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The court found that “the djs-
trict decided to declare an emer-

gency and procure the construc- :

tion of these three middle schools
using the Smergency exception to
competitive sealed bidding ro~

qmrements

To justify the use of the emer- |

- gency exception, the district ar- *

gued “These three mxddle
schools were needed to alleviate :
critical overcrowding conditions
in cettain existing middle
schools.”

The court.found that the over-
crowding situation at the schools
did not arise suddenly. “The dis-

* triet bad articulated the need for .
the.f!e schools as early as 1993,
seven years bcfore the 1999 open- |
ing... The factual record shows a :
clear lack of immediacy and syd--

demmess.

“The court finds that the facts -

presented clearly show that the

‘digtrict was not faced with an’

_emergency, and furthe:more that
-the distriet knew it was not faced
with an emergency. Therefore, the
use of the emergency exception to
avoid the normal procurement
process was an invalid and ilte-
gal use of the emergency excep-
tion,” the court concluded.
8loan was represented in the
case by the Carpiénter Law Firm.



