to cover the
labor costs of personnel necessary to comply with the request. The City Clerk’s Office
maintains that this request was ultimately cancelled by the requestor verbally on the
phone after being informed of the potential for service charges. It is not unusual for
requestors to cancel their requests when being informed that special service charges will
apply.
The City acknowledges that the City’s processing of this request supports room for
improvement. The requestor’s verbal cancellation of PRR 6101 should have been
documented in writing by the City Clerk’s Office and the fee estimates for any IT and labor
costs to produce all of the requested records should have been provided to the requestor
in writing. The City Clerk’s Office confirmed this request was routed to the IT Department
to facilitate an electronic search for responsive records, which would have likely resulted
in the identification of the Consultant Analysis and potentially other responsive records
based on the scope of the request. However, the request was cancelled and the
electronic search was not completed. The City is updating its Public Records Policy to
require the City Clerk’s Office to provide written documentation of cancellations and costs
estimates, and clarify staff’s role in providing departmental records responsive to record
requests.
3. PRR number 8652
The public records request referenced as number 8652 (hereinafter “PRR 8652”)
requested “documentation showing that payments went back to the 1980s.” In response,
the City produced a spreadsheet from the City’s BenTek system that included data on 17
retirees with dates that would support potential subsidy payments going back to the 1980s
(the “Bentek Report”). HR staff was unaware of a record that would definitely document
the full retiree subsidy time frame and scope going back over three decades. The Bentek
report was provided in an effort to provide a good faith response. The City’s HR
Department believed at the time that this record was responsive to the request since the
record included a small grouping of 17 former employees with certain dates indicating
that may have been paid a subsidy since the 1980s.
SECTION 112.031(5), FLA. STAT. DOES NOT APPLY TO THE RETIREE HEALTH
ANALYSIS OR BENTEK REPORT
The OIG Report alleges that the City released confidential data contrary to Section
121.031(5), Fla. Stat., when the City produced the Retiree Eligibility Analysis to the
requestor in the City’s response to PRR 5858 and the Bentek Report to the requestor in
the City’s response to PRR 8652. The City respectfully disagrees with the OIG that the
6

See Section 119.071(4)(d), Fla. Stat.
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statute applies. Section 121.031(5), Fla. Stat. protects the names and addresses of
certain defined “retirees” from being released in “aggregate, compiled, or list form,” and
appears to be intended to prevent commercial activity utilizing comprehensive lists of
retiree names and addresses obtained from public agencies. The City believes that the
statute does not apply to the Retiree Eligibility Analysis or the Bentek Report.
Retiree Eligibility Analysis
One of the records the City produced in response to PRR 5858 was the Retiree Eligibility
Analysis spreadsheet. The Retiree Eligibility Analysis was uploaded by the HR
Department in response to PRR 5858. The Analysis included the names of a segment of
City retirees and data regarding the health related benefits they received from the City. It
does not include the addresses of any former City employees. The dates of birth of former
police and fire personnel were redacted from the Retiree Eligibility Analysis by the City in
accordance with Section 119.071(4)(d), Fla. Stat. prior to providing the record to the
requestor. 7 The City is not aware of any applicable statute that protects the names of
former employees (i.e. retirees) 8 or the benefits received by former employees. The City
reads Section 121.031(5), Fla. Stat., to require that the referenced “aggregate, compiled
or list form” contain both names and addresses in order for the statute to apply.
The City respectfully disagrees with the OIG’s position that the Retiree Eligibility Analysis
is confidential under Section 121.031(5), Fla. Stat. It is the City’s position that Section
121.031(5), Fla. Stat. is inapplicable to the Retiree Benefits Analysis because it did not
include any addresses of retirees, the names of former city employees and the subject
retiree benefits they receive from the City are not protected by statute, and the referenced
confidentiality provision only applies to covered pension plans as provided in Chapter
121, Florida Statutes.
The City also notes that Section 121.031(5), Florida Statutes, was enacted in 1990
through Senate Bill No. 3056 (“SB 3056”). The title of SB 3056 references Section
121.031(5) as a “limited exemption from public records requirements for certain
retirement records.” Florida courts also construe the public records law “liberally in favor
of openness, and all exemptions from disclosure are to be construed narrowly and limited
to their designated purpose.”9 If there is any doubt as to the application of the law in a
particular case, the doubt is resolved in favor of disclosing the documents. 1011

The City’s redactions do not appear to be noted in the OIG Report.
The City is aware of the specific record exemption for names of confidential informants, but that exemption is
inapplicable under the circumstances.
9
See City of Riviera Beach v. Barfield, 642 So. 2d 1135 (Fla. 4th DCA 1994).
10
See Dade Aviation Consultants v. Knight-Ridder, Inc., 800 So. 2d 302 (Fla. 3d DCA 2001).
11
The City acknowledges that, in response to a PRR, dated September 23, 2018, for “a list of all the retirees and there
dependents that had their premiums paid by the city…”, the City cited Section 121.031(5), Fla. Stat. This PRR
specifically requested a list of retirees, and such a City record would likely include the names and addresses of a small
number of retirees (former elected officials) that were part of a retirement plan covered by Chapter 121, Fla. Stat. The
City has sought guidance from the Florida Attorney General’s Office to seek clarification on how such information
should be handled by the City in the future in light of Section 121.031(5), Fla. Stat.
7
8
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Bentek Report Provided in Response to PRR 8652
PRR 8652 requested “documentation showing that payments went back to the
1980s.” HR staff was unaware of a record that would definitely document the full retiree
subsidy time frame and scope going back over three decades. In an effort to provide a
good faith response to the request, the City’s HR Department produced the Bentek Report
that included data on 17 retirees with dates that would support potential subsidy payments
going back to the 1980s. The City reiterates its position above that it does not believe
the Section 121.31(5), Fla. Stat., confidentiality provision applies to the Bentek Report
because it is not a list of the individuals included in a covered pension plan. Further, there
does not appear to be any binding case law or authoritative interpretation on when such
a record becomes an “aggregate” list as referenced in the statute.
Notwithstanding the City’s legal position as to the application of Section 121.031(5), Fla.
Stat., the City acknowledges that the OIG Report revealed the need for better practices
to be implemented by the City to better assess the potential for record redactions and
provide further safeguards to prevent disclosure of public records information that is
exempt or confidential from public inspection by law.
CITY ACTIONS TO STRENGTHEN CITY’S INTERNAL CONTROLS FOR PUBLIC
RECORDS REQUEST PROCESSING
The City is taking the following actions to strengthen the City’s internal controls for
processing of public records requests:
1. Revised Public Records Policy for Employees.
The City is in the Process of updating its written administrative Public Records Policy (the
“Policy”) to reflect the City’s use of the JustFOIA public records request system portal (the
“Portal”) and its functions and capabilities, clarify employee responsibilities for responding
to requests, and add guidance for addressing potentially exempt and safeguards for
protecting confidential information, and added accountability for responses. The Policy
will be updated to include the additional measures described below.
2. Document Management Improvements.
The City’s HR Department has implemented document management improvements to
help more easily electronically file, manage and retrieve electronic records. The HR
Department now maintains electronic case files for subject and individual specific
inquiries. Substantive emails received by the Department, or written by Department staff,
will now be required to be maintained in the applicable electronic case file to increase
efficiency in record identification and retrieval and promote better organization of
important records. The HR Department is working on administrative policy revisions to
reflect these practices.
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3. Requirement to Document Verbal Cancellation of Record Requests and Fee
Estimates
When a requestor submits a written cancellation of a public records request to the City,
the City Clerk’s Office currently uploads the written cancellation to the JustFOIA public
records portal. For verbal cancellations, the Clerk’s Office staff will now be required to
notate the cancellation within the Portal and send a cancelation e-mail to the requestor
as confirmation. If no e-mail or physical address is provided, the notation will be outlined
in “Response Documents”, within the portal to include the date, time, by whom, and any
stated reason why the cancelation is made. The City’s Public Records Policy will be
updated to reflect this requirement. The City Clerk’s Office is also working on
implementing a new work flow process to document and address special service charge
estimates that may apply to a PRR.
4. Employee Acknowledgement Form – Good faith review
The City is preparing an acknowledgement that can be uploaded within the City’s
existing Portal. The Department personnel responsible for providing records responsive
to a PRR will be required to acknowledge that they have conducted a good faith review
for records responsive within their Department, and that any resulting records they upload
reflect all documents resulting from their good faith review of records within their
Department.
5. Enhanced Public Records Training
The City Clerk’s Office coordinates a yearly public records training for frontline
employees and Department directors. The City Attorney’s Office provides an in depth
training of Florida’s public records law. The City Clerk’s Office will now supplement the
training by focusing on the use, functions and mechanics of the JustFOIA Portal, and the
relative responsibilities of City Directors, supervisors and employees for responding to
public records requests that are routed to their Department. The City is now also
mandating the annual training for all employees within each City Department that are
responsible for providing responsive records from the Department to public records
requests.
6. Public Record Exemption Summary Sheet.
The City Attorney’s Office coordinated with the City Clerk’s Office to create a
comprehensive public records exemption summary sheet that includes the public records
law exemptions and confidentiality provisions that are relevant to City records. The
Summary Sheet will be accessible to all employees on the City’s SharePoint internal
server. The Summary Sheet will also emailed to Department Directors so that it will be
readily available as a quick reference guide for City employees working on public records
requests.
7. Periodic Review of PRR Policy for Enhancements.
8

The City is committed to reviewing its administrative public records policy on an
annual basis for potential modifications that promote collaboration among the City Clerk’s
Office and City Departments in responding to requests, address any JustFOIA Portal
functionality changes, and address any changes in applicable public records law.
I trust the foregoing information has advised you of the City of Deerfield Beach’s position
with respect to this matter. The HR Director and the City Clerk have prepared individual
responses that are enclosed with the City’s response.
Sincerely,

David Santucci
City Manager
Enclosures
cc:

Mayor and City Commission, City of Deerfield Beach
Anthony C. Soroka, City Attorney
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APPENDIX B

October 25, 2021
Mr. John W. Scott
Inspector General
Broward Office of the Inspector General
One North University Drive, Suite 111
Plantation, FL 33324
Subject: Response to OIG Preliminary Report No. OIG 19-010-M
Dear Mr. Scott:
My role as records custodian requires transparency in overseeing public record requests
and responsive documents. Additionally, it is my responsibility to ensure that all requests
are handled in the highest regard and are above reproach. After taking the time to review
the preliminary report provided by the Office of Inspector General, I find it salient to
address concerns outlined in the report to not only show willingness to implement new
processes, but also with the hopes that the respective changes will bring greater
transparency.
Based on observations made by the Office of Inspector General, additional oversight and
the need to carefully scrutinize current procedures has become warranted. Below are
measures and processes that the Clerk’s Office plans to implement moving forward.
Cancelation of public record requests
When a requestor cancels a request, the Clerk’s Office currently uploads the written
cancelation to the Just FOIA public records portal (“portal”). In cases where no written
cancelation is received, no notation is made; which is the impetus to a new process.
•
•

If a request is canceled verbally, Clerk staff will now notate the cancelation within
the portal and send a cancelation e-mail to the requestor as confirmation.
If no e-mail or physical address is provided, the notation will be outlined in
“Response Documents”, to include the date, time, why and by whom the
cancelation is made.

Good Faith Search & Exempt Information
The investigation also commented on the need to assure proper records are provided.
Although the portal does not provide an internal mechanism to verify the search for
records, staff currently adds a note if no documents are found to the responsive
documents tab advising no such record exists.
•

Staff also plans to create an outline listing the most common exemptions to ensure
confidential and exempt information is redacted.

1

•
•

Staff is contemplating adding an acknowledgement form to be signed by the
department director confirming a good faith search for records within their
Department.
Additionally, the City Clerk staff will continue to reference the Government in the
Sunshine manual when questions arise regarding redacted information as well as
consult with the City Attorney’s Office for potential exemptions that are atypical.

Since the Clerk’s Office cannot ascertain what documents each department holds in their
possession, this change will provide added oversight from upper level management,
including the City Clerk.
Requests for Electronic Documents
Information Technology Services (ITS) is currently added to requests seeking e-mails.
Requests often lack e-mails generated from a staff member, other e-mail, or timeframe.
The common method of fulfilling e-mail requests are searching keywords so the requestor
is not charged a fee. Keyword searches performed by ITS may not always yield all of the
responsive records to a records request; therefore, it is essential for each department to
continue to search their electronic folders. It is, however, important to note that the
redaction of exempt or confidential information will result in labor costs to the requestor
when performed manually.
Training
The City Clerk’s Office coordinates a yearly public records training for frontline employees
and department directors. Although the training for department directors is in a semiformal setting, the City Attorney provides an in-depth training on the Florida Public
Records Law. The only difference between the trainings is that the frontline employees
are able to select which training to attend as two dates/times are offered then
consolidated. Department directors attend only one training without an option to attend
another. The trainings will now include specific instructions on use of the JustFOIA portal,
along with any relevant changes in applicable public records laws.

Sincerely,

S. Gillyard
Samantha Gillyard
City Clerk
cc:

Mayor and City Commission, City of Deerfield Beach
Anthony C. Soroka, City Attorney
2
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APPENDIX C

October 25, 2021
Mr. John W. Scott
Inspector General
Broward Office of the Inspector General
One North University Drive, Suite 111
Plantation, FL 33324
Subject: Response to OIG Preliminary Report No. OIG 19-010-M
Dear Mr. Scott:
I have reviewed the OIG’s preliminary Report No. 19-010-M, dated September 24, 2021
(the “Report”). I respectfully disagree with the categorization in the Report that my actions
constitute “withholding” documents, which implies that I intentionally failed to provide
certain records. However, I acknowledge that I did not produce a record that, in
retrospect, could have been considered responsive to one of the subject record requests.
Nevertheless, I maintain that my actions involved a good faith effort to produce the
information I believed was responsive to the subject record requests at the time I received
them, as further discussed below. Never once was there an intent to withhold relevant or
responsive records on my part.
I acknowledge that I did not produce the Consultant’s email referenced in the Report as
the Retiree Health Plan Analysis. I did not recall, nor was I thinking of, the Consultant’s
email at the time the relevant record request was received for the “comprehensive review
recently conducted of the [City’s] health insurance program.” I disagree with the
characterization in the Report that the Consultant’s email was the “singularly
comprehensive review” of the health care claims to retirees over age 65. The
“comprehensive review” was a work process, including analysis, phone calls, meetings,
research, evaluation, etc., which also had specific findings and results, upon which
corrective actions were taken. Nevertheless, in retrospect it was part of the initial review,
and I agree that it could have also been included to provide the most comprehensive
response to PRR 5858.
I believe the characterization that the Consultant’s email “contained potentially explosive
information that would have provided fodder to critics of the City Administration” is
misleading under the circumstances. I disclosed the retiree benefits issue to the City
Commission in late 2016 at a public meeting and again at a public meeting in 2018.
Additionally, correspondences were sent to all affected retirees (See Report Exhibits 3
and 4) informing them of the issue and the corrective actions taken by the City to address
it. This was all out in the public prior to the time the subject public record requests were
made. The subsidizing of retiree benefits generally occurred prior to my tenure as HR
Director and prior to my knowledge of the issue and scope of the issue. The Human
Resources Department under my tenure was instrumental in identifying the scope of the

retiree benefit issue, correcting it, and informing the City Commission and affected
retirees of the issue and the City’s corrective actions.
I recognize there is always room for improvement. Since 2017, I have implemented better
document management practices within the Human Resources Department, including
maintenance of electronic case files by subject and individual. I continue to look for ways
to strengthen my Department’s public record request processing capabilities and improve
responses.
Interviews with the OIG
I was interviewed by the OIG in 2021 regarding this matter. There are references in the
Report regarding discrepancies in my statements to the OIG. In the interview, I was asked
about events that occurred in 2016 and 2017, and in particular I was asked to recall the
details of three (3) specific records requests in that two (2) year period. I was not provided
with any materials in advance of the interviews; nor was I given all of the contextual
information before being questioned. I presume this process is standard for the OIG, but
in my situation, it initially hampered my ability to recall and provide the most accurate and
relevant information.
As the Director of a department that frequently receives public records requests, including
numerous requests within the past four (4) years, recalling with particularity the discrete
matters at issue that occurred years ago was particularly challenging. I did not review
any materials in advance of the interview or otherwise refresh my memory about the
specifics of the past matters under review in the Report. In subsequent statements to the
OIG during the interview, after I was able to familiarize myself with the matter and
documents presented by the OIG and review some relevant information, I was more able
to accurately respond to the questions asked.
Any discrepancies in my statements were the result of being asked to recount the specific
details of three (3) public records requests that were approximately four years old at the
time of the interview out of the hundreds of public records requests received, and being
asked to recall specific interactions from years prior without any advance review. This
context made it initially challenging for me, and any discrepancies in my initial responses
should not be held against me as I was able to clarify my responses later in the interview.
The October 2017 (or 5858) Public Records Request
The public records request referenced as number 5858, which requested the
“comprehensive review recently conducted of the [City’s] health insurance program”,
(hereinafter “PRR 5858”) was a focus of the Report. I believe it is important to note the
context of PRR 5858. On November 1, 2016, the underlying issue regarding retiree health
insurance was presented to the City Commission at a regular meeting in the Sunshine.
After that meeting, I met with the requester (referred to as “JM” in the Report) in December
2016 and April 2017, as he sought information about the matter. JM, a City retiree, was
potentially going to be impacted by the ending of retiree subsidies so I spent several hours

with him discussing his concerns, needs, and information related to the issue. He was
ultimately one of the recipients of the “comprehensive review” notice in October 2017,
which likely led to his submission of PRR 5858 a few days later.
PRR 5858 was preceded by several meetings and responses whereby records were
reviewed by JM. JM was not satisfied with the records provided, as his concern seemed
to be primarily about the loss of the subsidy and wanted justification for the City’s actions.
I acknowledge that JM’s underlying reason(s) for making the request is not relevant to the
obligation to provide responsive records in accordance with law, but I believe it should be
taken into consideration when evaluating the overall tone of his statement (i.e., he was
particularly incensed about the loss of the subsidy, and any records that did not support
his position that the subsidy should be maintained would have been considered by him
as unacceptable or incomplete). Nevertheless, I met with him on multiple occasions and
spent considerable time with him discussing his concerns and reviewing relevant
information with him. I also produced what I believe to me the most responsive record
that the City had in its possession as to the City’s conclusion of the comprehensive review
the City performed and I referred to in the October 2017 records to retirees. These actions
are contrary to any claim that there was a deliberate or conscious attempt on my part to
withhold public information or records from JM.
The Report, as it relates to my conduct, is centered on the usage of the phrase
“comprehensive review” as used in the October 2017 notice. I wrote the notices to retirees
and my reference to a comprehensive review was referring to information reviewed and
relied on relative to the drafting of the notice, as well as work effort, and not necessarily
any and all documents that could possibly relate to the review. The information reviewed
and relied upon comprised of a spreadsheet from BenTek, an employee benefits platform
used by the City, along with additional information compiled from other City information
systems like Naviline and AS400, as well as various phone conversations, meetings, etc.
The reason I believed the spreadsheet was responsive is that it contained the information
that was utilized to draft the notices to retirees. At the time, I simply did not recall the
Consultant’s email, which was furnished nearly a year earlier in November 2016. Even if
I had, it was not the “comprehensive review” referenced in the notice. Nevertheless, had
I recalled the Consultant’s email at the time of receipt of PRR 5858, I would have provided
it in the spirit of transparency.
When the Former Risk Manager resigned from City employment in August 2016, Human
Resources was tasked with preparing health insurance open enrollment for the 2017 plan
year. While working on updating the benefits booklets and BenTek system, staff
discovered that there were several retirees over age 65 still on the health plan receiving
a subsidy. This was brought to the attention of the then City Manager and City Attorney.
When staff began to converse with retirees about the matter, some of them stated that
they did not elect Medicare (Part B).
The City then retained the Consultant to specifically determine the gravity of the potential
problem related to Medicare penalties. In particular, she was asked to review the interplay

between retiree health insurance and the election of Medicare for retirees over age 65,
and was also asked to identify other findings in her research and work. The findings and
the documents reviewed by the Consultant were related to the retiree health issue, but
had no value relative to the drafting of the retiree subsidy notice to affected retirees. For
example, the claims reports reviewed by the Consultant and referenced in the Report
were not used for the “comprehensive review” conducted by the City. Claims reports were
not reviewed by staff as part of this process because the focus was placed on determining
the retirees receiving the subsidy in error, correcting the error and ending the practice
while minimizing any impact to the affected retirees.
In summary, when responding to PRR 5858, I did not recall the Consultant’s email and
the document was not a part of the “comprehensive review” referenced in the notice to
retirees, which notice was the basis for PR5858. The Consultant’s work product was a
precursor to the comprehensive review, as a review of other records and various internal
discussions and reviews led to the Retiree Eligibility Analysis (spreadsheet) and
subsequent notice letters. Given the complex assignment of trying to fix such a serious
benefits issue, the prioritization was to focus on remedying the issue and less on
organizing records in a manner that was easily retrievable. Correspondences, phone
conversations, individual personnel/medical files and electronic data in the City’s
computer systems were also part of the review, but the information was not all compiled
in one location (except for the data recorded in the Retiree Eligibility Analysis). Had the
City staff compiled the records into a singular location prior to the City’s receipt of PRR
5858, I would have certainly provided the entire file, even if some documents therein were
technically not part of the “comprehensive review.”
The November 2017 (or 6101) Public Records Request
The public records request referenced as number 6101 (hereinafter “PRR 6101”), which
requested “all correspondences, emails, letters, analysis and actuaries regarding the
City’s review of the retirees health insurance program”, was a much broader request than
the other requests referenced in the Report. Given the broad nature of the request, I
relied on the City’s IT Department to retrieve relevant records from my email via keyword
search, which likely would have retrieved the Consultant’s email. I receive hundreds of
emails each week and manually searching for information spanning several years is
impractical, time consuming and costly. Unless a subject matter of a request involves a
relatively recent event or a narrow matter, employees generally rely on the IT
Department’s search results when “all emails and correspondences” are being requested.
Moreover, as to PRR 6101, I was informed that the request was cancelled by the
requestor.
The September 2018 (or 8652) Public Records Request
The public records request referenced as number 8652 (hereinafter “PRR 8652”) related
to information proving that subsidy payments “went back to the 1980’s.” The record
provided to JG was responsive to the request since it was data that shows a small

grouping of 17 former employees that retired in the 1980’s and would support potential
subsidies paid by the City. While I acknowledge that other records could have been
produced to err on the side of caution if a compilation of relevant records existed, which I
do not believe exists, I interpreted the request as seeking records that documented the
payments were made going back to the 1980s and not a request for all records showing
all subsidy payments since the 1980s.
The Lack of Intent
The primary purpose of this response is to clarify my position on the issues raised in the
Report, and to ensure that the record of this investigation does not implicitly assert my
not providing the Consultant’s email was intentional. Such an assertion is demonstrably
inaccurate, as I provided the underlying rationale for decisions and there was no reason
for to me to intentionally withhold records as I had no personal or professional incentive
for doing so. The subsidization of retirees beyond age 65 long preceded my tenure as
the Director of Human Resources. The Medicare enrollment claims were due to the
alleged actions of staff that worked for the City prior to my move to Human Resources.
As soon as the benefits error was discovered, the practice was discontinued and the issue
was publicly addressed. By the time the subject records requests were made, the health
retiree benefits issue was publicly known, presented to the Commission at public
meetings and memorialized in letters to affected retirees. Any critic fodder would likely
have inured to my benefit, as documents like the Retiree Health Plan Analysis would have
demonstrated the scale of savings achieved by the Human Resources Department by
discovering and correcting the issue. Regarding the reference in the Consultant’s email
to certain retirees potentially having to pay a late Medicare enrollment penalty, the City
was able to remedy this issue by providing a credible coverage letter, thereby negating,
to our knowledge, any late enrollment penalty for retirees. This remedy was implemented
prior to the City’s receipt of the subject records requests. Simply put, I lacked any motive
to knowingly or intentionally withhold any documents or responsive records. To the
contrary, furnishing the documents at issue to “critics” would have likely boosted my
profile due to the savings achieved or, at a minimum, had no negative effect.
Conclusion
The intent of this response is to address any implications that my actions were intentional
or that my explanations to the OIG were illogical. I respectfully request that all references
to “withholding” be removed. The term has reputational implications and I believe it is
inaccurate. There never was a document either entitled or known as the “comprehensive
review.” Rather, the “comprehensive review” was a work process, including analysis,
phone calls, meetings, research, evaluation, etc., which also had specific findings and
results, upon which actions were taken to address the rectify the insurance-related issues.
My efforts at the time of receipt of each PRR was to fulfill the request as required by law,
and in the spirit of the law, and I did so to my understanding at the time of the requests. I
acknowledge that better practices can be implemented by the Human Resources
Department when responding to public records requests in the future. Since 2017, I have

implemented enhanced electronic document management practices within Human
Resources Department, including maintenance of electronic case files by subject and
individual, and we are currently working on an updated standard operating procedure for
preserving case files in a more efficient manner, to include saving substantive e-mails to
the case file as well as the process for transmitting public records request documents to
the City Clerk where responsive records may include exempt or confidential information.
Thank you for your kind consideration.

Amanda Robin
Director of Human Resources and Risk Management

