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Community Inclusion Update 6 
                                            
                                                                    May 21, 2013 
 
 

Introduction 
 
 This report is the latest in a continuing series on the Cleveland Metropolitan 

School District’s compliance with the Board of Education’s directives regarding 
community inclusion in contracting and hiring in the District’s school facilities program. 

Over the past several years, the Bond Accountability Commission has noted  to 
the District certain deficiencies in its reporting of data on construction contracting with 
minority- and female-owned businesses, known collectively as Disadvantaged Business 
Enterprises (DBE), and on construction employment of minorities, women and District 
residents.  

Those deficiencies were not corrected, so the BAC for the past year, beginning 
with a formal letter to the District dated March 13, 2012, has actively sought clarification 
from the District on exactly how the reports are compiled and on exactly what the reports 
do and don’t include. 

 In the meantime, the BAC stopped reporting the data provided by the District, 
pending the requested clarifications on the information’s accuracy and inclusiveness. 

The BAC’s goal is to be able to give District residents a clear understanding of 
what the District is reporting, including any limitations of the reports, and to provide 
public updates on a regular basis. 

As part of this effort, the BAC has also attempted to obtain an accounting of how 
many recent CMSD graduates – those who graduated since construction began in 2002 -- 
have been able to get work in the construction program. 

The BAC’s concern with these matters stems partly from directives, policies and 
goals contained in the District’s Community Inclusion Plan Program Statement and the 
Board of Education’s Resolution 2001-159(B), approved April 23, 2001, which is 
regarded as containing promises to the public before voter approval of Issue 14 on the 
May 2001 ballot. Issue 14 has provided $335 million in bond proceeds to fund the 
construction and renovation program, as well as revenue from a continuing half-mill levy 
for maintenance of new schools.  

Information for this report has been obtained primarily from School District 
documents as well as interviews and correspondence with District administrators. 
Following is what the BAC has been able to learn regarding CMSD’s contracting and 
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workforce reports and apprenticeships, as well as some recommendations for 
improvements. 
 

Goals vs. performance 
 

As a result of Board of Education resolutions, the District compiled a 
“Community Inclusion Plan Program Statement,” which stipulates CMSD goals for 
workforce participation and DBE contracting. It says (emphasis added): 

 
To facilitate community involvement in the construction portion of the 

Project, the Board of Education has authorized the development of a Community 
Inclusion Plan.  . . . To facilitate a portion of the Community Inclusion Plan the 
District has adopted a Diversity Business Enterprise Program and Workforce 
Participation Program. . . . 

The Board of Education has established the Diversity Business Enterprise 
(“DBE”) Program for the purpose of promoting equal business opportunity for all 
minorities and women doing business with the Cleveland Municipal School District.  
The DBE Program aspires to achieve the following goals:  DBE participation of 
fifteen percent (15%) in service contracts, twenty percent (20%) in contracts for 
goods and supplies and thirty percent (30%) in contracts for construction provided 
that the District may adjust those percentages based upon data gathered relating to 
the percentage of DBEs available to work on the Project.  All prime contractors and 
subcontractors are required under the DBE Program to use Good Faith Efforts to 
subcontract portions of the work to DBEs and to otherwise achieve the goals of the 
DBE Program. . . . 

The Workforce Participation Program aspires to achieve the following goals; 
participation by minorities of twenty percent (20%), female participation of five 
percent (5%) and Cleveland Municipal School District resident participation of twenty 
percent (20%) of all Project hours worked. Contractors are required by the 
Workforce Participation Program to use Good Faith Efforts to employ minorities 
(minorities includes African Americans, Hispanic Americans or Latino Americans, 
Native Americans, Asian-Pacific Islander Americans, Subcontinent-Asian Americans 
or Native Hawaiian), females and District residents to supply services in connection 
with the Project and to otherwise achieve the goals of the Workforce Participation 
Program. 

Subject to the substantial limitations discussed below in this report, the District 
has reported that its capital improvements program as a whole has met the 30 percent 
goal for DBE construction contracting, and as a whole it has met its goal for workforce 
participation by minorities and has not met its goals for participation by women and 
District residents.  

DBE Contracting  
 
BAC members attending the BAC’s 2007 community forum on community 

inclusion forum inquired about the accuracy of District reports on contracting with 
minority- and female-owned contractors. For subcontracts, the District’s reports were 
based on pledges by prime contractors made before work began, and the reports did not 
identify the minority- and female-owned subcontractors, merely a dollar amount provided 
in the prime contractor’s pre-work documentation. 



 3

 In response, the District said it was initiating a review of all of the contractor pre-
work statements and a comparison of the listed prime contractors and subcontractors with 
Cleveland and Ohio lists of firms certified as being minority- or female-owned and 
operated. And subsequent reports, beginning in October 2008, identified the minority- 
and female-owned subcontractors listed by the prime contractors in their pre-work 
pledges. 

The District continued its practice of basing the reported dollar-value of DBE 
participation on initial prime-contract amounts and on the amounts that primes said in 
their pre-work pledges that they would pay to DBE subcontractors. The District Chief 
Financial Officer said any discrepancies between these values and amounts paid would be 
resolved at the time of final contract closeout. 

In 2011 and early 2012, BAC spot-checking of the subcontractors listed as DBEs 
cast doubt on the quality of the District’s earlier reported review of DBE certifications. 
The BAC found that a number of those subcontractors listed as DBE’s were not listed in 
the City of Cleveland or Ohio EDGE certification registries. The BAC noted this in its 
March 2012 formal inquiry to the District. 

The BAC also found that in a number of cases, the subcontractors listed on the 
District’s DBE reports, which it had gleaned from the prime-contractor pledge 
statements, were not the same subcontractors listed on separate forms that the primes 
were required to file with the OFCC through the Construction Manager. 

 

Flawed reporting system 
 

As it has turned out, the District’s approach has had three major flaws: 
1. Prime contractors could and sometimes did elect not to employ the 

DBE subcontractors that they had listed on their pre-work pledges. Although the 
subcontractors actually used were apparently listed on the OFCC forms, this 
information was not used by the District in reporting DBE participation. 
Although the District’s Community Inclusion Plan called for its Diversity Officer 
to monitor quarterly income reports from prime contractors and subcontractors to 
document the portion of construction money paid to DBE firms, which would 
have revealed the true identity of subcontractors as well as dollar amounts 
actually paid, this was not done.  

2. Segment 1, 2, and 3 closeout documents were not completed until 
2011 and the OFCC as of March 2013 had not finalized audits of those segments. 
The task of tallying all of these contracts for DBE reports long after the fact has 
proved so difficult and time-consuming that the District still lists a significant 
number of the purported DBE payments, including some dating to the inception 
of the program, as “preliminary,” meaning that actual amount paid still is not 
listed. 

3. After the District began reporting actual amounts paid for the older 
construction segments for which it has final payment documents, it marked 
payments as “Final” for some purported DBE firms that the BAC found in late 
2012 and early 2013 were not currently listed as certified in either the City of 
Cleveland or Ohio MBE/FBE registries. When asked about this, the District’s 
response was that although these firms were not currently certified, they might 
have been back when the work was done. 
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              However, the District has not provided evidence that the certifications of 
all firms were checked against these registries at the time of the contract awards, 
so the BAC asked that the District check with the registry offices to see whether 
the firms were indeed certified when the contracts were active. 
               Since then, the District has deleted in its latest DBE report, dated March 
31, 2013, some $13 million, or 16.5 percent, of the total previously reported as 
paid to DBE prime contractors and subcontractors and their suppliers. For one 
prime contractor alone, East-West Construction, the reported value of payments 
to DBE subcontractors declined from $2.03 million last September to $326,210. 

 

Incorrect information for years 
 

The result of the District’s reporting approach is that for as many as 10 years it 
tallied DBE participation that did not exist and/or amounts paid to DBE firms that were 
incorrect. In two cases, prime contractors whose contracts were rescinded were listed, 
along with their purported DBE subcontractors, for several years until the BAC noted it 
during its formal inquiry begun 14 months ago. 

 With the adjustments made in its latest DBE report, the District still reports 31.8 
percent of construction-related contract spending as going to DBE firms, meeting its 30 
percent goal. However, the continued existence of “preliminary” designations on 
completed projects means that the percentage cannot yet be regarded as accurate. 

 

Path to improvement 
 

In response to the BAC inquiry, the District recently agreed that OFCC 
subcontractor information, and not the District’s DBE pledge forms, would be used to 
compile future CMSD reports on participation in the construction program by minority- 
or female-owned companies. If the District also finds a way to use contemporaneous 
payment information -- such as the quarterly reports mentioned in its Inclusion Plan – 
instead of pledge amounts, the District’s DBE reports would be vastly improved once the 
backlog from past projects is cleared up.  
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Workforce participation 
 
At various times over the past several years, the BAC has asked the School 

District to clarify its workforce-participation data and/or correct errors in the reported 
data. As part of that effort, the BAC has specifically noted that: 

1. The total number of workforce hours reported by the District exceeded the 
itemized project-by-project hours reported by the District by more than 
4,000 hours. 

The District never offered a plausible explanation of the difference, 
but the most recent itemized report by The Project Group, a workforce-
monitoring consultant subsequently hired by the District, resolves the issue, 
mostly by adding previously unreported hours to a number of long-concluded 
projects. 

 
2. Numerous smaller projects and repair work funded by Issue 14, and one 

larger one, have not been included in the District’s workforce-participation 
data, despite the Inclusion Plan’s directive that “all hours worked” be 
included. The BAC repeatedly has asked the District to explain why 
workforce data are reported for some Issue 14 projects but not for others. 

 Recently the District has said that workforce data are reported only for 
projects managed through the Ohio Facilities Construction Commission 
(OFCC) and its Construction Manager for CMSD, the joint venture now 
known as OHG (Ozanne, Hammond, Gilbane), and not for projects managed 
directly by CMSD, chiefly by its Building Trades division. 

The BAC has made a rough cost estimation of $14.3 million for the 
unreported projects. That is about 15 percent of the $94.8 million in Issue 14 
Locally Funded Initiative (LFI) spending as of Jan. 31, 2013. LFI projects are 
not co-funded by the state, like most new construction is. In addition to costs 
associated with general repairs and improvements at schools, the LFI is used 
to pay for property acquisition for new schools and for certain new-school 
features that the OFCC does not co-fund as a matter of policy. 

The District has offered no explanation of  why it required contractors 
and the Construction Manager to report the race, gender and address of 
workers on OFCC-co-funded projects and on OHG-managed LFI projects in 
its quest to document compliance with the Board of Education’s goals, but 
does not report the same information for projects that it manages itself. 

 
3. Despite the District’s assertion that it reports workforce participation for 

all projects managed through the OFCC and the Construction Manager, no 
workforce data has been attributed to the $6 million renovation in 2012 of 
the Carl Shuler school into swing space for the John Marshall High 10th - 
12th grades. 

When the BAC inquired about the lack of data for the Shuler project 
and a $2 million Charles Mooney New Tech project in fall 2012, the CMSD 
Procurement Department employee tasked with assembling the workforce 
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reports replied that she could only report on information that she had received 
from OHG.  

That employee retired in December, and CMSD itself has not issued a 
workforce report since. Instead, CMSD has provided reports compiled by The 
Project Group, which include the workforce data. The Project Group receives 
the workforce data from CMSD. 

A Project Group report for March 2013 does for the first time list 
workforce hours for the Mooney project. The BAC was given no explanation 
about where or how the missing data were found. 

Despite the insistence of the District’s Deputy Chief for Capital 
Projects that the Procurement Department had indeed received the Shuler and 
Mooney information from OHG and despite several BAC requests for the 
missing data in recent months, neither CMSD nor The Project Group has 
provided any workforce data attributed to Shuler. The Project Group indicated 
recently that it was still trying to track down the information within the 
District bureaucracy. 
 
4. The District and The Project Group have reported only 44,202.75 total 

workforce hours for Euclid Park, built in Segment 4 for 351 students at a 
cost of $14.2 million. The BAC noted that more than 79,000 total hours 
were reported for construction of Segment 3’s Buhrer, built for 350 
students at a cost of $13.2 million. 

In late March 2013, the BAC asked the District whether the Euclid 
Park workforce figures were correct, inasmuch that Buhrer was the same size 
and actually cost more. To date, no one has been able to explain the apparent 
discrepancy. 

 

Unresolved issues 
 
As noted above, the BAC’s goal this past year has been to be able to give District 

residents a clear understanding of what the District is reporting, including any limitations 
of the reports. 

 Now, were it not for the unresolved issues concerning the Shuler and Euclid Park 
projects, the BAC could have a measure of confidence in reporting the District’s data -- 
with the added cautionary note to readers that the District excludes certain CMSD-
managed work from the report. However, those issues do remain, and until they are 
resolved, the District’s workforce reports cannot be regarded as credible.  

 Options for repairing the District’s past failure to report on the workforce for 
projects that it manages would appear to be nil. However, the District could elect for 
future projects to hold itself to the same workforce reporting standards that it holds 
others. This would ensure that District residents get the complete picture of workforce 
participation on future Issue 14 projects that the Inclusion Plan requires. 
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Compliance monitoring 
 

The District’s Inclusion Plan demands that CMSD contractors make good-faith 
efforts to reach the goals and it requires that contractors furnish documentation so that 
either CMSD or its designee can monitor performance. The District at times has 
employed a Diversity Officer tasked with such monitoring, although it currently does not 
have a designated Diversity Officer. 

The District says its workforce reports are based on certified payroll reports 
submitted by contractors. 

 At a BAC forum in September 2007, the District’s Diversity Officer and its 
Deputy Chief of Capital Projects outlined efforts to verify the accuracy of the certified 
payroll reports. As related at the forum, those efforts consisted largely of spot checks of 
workforce composition during random visits to construction sites. The BAC had 
advocated such site visits as a way of providing contractors with incentive to be honest 
and accurate about workforce demographics in the payroll reports. However, as the 
Diversity Officer noted, site visits only give a picture of the workforce at the time of the 
visit. The individuals working at a site change over time, even within the course of a 
single day, and the lone Diversity Officer could only visit a limited number of sites in a 
given time period. 

The District subsequently contracted with The Project Group to perform more-
extensive onsite monitoring of workforce composition. Now, in the absence of a 
designated Diversity Officer and the Procurement Department employee who previously 
released the monthly workforce data, The Project Group is the only source of workforce-
participation reports. The Project Group delivers a monthly report to the District, which 
forwards the report to the BAC after reviewing it. 

 

Thumbprints provide proof 
 
In 2008, a District official said CMSD was considering a “thumbprint” time clock 

system used on some other, non-District projects in Cuyahoga County. In such systems, a 
worker is initially registered by thumbprint, race, gender, residency, etc. Then, the worker 
clocks in and out of a worksite on a thumbprint-reading device. Payroll reports are 
compiled from data compiled via the thumbprint reader. 

The District never implemented such a system, which, in addition to the obvious 
value of providing accurate data regarding workforce participation, could help prevent 
overcharges for labor. 

The BAC’s Chairman recently suggested that CMSD reconsider the thumbprint 
system.  

 

Jobs for CMSD graduates 

 
Jobs for recent CMSD graduates in the school construction program have been an 

elusive goal. The Construction Manager, OHG, has provided internships to a number of 
graduates, and the District arranged for pre-apprentice training leading to jobs on the 
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University Hospitals expansion project, but no one has documented whether CMSD 
graduates have been able to get jobs on the District’s own projects. 

As part of its inquiry into community inclusion issues, the BAC provided the 
District with a list of CMSD graduates who completed the Union Construction Industry 
Partnership-Apprenticeship Skills Achievement Program (UCIP-ASAP) from 2003 to 
2010. The BAC asked that the District compare the list to the workforce rosters from its 
projects in construction Segments 1-4. 

 The District balked at this request, saying that the workforce information was not 
computerized and instead acknowledging that the number of recent CMSD graduates 
working as construction apprentices on the District’s projects was very, very small. 
Recently, however, The Project Group said that it does have computerized workforce 
rosters and that it would perform the requested comparison. That effort is ongoing. 

In the meantime, the District’s switch to a new construction-delivery method 
known as Construction Manager at Risk (CMR) holds some promise for providing work 
and educational opportunities for recent CMSD graduates. 

Supplementary conditions attached to the CMR contracts for John Marshall and 
Max Hayes Vo-Ed high schools and Cleveland School of the Arts, all part of the current 
Segment 5 of the construction program, require the CMR to include in its pricing “all 
costs associated with up to 20 site visits per school year (August – May) made by CMSD 
students being educated in construction trades.” CMSD is to provide transportation to the 
work site, and the CMR’s superintendent is to accompany the students during the site 
visit.   

Lack of opportunities for such site visits have been cited by CMSD personnel in 
the past as a shortcoming of construction training at Max Hayes. Lack of transportation 
for site visits was a specific complaint of Hayes personnel. 

According the supplementary conditions, the CMR is also to include in its pricing 
$369,984 for 15,416 hours of employment ($24 per hour) of recent graduates who have 
completed the construction program at Max Hayes, an equivalent program at another 
District high school or an equivalent program recognized by the state or federal 
governments. If not enough qualified recent graduates are available, the CMR will be 
excused from the requirement and a commensurate dollar amount will be deducted from 
the contract. 

According to the conditions, if the CMR fails to demonstrate a good-faith effort to 
meet the requirement, it will be considered a breach of the contract that can be used by 
the state or School District in determining the appropriateness of any future contract 
awards to the CMR.  

Clearly, compliance monitoring by the District will be key to these conditions 
leading to employment of CMSD graduates. 

 

Contact us: James G. Darr, BAC administrator (440) 781-8654 
bondaccountability@hotmail.com  
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CMSD Workforce Participation, March 31, 2013 
*    

 
Total 
Hrs Minority Hours Female Hours CMSD Resident 

Warm, Safe, Dry        

WSD Group 1 24,900.63 8,015.25 32.19% 343.50 1.38% 5,502.00 22.10% 

WSD Group 2 7,885.00 1,851.25 23.48% 718.00 9.11% 1,686.50 21.39% 

WSD Group 3 17,474.00 2,512.00 14.38% 534.50 3.06% 3,362.00 19.24% 

WSD Group 4 13,754.75 1,840.25 13.38% 568.50 4.13% 2,425.75 17.64% 

WSD Group 5 19,302.00 3,095.00 16.03% 1,618.50 8.39% 4,019.50 20.82% 

WSD Group 6 19,189.53 2,360.75 12.30% 748.00 3.90% 3,095.75 16.13% 

WSD Group 7 11,016.00 1,917.00 17.40% 766.00 6.95% 2,111.50 19.17% 

WSD Group 8 23,426.25 3,877.60 16.55% 312.00 1.33% 5,504.80 23.50% 

WSD Group 9 21,993.75 6,723.50 30.57% 227.00 1.03% 4,026.50 18.31% 

Totals 158,941.91 32,192.60 20.25% 5,836.00 3.67% 31,734.30 19.97% 

        

Segment 1        

AJ Rickoff 115,171.00 27,936.00 24.26% 2,073.00 1.80% 23,621.25 20.51% 

John Adams 238,712.25 54,606.25 22.88% 8,428.00 3.53% 47,384.75 19.85% 

John Hay 276,404.35 69,890.25 25.29% 17,366.50 6.28% 65,949.00 23.86% 

Memorial 93,482.00 20,680.22 22.12% 3,733.10 3.99% 18,573.35 19.87% 

Miles Park 98,156.00 17,649.04 17.98% 3,505.50 3.57% 13,220.36 13.47% 

Riverside 67,764.14 9,188.09 13.56% 2,859.00 4.22% 16,056.00 23.69% 

SuccessTech Phase 1  3,372.50 131.50 3.90% 40.00 1.19% 762.50 22.61% 

SuccessTech Phase 2 21,299.75 2,326.00 10.92% 871.00 4.09% 3,675.00 17.25% 

East High Gym 37,682.05 6,882.50 18.26% 1,209.00 3.21% 7,056.00 18.73% 

Woodhill-Quincy 3,705.90 1,856.75 50.10% 0.00 0.00% 1,028.75 27.76% 

Totals 955,749.94 211,146.60 22.09% 40,085.10 4.19% 197,326.96 20.65% 

        

Segment 2        

Warner 94,237.20 13,983.20 14.84% 1,824.50 1.94% 12,815.00 13.60% 

Warner Sitework 81.00 21.50 26.54% 0.00 0.00% 15.00 18.52% 

Daniel Morgan 81,750.75 14,184.00 17.35% 1,281.75 1.57% 10,611.25 12.98% 

FDR 64,719.00 9,663.75 14.93% 4,891.00 7.56% 12,049.75 18.62% 

Mary Martin 46,405.50 7,447.50 16.05% 1,385.00 2.98% 7,128.50 15.36% 

Hannah Gibbons 54,967.75 11,165.75 20.31% 2,600.25 4.73% 9,552.25 17.38% 

Mary Bethune 50,887.50 10,806.00 21.24% 3,462.25 6.80% 7,432.75 14.61% 

James Rhodes 158,678.47 24,313.75 15.32% 7,067.00 4.45% 23,469.25 14.79% 

 Rhodes Garage 1,212.00 72.00 5.94% 32.00 2.64% 372.00 30.69% 

Totals 552,939.17 91,657.45 16.58% 22,543.75 4.08% 83,445.75 15.09% 

* Does not include repair/improvement projects managed by CMSD    
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CMSD Workforce Participation, March 31, 2013 
*    

 Total Hrs Minority Hours Female Hours CMSD Resident 
Segment 3        

Artemus Ward 94,357.52 11,772.07 12.48% 2,798.00 2.97% 16,032.49 16.99% 

Buhrer 79,303.50 12,810.50 16.15% 3,617.00 4.56% 13,864.50 17.48% 

East Clark 81,329.35 17,357.39 21.34% 1,129.75 1.39% 10,808.29 13.29% 

Garfield 70,488.75 12,767.00 18.11% 2,302.75 3.27% 12,622.00 17.91% 

Harvey Rice 100,251.75 18,425.25 18.38% 2,072.00 2.07% 13,219.75 13.19% 

Patrick Henry 108,690.50 16,306.25 15.00% 4,506.00 4.15% 17,060.75 15.70% 

RG Jones 86,097.88 12,747.57 14.81% 4,760.50 5.53% 10,148.65 11.79% 

Wade Park 82,102.22 14,331.25 17.46% 2,643.50 3.22% 17,576.40 21.41% 

Willson 85,556.00 22,594.00 26.41% 2,086.50 2.44% 15,798.00 18.47% 

Totals 788,177.47 139,111.28 17.65% 25,916.00 3.29% 127,130.83 16.13% 

        

Segment 4        

M. Cleaveland demo 2,546.25 1,875.75 73.67% 0.00 0.00% 1,485.00 58.32% 

Charles Lake 620.50 22.50 3.63% 0.00 0.00% 62.50 10.07% 

Euclid Park 44,202.75 9,739.50 22.03% 748.50 1.69% 5,896.25 13.34% 

Thomas Jefferson 83,084.89 9,731.38 11.71% 1,827.50 2.20% 10,010.41 12.05% 

Jamison 70,803.69 10,066.25 14.22% 1,732.00 2.45% 12,926.25 18.26% 

G.W. Carver 86,324.16 15,181.75 17.59% 835.50 0.97% 13,434.00 15.56% 

Mound 77,601.00 13,148.50 16.94% 1,263.50 1.63% 9,017.00 11.62% 

Nathan Hale 70,450.16 14,950.13 21.22% 785.00 1.11% 16,493.00 23.41% 

Adlai Stevenson 82,510.75 16,355.75 19.82% 3,928.25 4.76% 13,504.50 16.37% 

Adlai Stevenson site 5,318.75 2,101.50 39.51% 1,017.50 19.13% 1,025.50 19.28% 

Charles Dickens 70,705.83 15,164.78 21.45% 3,182.25 4.50% 15,901.65 22.49% 

Anton Grdina 81,252.77 12,047.47 14.83% 1,097.00 1.35% 11,180.47 13.76% 

Totals 675,421.50 120,385.26 17.82% 16,417.00 2.43% 110,936.53 16.42% 

        

Segment 5        

Almira 30,609.00 5,465.00 17.85% 112.00 0.37% 4,169.00 13.62% 

Alcott 25,962.00 5,448.00 20.98% 279.50 1.08% 5,111.00 19.69% 

Dunbar 26,363.00 4,895.00 18.57% 824.00 3.13% 1,199.00 4.55% 

Miles 24,954.00 6,387.00 25.60% 224.00 0.90% 4,255.00 17.05% 

Orchard 23,964.00 4,327.00 18.06% 230.00 0.96% 4,670.00 19.49% 

Marshall 23,032.00 9,023.00 39.18% 573.00 2.49% 5,899.00 25.61% 

Hayes 0.00       

Hayes LFI 674.00 52.00 7.72% 0.00 0.00% 16.00 2.37% 

CSA 13,023.00 7,588.25 58.27% 571.50 4.39% 3,890.75 29.88% 

Totals 168,581.00 43,185.25 25.62% 2,814.00 1.67% 29,209.75 17.33% 

* Does not include repairs managed by CMSD or Shuler project; Euclid Park data under review 
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CMSD Workforce Participation, March 31, 2013 
*    

 
Total 
Hrs 

Minority 
Hours Female Hours CMSD Resident 

Other projects        

Administration Bldg. 4,169.50 118.50 2.84% 19.00 0.46% 103.50 2.48% 

Alex. Hamilton Demo 5315.5 3015.75 56.74% 0.00 0.00% 1,881.50 35.40% 

Collinwood  15,781.00 1,422.00 9.01% 659.00 4.18% 2,058.50 13.04% 

Facelift 32,520.50 17,211.00 52.92% 4,099.00 12.60% 19,159.50 58.92% 

John Raper FERP 400.50 233.00 58.18% 0.00 0.00% 13.00 3.25% 

McKinley FERP 386.75 214.50 55.46% 0.00 0.00% 0.00 0.00% 

Alfred Benesch 2,830.00 1,159.50 40.97% 107.00 3.78% 1,086.50 38.39% 

Bratenahl 9,270.25 1,198.50 12.93% 675.50 7.29% 1,750.25 18.88% 

Giddings 980.00 366.50 37.40% 0.00 0.00% 201.50 20.56% 

WSD 2008 4,846.00 1,151.00 23.75% 95.00 1.96% 1,615.00 33.33% 

WSD 2009 A.B. Hart 3,528.55 2,611.55 74.01% 0.00 0.00% 2,611.55 74.01% 

WSD 2009 Almira 133.50 0.00 0.00% 0.00 0.00% 69.50 52.06% 

WSD 2009 Davis 4,288.00 2,413.25 56.28% 440.50 10.27% 1,591.00 37.10% 

WSD 2009 Pasteur 1,141.00 20.00 1.75% 0.00 0.00% 0.00 0.00% 

WSD 2009 W. Wright 11,437.50 1,765.00 15.43% 668.50 5.84% 2,319.50 20.28% 

WSD 2009 M. Spellacy 6,109.75 4,349.75 71.19% 239.50 3.92% 3,173.00 51.93% 

WSD 2009 MLK 535.50 42.00 7.84% 0.00 0.00% 0.00 0.00% 

WSD 2009 P. Dunbar 812.50 0.00 0.00% 0.00 0.00% 380.50 46.83% 

WSD 2009 Lincoln-West 1,488.50 43.00 2.89% 0.00 0.00% 142.00 9.54% 

WSD 2010 G. Morgan 3,562.75 265.50 7.45% 102.00 2.86% 351.00 9.85% 

WSD 2010 Wash. Park 1,403.00 39.00 2.78% 3.25 0.23% 55.50 3.96% 

WSD 2010 Ginn Acad 5,887.25 1,766.00 30.00% 0.00 0.00% 1,050.25 17.84% 

WSD 2010/11/12 Glenville 8,579.50 3,120.25 36.37% 448.00 5.22% 3,784.50 44.11% 

WSD 2010/11/12 E. Tech 6,405.00 841.00 13.13% 90.00 1.41% 1,258.00 19.64% 

WSD 2010 W. Young 2,441.50 490.50 20.09% 0.00 0.00% 298.00 12.21% 

WSD 2011/12/13 JFK 6,161.00 2,273.00 36.89% 295.00 4.79% 1,734.00 28.14% 

WSD 2011/12 N. Baker 2,821.12 474.50 16.82% 124.00 4.40% 629.50 22.31% 

Hayes New Tech 2011/12 3,487.00 1,763.00 50.56% 192.50 5.52% 1,572.50 45.10% 

Mound Properties 1300.25 391.5 30.11% 0.00 0.00% 462 35.53% 

C. Mooney 3,124.00 708.00 22.66% 45.00 1.44% 313.00 10.02% 

Totals  151,147.17 49,467.05 32.73% 8,302.75 5.49% 49,664.55 32.86% 

* Does not include repair/improvement projects managed by CMSD    

 

 


