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OFFICE OF THE COUNCIL AUDITOR
Suite 200, St. James Building

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

January 31, 2006

Report No. 612
Honorable Members of the City Council
City of Jacksonville

INTRODUCTION

In 2000, the Better Jacksonville Plan was approvigd a budget of $2.25 billion for a
comprehensive growth management strategy that geeviroad and infrastructure
improvements, environmental preservation and tadggtonomic development, and new and
improved public facilities. The Plan is funded thgh a half-percent sales tax and by
leveraging existing revenue sources. Includedemitw and improved public facilities are
library branch improvements and a new main libdewwntown for a total original budget of
$150 million.

The three major contracts for the constructionhef mnew main library include Auchter,
Elkins, Lodestar, and Parris (AELP) as the Conswmadvianager, Heery International as the
Program Manager and Robert A. Stern as the Ardhitec

STATEMENT OF OBJECTIVES
The objectives of the audit were as follows:

1) To determine whether AELP, Heery International, &abert A. Stern and their
subcontractors were paid in accordance with thegef the contracts; including
whether documentation supported the payments.

2) To determine that the Amendments for the contrdesveen AELP, Heery
International, and Robert A. Stern were properlpraped and executed in
accordance with the contracts.
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AUDIT CONCLUSIONS

1) Payments made to AELP, Heery International, andelRoA. Stern were not in

accordance with the contract nor were they all adegly supported. Inappropriate
reimbursements and reimbursements exceeding altmsamere noted.

2) Amendments to the AELP contracts were not apprevedexecuted in accordance

with the contract. Payments were made prior to@m of amendments. For Heery
International and Robert A. Stern, we were unablddtermine compliance with
those contracts because of insufficient documentati

SIGNIFICANT FINDINGS

Discrepancies between contract language and theacoexhibits.

Policies and procedures for contract payment reweve vague and not descriptive.
Payment applications with supporting documentatrere not properly reviewed by
the City to determine the accuracy and appropresgiof the payment requests.
The Program Manager’s (Heery International, Inevjew of the payment requests
from AELP resulted in memos advising the City tokenpartial payments. There
were only five (5) out of the twelve (12) instanagken the City followed the
Program Manager’s advice.

There is no way to verify that the total for SDBE®ccurate.

Payments were made before amendments were approved.



OFFICE OF THE COUNCIL AUDITOR
Suite 200, St. James Building

January 31, 2006

Report No. 612
Honorable Members of the City Council
City of Jacksonville

INTRODUCTION

Pursuant to Section 5.10 of the Charter of the @fityacksonville and Chapter 102 of the
Jacksonville Municipal Code, we conducted an aoidihe Better Jacksonville Plan Main
Library Project, which included contract compliabetween Auchter, Elkin, Lodestar, and
Parris (AELP), Heery International, and Robert fer§ and the City of Jacksonville, review
of the request for payments from the contractons] approval of amendments to the
contracts and present this report thereon.

In 2000, the Better Jacksonville Plan was approvigd a budget of $2.25 billion for a
comprehensive growth management strategy that geeviroad and infrastructure
improvements, environmental preservation and tadggtonomic development, and new and
improved public facilities. The Plan is funded thgh a half-percent sales tax and by
leveraging existing revenue sources. Includedemitw and improved public facilities are
library branch improvements and a new main libdewwntown for a total original budget of
$150 million.

For a budget of $55 million the City was to buiixlsew branch libraries and expand and/or
renovate twelve branch libraries. A new main lignamas to be built with a budget of $95
million. As of October 24, 2005, the budget for treav main library was $94,462,395. The
amount that has been expended as of October 28 y280$86,657,648 with an encumbered
amount of $6,665,155 for a remaining balance 0134,591. Additional funding of $6.3
million and $970,000 was approved by the City CduncOctober 2005 and November
2005, respectively, bringing the total constructiarget for the new main library to $101
million.

The three major contracts for the constructionhef mnew main library include Auchter,
Elkins, Lodestar, and Parris (AELP) as the Conswmadvianager, Heery International as the
Program Manager and Robert A. Stern as the Ardhitec

The total contract amount along with the amendmastsf October 2005 for AELP was
$68,486,856. The construction amount of the cohtweas $59,579,054. That amount
included a Stated Budget Ceiling of $40,779,054] arCity Direct Purchase amount of
$18,800,000. The contract also included $8,907@9fhe Construction Manager’'s Fee
which is not included in the construction amouitite Tontract with AELP for Construction
Management Services has both “lump sum” comporamsallowance” components with
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changes in work to be based on actual costs, witmawk up for Field Support costs and
Reimbursable costs. Manager’'s Fee on changes ik witirbe priced in accordance with
rates provided in Exhibits to the contract.

The total contract amount along with the amendmaestf October 2005 for Heery
International was $10,389,580 for Program Managémsenvices. These services included
the overseeing of the design and construction ¢peed by others) of the new main library
and the other branches. One of their responsdslitias to review and approve payments to
others on behalf of the City. Based on the conleatjuage, the Heery contract payments
were to be based on actual costs up to a maximuouanm three areas — Initial Program
Management Services, Reimbursable MiscellaneoutssCarsd Out-of-Town Travel.

The total contract amount, including the amendmastsf October 2005 for Robert A. Stern
was $7,111,440. Compensation to the architechgerdntract language was to be based on
a fee and reimbursables with a maximum indebtedioetbe City. However, based on the
Exhibit to the contract, the contract fee was cassal of lump sum amounts.

JAXTRACS

In fiscal year 2001 the City of Jacksonville purebé a Project Management Software
System known as JaxTracs. The purpose of themsygées to centralize the management of
data, standardize data formats, retrieve data fastek multiple projects simultaneously and
be aware of project changes, funding and scheduliRgolog and Prima Vera (P3) are the
sub-systems under JaxTracs that were to be utifimthging the Better Jacksonville Plan
projects. Prolog is the financial management taad 3 was to be used for project
scheduling. The two systems, including the webapelication, cost approximately
$329,966. This system was never fully implementé reports are printed out and placed
in a notebook, but the information is not used akencritical decisions. Management has
not required the use of the JaxTracs system amatdmate City employees have not been
willing to learn and use the system. Based on euew of the Prolog sub-system and its
reconciliation to the City’'s FAMIS accounting systefor purposes of this audit we relied on
the figures presented in the Prolog System.

STATEMENT OF OBJECTIVES
The objectives of the audit were as follows:

1) To determine whether AELP, Heery International, &abert A. Stern and their
subcontractors were paid in accordance with thegef the contracts; including
whether documentation supported the payments.

2) To determine that the Amendments for the contrdetveen AELP, Heery
International, and Robert A. Stern were properlyraped and executed in
accordance with the contracts.



STATEMENT OF SCOPE

The audit period for detailed testing of paymen&ieto AELP, Heery International, and
Robert A. Stern was August 1, 2001 through Mar@085. The scope of the audit included
all payments made to the contractors and the s=vareived per the agreements with the
City of Jacksonville for the construction of theckisonville Main Library and Parking
Garage.

STATEMENT OF METHODOL OGY

We reviewed the agreements between AELP, Heeryniatienal and Robert A. Stern and
the City of Jacksonville. We obtained and perforraadgnalysis on requests for payments
including such items as cost detailed reports,glaggcords and subcontractor agreements
that related to various invoices exhibited in tbatcacts.

For Objective 1, testing included selecting a sagblpay requests from each of the three
contractors. We only reviewed the requests for matrfor AELP and Heery International
since the budgeted reimbursable amounts were awaallce amount or an amount not to
exceed. We did not review Robert A. Stern pay retgudue to the fact that the contract
exhibit was comprised of lump sum amounts. We @s@wed the monthly SDBE (Small
Disadvantaged Business Enterprise) Reports sulohwite each of the sample selection pay
requests for AELP and all pay requests for Heetgrirational and Robert A. Stern to
determine if the SDBEs were paid within the corted@mounts.

For Objective 2, in order to determine whether gasnin the project were authorized by an
amendment signed by the City before the changamjlemented, we compared the AIA
Continuation Sheets to the corresponding amendameiioted any changes to the budget or
the balance to finish for the AELP contract. Weaewanable to determine whether work was
performed before an amendment was approved foryHigrnational and Robert A. Stern
based on documentation submitted with the reqdestgyment. Heery International and
Robert A. Stern were not required to submit AIA Gouation Sheets since they were not
performing the construction of the main library.

STATEMENT OF AUDITING STANDARDS

We conducted our audit in accordance with generaflgepted government auditing
standards issued by the Comptroller General obthited States. Those standards require
that we plan and perform the audit to afford a @eable basis for our judgements and
conclusions regarding the organization, programii or function under audit. This audit
also included an assessment of applicable manageroetrols and compliance with
requirements of laws and regulations when necessaatisfy audit objectives. We believe
that our audit provides a reasonable basis foconclusions.

AUDITEE RESPONSES

Responses from the auditee have been inserted #igerrespective finding and
recommendation and aitalicized We received these responses from the Interiradr
of Public Works, E. T. Hall in a memorandum datgaiA6, 2006.




AUDIT CONCLUSIONS
1) Payments made to AELP, Heery International, andelRof. Stern were not in

accordance with the contract nor were they all adegly supported. Inappropriate

reimbursements and reimbursements exceeding altmsamere noted.
We, in good faith, believe that most payments bhaea made in accordance
with the three (3) contracts associated with thigggct. Although there have
been some documentation and supporting back-upieleties, no payment
approvals ever exceeded the executed total cortracunt. However, we
also believe that these deficiencies should bemdited in the future.

2) Amendments to the AELP contracts were not apprevedexecuted in accordance
with the contract. Payments were made prior to@m of amendments. For Heery
International and Robert A. Stern, we were unablddtermine compliance with
those contracts because of insufficient documentati

We believe that the AELP contract and subsequergndments were
approved and executed in accordance with the megmnponents of the
contract but agree that there were some comportbatswere neglected.
However, although not excusable, the neglected ooems were solely
associated with the project management effortdoce delays on the project
and keep the contractor progressing.

OVERALL FINDINGS

Finding #1 Contract L anguage

A review of the contracts between the City and ¢batractors revealed discrepancies
between contract language and contract exhibiegifgally in the area of compensation.
Whereas the contract language may address commensaised on specific rates, the
attached exhibits to the contract refer to “lumm$@amounts. The conflicting language
between the contract payment terms and the exhdylisced the City's ability to control
contract costs or to quantify services delivereth&oCity. Another discrepancy is between
the stated amounts within the contract documendstla® amounts in the exhibits. This
conflicting language and the fact that the languaglee Exhibit supercedes the language in
the body of the contract, the City has been sulbpepbtential cost that may not have been
the original intent of the parties drafting andesgng to the contract.

Recommendation to Finding #1

We recommend the Public Works Department requesttkie City’'s General Counsel’'s
Office become more proactive in the drafting andew of all City contracts to insure that
all contractual exhibits and attachments are cterdisvith the language of the contract and
serves the best interest of the City. In ordeffecévely defend the City's contractual rights,
the legal expertise of the General Counsel shaulgskd to improve, standardize, and clarify
contract terms that are less ambiguous and spetitieir terms and payment calculations.
We also recommend that the contracts give the @ipntifiable services for payments
rendered against the projects. We further recondniigait either the American Institute of




Architects (AlA) standard contracts be utilizedagpropriate, or be used as a format to
ensure all terms and conditions are addressed.

PUBLIC WORKS RESPONSE TO FINDING #1

We agree that there is conflicting language in tlo@tract and exhibits concerning the
interpretation of whether this is a “lump sum” ouhit cost” type contract. However, it was
always our intent for all three of the contracts® "lump sum"™.

We also agree that the Office of General Couns@@Pshould "become more proactive in
the drafting and review of all City contracts tosure that all contractual exhibits and
attachments are consistent with the language ofdiméract”. Furthermore, we are happy
to report that OGC is already actively involvedhe preparation of Public Works contracts.

Finding #2 Policies and Procedures

After reviewing the Better Jacksonville Plan Diwisis policies and procedures for contract
management, it was determined that policies andgolures related to the payment review
process for the Contract Specialist and the Citjdet Managers’ responsibilities were
vague and not descriptive of actual procedurestimlbowed.

Recommendation to Finding #2

We recommend that the BJP Division revise the otipelicies and procedures for the City
Project Managers and the Contract Specialist toldseriptive and clear and to advise
employees to follow the policies and proceduresrtifermore, administration needs to
review the responsibilities of the Contract Spesiand City Project Managers to determine
if there is adequate staff.

PUBLI1C WORKS RESPONSE TO FINDING #2

Public Works understands the determination that ffe&yment review procedure
responsibilities for the Contract Specialist andyd?roject Managers were “vague and non
descriptive”. This was never the intent of our gess and we agree that the more detailed
and clear the process is defined, the more comgiated complete this process will function.

Consequently, we will completely review and evaltla¢ current payment review policies
and procedures in an effort to bring more claritydadetail to the process. To ensure the
most effective procedural improvements, we woultiaicdy appreciate any specific
modification recommendations from your Office.

AUDIT OBJECTIVE #1

In order to determine if AELP, Heery Internationahd Robert A. Stern and their
subcontractors were paid in accordance with thegesf their contracts and whether the
documentation submitted to the City supported thgments, we reviewed requests for
payments submitted by the contractors.




Finding #3 City Review of Payment Reguests

Payment applications with supporting documentatiere not properly reviewed by the City
to determine the accuracy and appropriateness efpdyment requests resulting in
overpayments, underpayments, payments for disatlogests, and payments for items
lacking sufficient documentation. Although the doNalue of these errors in the payments
tested were immaterial to the total cost of thgqmtpthe potential cost of errors amongst the
payments not tested could be much greater. Irtiaddthe errors are indicative of the lack
of proper review of payment requests.

Heery Contract (Program Manager)

Within the contract documents for Amendment #lhefldeery contract, Exhibit G-1 lists
out the items that are allowable for reimburseménére were some reimbursements from
the City to Heery that appeared to be inappropgafenses according to the contract. We
reviewed nine (9) pay requests, which includeda wf 215 vendor invoices.

Out of 215 invoices, we found the following:

Number of Per centage Finding Dollar Value
I nstances of Instances
10 5% Inappropriate for reimbursement per $1,671
the Contract
20 9% Insufficient supporting $64,505
documentation
36 16.7% Charged to the wrong reimbursable $20,737
category (i.e. Travel reimbursements
were charged to Printing and
Reproduction)
9 4% Date of the invoice was more than 3 $4,556
to 13 months prior to the periad
being billed

Due to the number of reimbursements for travelparéormed additional testing. Included in

the 215 invoices were 72 travel reimbursements luthv32, or 44%, of the requested

reimbursements appeared to be inappropriate. Fangbe, one person in travel mode was
claiming three dinners due to the fact that thispe took two other people to dinner. As
stated in the contract travel expenses shall ben@ised according to the City’s Ordinance
Code.

AELP Contract (Construction Manager)
Exhibit H of the contract between the City and AEliétermines what is appropriate for
reimbursement. We reviewed nine (9) pay requestsititluded a total of 470 vendor
invoices submitted for reimbursement.



Out of 470 vendor invoices, we found the following:

Number of Per centage Finding Dollar Value
I nstances of Instances
37 8% In appropriate for reimbursement per $10,446
the Contract
77 16% Insufficient supporting $139,681
documentation

We also reviewed 92 subcontractor AIA documentschvis the supporting documentation

for the site work payments made to AELP. The witek portion of the payments also

included 153 supplier invoices, which are not regghito submit AIA documents, and cost
detail reports for labor. Of the 153 supplier iroas observed, 12 or 8% were insufficient to
support payment and totaled $175,773.

Out of 92 subcontractor AIA documents, we foundftil®wing

Number of Per centage Finding

I nstances
13 14% Payment requests were not notarjzed
52 56% Lien releases were not provided

In addition, there were eight (8) instances whergnent was being requested for stored
materials, none of which had invoices or back ugudzentation.

Reimbursements made to AELP exceeded the allonaamoent of $1,288,004 by a total of
$48,889. Although the dollar values associated thiise findings are immaterial, they are
indicative of the lack of adequate review of payuests.

Robert A. Stern Contract (Architect)
Detailed testing of payment requests was not padrbecause according to the contract
exhibits in the Robert A. Stern contract, the cacttivas comprised of lump sum amounts.

Recommendation to Finding #3

We recommend that the City review all pay requesensure all requests have sufficient
documentation, are appropriate for reimbursemdrdarged to the appropriate budgeted
reimbursable category based on the contract dodgnaerd that the date of the invoice
coincides with the period of the request.

PUBLIC WORKS RESPONSE TO FINDING #3

Public Works does not disagree with the findingg Home payment applications contained
inconsistencies with reimbursement items. Althauglgree that this is not appropriate, it
is our belief that this occurred with the sole posp of reducing further project delays.
Furthermore, at no time were payments approveddketeded the City’s overall contract



limit. Concerning the specific instances provided, have the following comments;

Heery Contract

The “Inappropriate for reimbursement” instances,osid have been returned and not
approved until such time as adequate support ferekpense had been produced. At that
time, an appropriate Contract Amendment should Hsaen executed and then payment
made. The “Insufficient supporting documentatishbuld have been cleared up at the time
of payment review. Itis believed that these ice®ivere appropriate and they just required
adequate documentation that, if requested, wouke kalidated the expense. The “Charged
to the wrong reimbursable category” was the resilfrying to reduce additional delays to
the contract. Although it is understood that tipp@priate procedure would have been to
execute a Contract Amendment, the project managet@@m inappropriately made the
decision to proceed without appropriate approvahe “Date of the invoice was more than
3 to 13 months prior to the period being billed”imappropriate and is a hardship on the
consultant. However, on many occasions the orlgmeoice is not complete or a dispute
with the City Project Manager and the consultantges approval for payment. Although
the appropriate manner to address such issuesrstton the payment application unpaid
with documentation, the City did not suffer anyficial penalty for this action.

AELP Contract

The “Inappropriate for reimbursement” instances,oslid have been returned and not
approved until such time as adequate support ferekpense had been produced. At that
time, an appropriate Contract Amendment should Heeen executed and then payment
made. The “Insufficient supporting documentatishbuld have been cleared up at the time
of payment review. It is believed that these ice®iwere appropriate they just required
adequate documentation that, if requested, wouke kalidated the expense. The “Payment
requests were not notarized” and “Lien releaseseveot provided” items associated with
Subcontractor documents is unacceptable. Thesew@tant procedural deficiencies that
we will address in the future.

Robert A. Stern Contract
The contract was lump sum that was defined by peSobServices. There were, however,
several reimbursable components to the contract.

Further, we agree with the recommendation and ustded the need to ensure/validate
adequate pay requests’ documentation and that éneyappropriately addressed by the
contract. Itis, however, our belief that any dglient activities were directly associated
with the sole desire to reduce project’s delays mmade the design/construction forward as
effectively as possible. Additionally, no paymevese ever authorized beyond the City’s
overall contractual indebtedness. Nonethelessgamgnize the issues addressed herewith,
their importance to the proper execution of Citynicacts and will ensure that the
recommendations are implemented.



Finding #4 Program Manager (Heery) Review of Payments

The Program Manager’s review of the payment reguiesm AELP resulted in memos
advising the City to make partial payments due ELR’'s omission of certain required
information with their pay requests. Twelve (12}lué 26 requests for payment or 46% had
memos suggesting a reduction in payment. Thesatgdested reductions were $1,360,790.
Out of the twelve (12) memos, only five (5) or 42¥the recommended reductions were
withheld from the payments for a total of $694,688e suggested reductions were due to
AELP not satisfying contractual responsibilitieacluding not posting the budget to
JAXTRACS, not providing a Construction Market Ar&gy not providing a Quality Control
Program or not providing a detailed Constructiohesiule. Per the contract between AELP
and the City, there are certain reports requirdaetsubmitted with each payment request.
Other suggested reductions were due to line iteatsstere indicating they were over 100%
complete. There were also concerns about work h@nigrmed under change orders that
were not formally approved and were being funded temporary reduction of contingency
funds. Article 10 of the contract states “all chasgn the project must be authorized by an
amendment signed by the City before the changaptemented and/or work performed.”

Recommendation to Finding #4

Whenever the City contracts for Program Managerices that include their review and
approval of payment requests from other contracttie City should support the
recommendations of the Program Manager unless itlgec&h document reasons for not
doing so. If the City cannot rely on the review aedommendations of the Program
Manager, the services of that Program Manager diiaderminated. Furthermore, when the
City enters into a contract that contains certaintiactor obligations, then the City should
enforce the requirements of the contract.

PUBLIC WORKS RESPONSE TO FINDING #4

Public Works does not disagree with the findingat tthe City’s Program Manager
suggested payment reductions concerning the CdottadAELP) payment applications
that were not followed by the City’s Project Managé is very important to understand
that the Program Manager’'s “suggested” changes wileen under advisement by the
City’s Project Manager and we believe the paymerse made in the best interest of the
City to keep from adversely impacting the projeéithough the Program Manager’'s
suggestions were valid, the City Project Managgudgment differed in only 5 of 26
requests for payment (as they were in agreemehtttét other 21 requests).

Public Works doesn’t disagree that “work being penied under change orders that were
not formally approved and were being funded byrap@rary reduction of contingency
funds” occurred. However, the intent associatethwtinis activity was solely to reduce
project delays. In each of these cases, the Cotara progress would have been adversely
impacted by not proceeding and this process wasnibst effective way to proceed.
Nonetheless, it is understood that this procedwas mot in accordance with the contractual
requirements and is not acceptable.

Additionally, Public Works agrees that the City’sofect Manager should support the
recommendations of the Program Manager and shoattebdocument reasons for not



doing so. However, we respectfully do not agregjtist by rejecting Program Manager’'s
recommendation on 5 of 26 instances, there is ed fa@ their services. The City’s Project
Manager relies upon the Program Manager to perfemgmificant documentation and detalil
associated with the project’s contractual managernediort, he/she must then utilize their
recommendations, and other factors, to make a mecibat is in the best interest of the
City. The Program Manager’s input is one large pament to a final decision but not the
only component.

Public works agrees with the recommendation to reefall requirements of an executed
contract. We do believe, however, that there neag heed to modify some of the current
contractual language to better accommodate spewtfitstruction projects. We will discuss
this with City construction contract experts witlire Office of General Counsel.

Finding #5 Small Disadvantaged Business Enterprise (SDBE) Reports

The amounts listed on the SDBE Reports are untelidabwo totals are listed on the report,
one is titled SDBEs and the other is titled Non-&3BThe amounts listed for SDBEs are
actually included in the non-SDBE totals. The pagmesquests submitted by the
subcontractors do not include supporting documimtdtom their subcontractor/SDBES
that performed the work. Therefore there is no veayerify that the total for SDBEs is
accurate. Also, according to documentation praviole the Equal Business Opportunity
Office, 14 out of 69 subcontractors were not appddSDBESs. According to Exhibit C of the
contract between the City and AELIRIBES participating on City Projects must be cestifi
as an MBE with the City’s Equal Business Opporiuditfice or the State of Florida’s Office
of Supplier Diversity.”

Recommendation to Finding #5

We recommend that the SDBE Reports include guigelio ensure accurate completion. We
also recommend that SDBESs participating on a Giyelet be verified to make sure that they
are certified as an SDBE with the Equal Businegsa@ipnity Office or the State of Florida’'s
Office of Supplier Diversity according to contraldicuments.

PUBLIC WORKS RESPONSE TO FINDING #5

Public Works agrees that the SDBE Reports wereowipletely reliable and some of the
payment requests were deficient of supporting dectaion. Consequently, we have since
worked closely with the City’s SDBE office to mpaifir reporting process. This modified
reporting process better validates SDBE participaton a monthly basis.

AUDIT OBJECTIVE #2

Our second objective was to determine that the dments for the three major contracts for
the construction of the Main Library with the CitiyJacksonville are properly approved and
executed in accordance with the contracts.
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Finding #6 AEL P Amendments

For amendment #2, payments were made resultinggative line item balances (i.e. over

budget) before the approval of the amendment. Amends #4 through #12 added dollars to
change the bottom line of the contract rather #itating to each line item in the Schedule
of Values. The Schedule of Values on the AIA paynagplications were changed based on
negative values or needed changes to reflect wodifroations; however, the total changes

to the Schedule of Values did not always equatdted value of the amendment.

Recommendation to Finding #6

We recommend that payments not be made for iterasdess of budgeted amounts before
an amendment is approved. In accordance with Artl€l of the contract, amendments
should be approved only for changes in the scopgeofvork and not just to cover cost

overruns. Amendments should be allocated to eaehitem on the Schedule of Values

rather than a change to the bottom line.

PUBLIC WORKS RESPONSE TO FINDING #6

Public Works agrees with the construction Amendm#gdtthrough #12 added contract
value to the “bottom line of the contract rathemathallocating to each line item in the
Schedule of Values”. However, as this contract wasump Sum type document, the
contractual effect of these Amendments were notedsd with the Schedule of Values, they
were directly related to the total value.

Nonetheless, we understand the recommendationagnee that no payments should be
authorized that exceed contractual amounts. Canogrchanges in construction scope, it
should be noted that changes in the scope canda@uantity overruns that are attributable
to design modifications and/or omissions. Thepedyof “overruns” are a justifiable
contract increase. Lastly, we will work to enstiat future Contract Amendments are
reflected throughout the project’s Schedule of ¥alas recommended.

Respectfully submitted,
Kirk A. Sherman
Kirk A Sherman, CPA
Council Auditor
Audit Performed by:
Heather Norsworthy

Sonia Summerford
Barbara Paez
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