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Background and Introduction

In 2006, City of Sarasota residents approved a bond referendum for $50 million to finance a new
Sarasota Police Department (SPD) headquarters building. In 2007, the City issued General Obligation
Bonds in the amount of $46,305,000 to fund the design and construction of the building, which would
replace the current police headquarters.

The new building went through two design iterations. The original design was a four-story building
that included shared parking with Sarasota County in a connecting parking garage. However, due to
timing uncertainty of the availability of nearby parking facilities, the building was redesigned as a
slimmer, six-story building that would include parking on the three bottom floors of the building. The
slimmer structure required the Architect to redesign the building in order to better recognize operational
efficiencies. The end result is a building that is approximately 100,000 square feet, includes about 200
parking spaces for police department staff, provides a community meeting room for citizens, and is
expected to act as the City’s Emergency Operations Center in the future.

In order to design, build, and manage this construction project, the City of Sarasota let three major
contracts to an Architect, a Construction Manager, and an Owner’s Representative.

Contract costs for the main three vendors were as follows as of the end of audit testing (October 29, 2010):

Owner’s Representative: Project Development International (PDI)

Original Contract S 570,000.00
Amendment 1- (LEED certification services) S 309,500.00
$
$

Change Order'- (Unspecified additional services) 75,300.00
Total Adjusted Contract Price

(includes change orders executed as of 10/29/10)

Total % Change from Original Contract Price 68%

954,800.00

Architect: Architects Design Group (ADG)

Original Contract $ 2,810,675.00

Amendment 1- (Integrate three levels of parking,; update to schematic design) S 450,724.00
Amendment 2- (Design changes for curtain wall; include fiber optics and timeclocks) S 13,022.00
$
$
$

Amendment 3- (Modifications to add shell spaces) 25,500.00

Amendment 4°- (Lobby and gym redesign; modifications to security; additional storage closets) 35,160.00
Total Adjusted Contract Price

(includes change orders executed as of 10/29/10)

Total % Change from Original Contract Price 19%

3,335,081.00

Construction Manager: Kraft Construction Company

Original Contract $ 150,000.00

Amendment 1- GMP (for purposes of % change calculation, this is being totaled with the
original contract amount)

Total Deductive Change Orders (direct purchase of materials) S (7,238,548.84)

Total Increase Change Orders (changes in work) S 1,046,977.77

Total Adjusted Contract Price
(includes change orders executed as of 10/29/10)
Total % Change from Original Contract Price (18%)

$ 33,677,129.00

$ 27,635,557.93

! This change order extended scope of services and granted a time extension. It is the auditor’s opinion that this should have been
approved by the City Commission as a contract amendment.

2 Amendment 4 to the Architect’s contract was not appropriately approved by the City Commission as it did not appear on the City
Commission Meeting Agenda for approval. See Exhibit B for more information.
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In addition to the three major contracts the total project included other costs including demolition of the
current building, purchase of land, purchase of furniture, etc.

Ground breaking for the new building was on October 10, 2008 and the Certificate of Occupancy was
issued July 29, 2010.

Purpose

This audit was performed to ensure that appropriate internal controls were in place for contract
management oversight for the new SPD headquarters building. This audit was not originally included
as part of Internal Audit’s 2010-2012 Audit Schedule; however, due to the high-risk nature of
construction projects and because it is one of the most expensive capital projects undertaken by the City
in years, Internal Audit amended the schedule to include this audit.

Scope

This was an audit of contract oversight operations which included a review of construction and design
contracts pertaining to the SPD headquarters building, change orders and supporting documents,
applicable City ordinances, project management documents and reports, and invoice and payment
documents. The auditor also interviewed several individuals involved in the project. The period
audited was November 1, 2006 to October 29, 2010.

In order to avoid duplication of efforts, the auditor performed limited testing of accuracy of financial
documents as the Owner’s Representative was contracted to perform a financial project cost audit of all
expenses, including invoices provided by subcontractors. The project cost audit report was not yet
available for the auditor to review as of the end of audit testing.

Audit Objective

This audit focused on the following objective:

Determine whether contract management oversight controls were in place and functioning as intended
pertaining to the SPD headquarters building construction/design, specifically related to:

I.  Contract Administration and Monitoring

Il.  Change Management Processes
1. Appropriate Personnel for Project Management
IV. Invoice Review and Approval Processes

Audit Standards

The auditor conducted this audit in accordance with generally accepted government auditing standards.
Those standards require that the auditor plan and perform the audit to provide a reasonable basis for
findings and conclusions based on audit objectives. The auditor believes that the evidence obtained
provides a reasonable basis for findings and conclusions based on the audit objectives.

The Internal Audit Division plans on having a peer review within the next two years by the Institute of
Internal Auditors (I1A). While the Internal Audit Division strives to follow the guidance included in the
I1A’s International Professional Practices Framework, the Standards do not allow the department to
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note that the department is in accordance with 1A Standards until the peer review indicates such
compliance.

Testing Methodology
To achieve the audit objective, the auditor:

e Reviewed the City’s contracts and contract amendments with the Architect, Construction
Manager, and Owner’s Representative.

e Interviewed various project team members to obtain information concerning roles and
responsibilities during the project and controls associated with contract oversight.

e Reviewed the project oversight structure, monitoring and communication processes, and tools
utilized by the Project Manager to ensure that project progress was adequately tracked and
overseen.

e Analyzed relevant reports, project schedules, and other project documents, and reviewed change
orders and invoices to determine process flow and compliance with City rules and regulations
and contract specifications.

e |dentified and assessed key controls over contract oversight including those related to
monitoring processes, approval processes, change management, and payment processes.

e Reviewed personnel gualifications for the City’s Project Manager to ensure adequate expertise
and knowledge and interviewed members of SPD to ensure that, as end-users, their needs and
resource requirements were taken into consideration.



Audit Conclusions

Statements on the status of each audit objective component are noted below. Relevant exceptions to
compliance and effective contract administration are noted in the Audit Observations and
Recommendations section of this report.

Ratings were applied to each component of the audit objective to provide management with an
indication of the auditor’s opinion of controls for each at the time of the audit. Definitions are as
follows:

Auditor Rating Rating Definition

Project management is clearly defined, organized, monitored, and controlled to meet project objectives. Good
practices have been identified to utilize in other projects.

Defined project management process is in place and the project scope is in line with objectives. Project meets

Satisfactory time and budget constraints and project team member skills match the project needs.

Basic project management processes are in place so that the project objectives are met. Time and budget

Adequate/ Fair constraints are mostly adhered to, but there may be some minor exceptions. Project team members have skills

to advance the project so that project results are generally in line with objectives.

Project management processes may be defined, but are not properly applied or followed. Project scope is not in

Weak line with project objectives. Project team members do not possess adequate skills, which may result in poor

organization, time delays, and cost overruns.

There are no defined project management processes for planning, organizing, monitoring, or controlling the
project. Time delays and/or cost overruns are excessive. The project team members do not have any skills
related to the project. Project does not meet its intended objectives.

Internal Audit determined through fieldwork and testing:

Contract Administration and Monitoring

There is evidence that some controls associated with contract administration and
monitoring were in place after a Project Manager was assigned to the project. There are
opportunities for improvement in this area, which may assist in managing future projects
of this type.

Controls associated with contract administration and monitoring were determined to be
adequate/ fair, as the City also hired an Owner’s Representative to perform some
administration functions.

The Project Manager lacked standard tools for contract oversight and did not document the
performance of the vendors; reliance for monitoring was placed upon the vendors to provide
information concerning project status, progress, and performance. However, there is evidence
to suggest that the Project Manager was diligent in his communications and correspondence to
resolve issues.



A review of the Construction Manager’s schedule and monthly reports revealed that the project
was on-time and met budget expectations throughout most of construction. Minor exceptions to
the Construction Manager’s June 8, 2010 schedule were noted at the end of the project:

e Substantial completion occurred nine days later than expected, and

e Final completion (includes a final payment to the Construction Manager) had not yet
occurred as of the end of audit testing (originally expected to occur on July 13, 2010).

Although the new building has opened to the public and SPD staff has relocated, a number of design
and functionality issues have surfaced since the time of opening which continue to be addressed by the
project team. Some cost estimates have been obtained from subcontractors to remedy these issues,
while costs are unknown for other issues. These issues have been included as part of this audit report as
there is a possibility that they will impact the final project cost. As of the end of audit testing,
significant issues included:

e Flat paint on walls- touching the walls results in scuff marks; attempts to clean scuff marks
resulted in paint removal; Owner’s Representative recommended repainting prior to moving
SPD staff into building. Estimated Cost to Resolve: $50,000

Scuff marks on paint Scuff marks on paint

e Sound from chillers exceeds that allowed by the City’s noise ordinance® (Exhibit D)-
complaints have been received from people on tennis courts across the street. Estimated Cost to
Resolve: $30,227

e Air ventilation issues- loud whistling noises echo through hallways; problems with doors not
closing properly which leads to breaches in security. Estimated Cost to Resolve: Unknown

o Electrical outlets, panic buttons, temperature controls- for prisoner safety, rooms should not be
used until these items are removed. Estimated Cost to Resolve: Unknown

Exposed panic button Exposed controls and sockets Upside-down and unsealed socket
in 1 floor holding room in 4™ floor interview room in 4™ floor interview room hallway

3 Chapter 20, Sarasota City Code. Specific reference to Section 20-5(b)(2), Sarasota City Code regarding sound regulations.
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Interview rooms were not designed to be completely soundproof- should be corrected before
rooms are used as the final SPD design review notes dated July 9, 2008 states that rooms must
be soundproof. Estimated Cost to Resolve: Unknown

Several issues with hot/cold water in building; toilet flushing issues; no water in dog kennels;
someone was injured in shower as a result of water container missing from at least one shower.
Estimated Cost to Resolve: Unknown

Significant roof leak in Chief’s Office noted after a rainstorm (estimated to be 3 feet by 3 feet)-
the building is expected to be used as the City’s Emergency Operations Center and was
supposedly built to withstand a Category 5 hurricane.

Slope in floor grading in Chief’s Administrative Assistant’s Office- file cabinets slope in
towards each other. Estimated Cost to Resolve: Unknown

Fuel tank is non-compliant with County standards- numerous major violations were noted
including plumbing leaks, missing valve parts, and a non-functioning alarm system.
Estimated Cost to Resolve: Unknown

4
GENERATOR FUEL/
TANK STORAGE

Non-compliant 7,500 gallon fuel tank

Change Management Processes

Controls associated with change management, specifically regarding approvals, were not
in place and functioning as intended during the time of the audit which resulted in non-
compliance with City purchasing rules.

Controls associated with the change management process for this project were determined
to be weak.

The auditor noted that change management procedures existed and were communicated to
project team members early in the project. The procedures laid out a process for initiating and
processing change orders and appropriately specified that City Commission approval was
needed for certain dollar thresholds. However, the change management process was
determined to be weak because the established approval/ authorization process was not
followed.

At the end of audit testing, there were a total of 53 change orders to the project. The majority of
the change orders were deductive, which had the effect of reducing the Construction Manager’s
total Guaranteed Maximum Price (GMP), due to the City’s direct purchase of materials.
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Six change orders that increased the Construction Manager’s contract amount are listed in the
table below. The cost and elapsed time for approvals for each of those change orders is noted.

Elapsed Time from

Change Change Date of Earliest Notice Date of City Notice to Proceed
Order Order Brief Description to Contractor to C ission A i until City
# Amount Proceed with Work ommission Approva Commission
Approval
46 $195,297.76 | Various changes to  building | April 23,2009 City Manager approved | 375 days until a
(electrical outlets, HVAC system, on 2/23/10, but this | portion of this
security changes, evidence lockers, should have been | change order was
etc) approved by City | presented to City
Commission. Appears a | Commission.
portion of this ($120k)
may have been presented
at the May 3, 2010
meeting.
49 $172,977.98 | Build out of shell spaces December 10, 2009 May 3, 2010* 144 days
50 $16,153 Modifications to room on sixth floor | May 26, 2010 May 3, 2010* N/A- evidence
to accommodate physical fitness suggests work
equipment in gym- electrical and appropriately
floor covering changes commenced after
approval.
51 $498,102.27 | Relocation of the  security/ | January 20, 2010 May 3, 2010* 103 days
reception desk and modifications to
the locker rooms (adding lockers)
52 $30,226.49 Install sound insulation panels on | N/A- work had not yet | Purchasing Manager | N/A
chillers to diminish elevated sound | occurred as of end of audit | indicated this was not
levels heard in areas adjoining the | testing included in the amount
new Police Headquarters building approved on May 3, 2010
and that this was
expected to go to the City
Commission in an
upcoming meeting.
53 $136,314 Substitution of Kalwall system to | December 10, 2009 | May 3, 2010* 144 days

Kawneer system

* The auditor was informed that the majority of the change orders in the table were approved through a combined request to the City
Commission in their regular meeting of May 3, 2010; the total approved change order amount was not-to-exceed $1,133,000. Staff
indicated to the auditor which change orders were approved May 3; the auditor was unable to independently confirm all of the
change orders that were included in the 51,133,000 approved total as staff was unable to provide documentation outlining the
itemized expenses that comprised this amount. See Exhibit C for more information.

Appropriate Personnel for Project Management

While the Project Manager has worked for the City of Sarasota for over 20 years and has
experience with other capital projects including the Mooring Field Project, his personnel file
lacked evidence of formal education and training for management of construction projects of
this type; during his tenure with the City, his area of expertise has been in storm water drainage
issues and related projects. Although he appeared to possess adequate knowledge of general
construction concepts as noted through discussions, it was less evident that he had the necessary
expertise to manage the vertical construction of a specialized law enforcement building.

The City may have benefitted from an additional level of oversight over the Project Manager,
especially for a project of this caliber, since the Project Manager was delegated authority over

4 Pursuant to Section 2-5(3)(c), Chapter 2, Sarasota City Code, all change orders that increase the contract amount by $200,000 or 10%
(whichever is less) must be approved by the City Commission. The Construction Manager’s original contract amount was $150,000.
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all final decisions relating to construction of the building (ie, oversight of the Project Manager
by a department director whose actions are, in turn, directly accountable to the City Manager).

Although some SPD staff members were appropriately solicited for input during the project,
during the design phase there was a noted over-reliance on law enforcement staff, who
admittedly have limited knowledge of construction, to convey the current and future needs of
the building on behalf of the City. Of course, participation and feedback from end-users for a
project of this scale is encouraged; however, end-users should not be expected to take on the
roles or responsibilities commensurate with a project manager. While a primary project liaison
was assigned to the project by the SPD at all times to communicate department needs, personnel
turnover resulted in a change to this liaison four times during the course of the project.

Controls associated with ensuring appropriate personnel had oversight of the project were
determined to be weak. Accountability can be improved on future projects through
defining an oversight organizational structure and clarifying roles and responsibilities of
all project participants.

IV. Invoice Review and Approval Processes

There were some controls over invoice and approval processes, but they were not designed
to effectively control the payment process.

Controls associated with the invoice review and approval process for this project were
determined to be weak.

Review of invoices and compliance with contract specifications- Some minor exceptions were
noted where invoices either did not adequately reflect rates allowed by contract specifications or
vendors did not provide sufficient supporting documentation to verify expenses.

Approval processes- The auditor was unable to find evidence that a formal payment process
flow was established, communicated to, and accepted by members of the City’s project team,
although an ad-hoc approval process was implemented by the Purchasing Division. Approvals
lacked integrity as some staff members indicated that they had no knowledge of the validity of
the expenditures, did not necessarily understand the document they were requested to sign, or
had no direct control over the project funds. The auditor noted some concerns as to whether
individuals authorizing payments were the most appropriate signatory authorities for
expenditures of this magnitude; the auditor did not locate formal documentation which granted
final authorization powers over the spending of the bond funds.

Audit Observations and Recommendations

Observations and recommendations in this report are offered as independent guidance to management
for consideration in strengthening controls and are meant to offer lessons learned for future projects of
this type. The Robert L. Taylor Community Complex and the Palm Avenue Parking Garage are two
such examples of current projects that may also benefit from the audit recommendations. A full list of
observations and recommendations begins on page 11 of this report. For information on priority levels
assigned to audit recommendations, please see Exhibit A.

10



Audit Observations and Recommendations

5|85 Committed
> .
Issue Subject |Priority Observation Recommendation g |8 . Management Response (black) Action
# S 8 S Auditor Comment to Management Response (red) | Item Due
Date
1 [Assignment of| High |[A City Project Manager was not assigned to | Assign a knowledgeable Project Manager at Managenment's [sic] plan for large projects that span
the Project the project until a year and a half after the |the inception of each construction project multiple years will be to continue to use a team approach
Manager Architect began design work. to ensure the City's best interests are beginning with the initiation of the project that includes staff
considered throughout the project and to from  multiple City departments and specialized
Department staff indicated that they were | provide adequate oversight of all vendors' consultants/owner representatives to assist the project
often the only individuals interacting with | compliance with contract terms. manager. The team approach will be used to provide the
the Architect during the design process. knowledge base from multiple disciplines and reduce the risk
This placed a large degree of responsibility | The individual should be someone who of knowledge loss associated with employee turnover.
on law enforcement officers to determine|understands both constructability and the
current and future needs for the building on | City’s resource needs. Auditor Comment: Management has indicated “do not
. X " o . N/A
behalf of the City. concur”, but the response appears to indicate otherwise as a
“team approach” is suggested to help assist the project
manager and enhance skill sets. Ensuring that
knowledgeable people have accountability over a large
project such as this $46 million project is essential to its
success.
The implementation of this model will satisfy the audit
recommendation when it is established at the inception of
the project and includes an assigned project manager.
2 Project High [The Project Manager did not have specific|Consider developing a Project Manager Provide continuing education through SCTI’s public works
Manager Tools tools or reports to monitor the progress of |Handbook for  project/ construction academy and professional associations. Work with SCTI’s
and Oversight the project. There is no City project file|management to provide consistent public works academy in the development of resources to
which documents the project status, vendor |guidance and  clear  definition  of assist project managers.
performance, schedule tracking, compliance | responsibilities for employees charged with
with contract terms, etc. managing aspects of construction projects. Auditor Comment: Management has indicated “do not
concur”, but the response appears to indicate otherwise.
Prior to the assignment of the Project|Also, consider investing in training or
. . . X o, N/A
Manager, no one was specifically memberships offered by professional Although management has not accepted the auditor’s

responsible for managing project vendors
(at least a year and a half).

There is no Project Manager Handbook or
formal training provided to employees when
they take on project management
responsibilities.

organizations, such as the Construction
Management Association of America, to
provide project managers with added
knowledge and resources.

specific recommendation, a different plan of action has been
identified by management which also aids in the reduction of
risk associated with lack of resources or tools. Management
plans to offer educational sessions and develop project
resources, which, if implemented to appropriately equip
project managers with tools, will successfully address the
audit observation.
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Committed

S L ey
3 |0 5 .
Issue Subject | Priority Observation Recommendation e |c 8 . Management Response (black) Action
# S 8 S Auditor Comment to Management Response (red) lteli)ntDue
ate
3 | Excessive High [Assignment of the Project Manager was |Establish authorization limits for the Project Ordinance No. 03-4440 and Ordiance [sic] No.07-4763
Authority  for appropriately executed by the City Manager | Manager to prevent issues associated with
Project via a formal memo, which was|excessive authority; one individual should Auditor Comment: Management has referenced ordinances
Manager communicated to all members of the Project |[not have complete control over all final relating to administrative approval of contracts; the auditor
Team. However, the memo allowed for the | decisions. assumes management is referencing the clause for change
Project Manager to be “..the final call on orders, which must be approved by the City Commission after
decisions affecting the project....ultimately, | Adding a level of oversight for higher dollar reaching a specified amount.
he will decide what direction to give to the [thresholds (ie, department director)
contractor, the architect, and the Owner’s | introduces another layer of accountability X Management’s response does not answer the audit N/A
Representative”, which is  excessive | over the project and reduces the probability recommendation, which suggests that by adding department
authority. of excessive changes and the potential for director oversight there will be more direct accountability
misuse of authority. over the project, as he/she reports directly to the City
Manager. The Owner’s Representative has indicated through
discussions with the auditor, that it would have been more
appropriate to have a department director oversee the
actions and decisions of the project manager rather than
granting the project manager unlimited authority.
4 |Change Order| High |There is evidence to suggest that work|Advise staff to comply with local purchasing At the beginning of a large complex project purchasing will
Approvals commenced prior to approval by the City|rules and the City Code, especially met with staff to review City's policy and procedures.
Manager/ City Commission for over 50% of | concerning large construction projects
change orders in the auditor’s sample and [where cost overruns and unapproved
that the changes were made several months | changes are a major potential risk.
prior to notifying the City Commission. . o . X On-going
The City Commission should be apprised of
It was indicated to the auditor that changes |all major monetary changes to any project,
were intentionally not brought to the City|as stipulated by City Code. Changes to the
Commission when they occurred because of | scope of work should commence only after
the expense associated with halting|the appropriate approvals have been
construction while awaiting approvals. obtained.
5 |Change Order| High |A total not-to-exceed summary change|Provide detailed information to the City On May 3, 2010, staff went before the City Commission
Detail order amount of $1,133,000 was approved | Commission concerning change orders that seeking approval of a do not exceed amount of $1,133,000.00,
at the regular City Commission meeting of | require their approval to assist them in their in changes, to be executed by the City Manager to complete|
May 3, 2010. During audit testing of change | decision-making responsibilities. the police headquarter's [sic] construction project. The exact
orders, the auditor was unable to confirm amount was unknown because staff was still negotiating the|
which change orders were included in that|All change orders brought before the City X costs. Based upon the City Commission's authorization and| 6/30/11

approved amount as staff was unable to
provide a full itemized list of changes that
totaled the approved amount.

Commission should include itemized detail
of the funds requested for approval. This
will help keep a documented, detailed
record of changes to the project and
establish a record of approval.

lafter the changes were finilized [sic], the City Manager was
able to approve the detailed change orders. In fact the change
orders came in under one million dollars.

Amend change order policy - Purchasing

12




Committed

S L ey
3 |0 5 .
Issue Subject | Priority Observation Recommendation e |S 8 . BTG G LA T Action
# S 8 S Auditor Comment to Management Response (red) | Item Due
Date
6 |Document High |Documents for this project were largely not | Request copies of all records relating to this A City staff member was on the job site for record retention,
Management managed by the City, but through the|project from the key vendors so that the Purchasing staff pursuant to comment contacted PDI, ADG and
System vendors’ document management systems. |City has a complete record of the project in Kraft to verify that City had all documention [sic] concerning]
While the City has stored many documents | its custody. this project. It was determined that the City had all copies as
in hard-copy format, a variety of documents does Kraft and ADG.
exist in two separate systems maintained by | Utilize one central document management
the Owner’'s Representative and the|system, of which the City has control, to Auditor Comment: Management has indicated “do not
Construction  Manager, which raises | effectively manage, catalogue, retrieve, and concur”, but the response appears to indicate otherwise.
concerns about future access to public|retain project documentation for future
records and how the permanent retention | projects. X Management has indicated that staff contacted vendors and N/A
of project documentation will be controlled successfully reports that all records have been obtained by the|
to ensure compliance with state laws. Keeping an accurate record of the project City, which satisfies the first portion of the auditor’s
from initiation until completion is essential recommendation.
The auditor was unable to obtain project|to comply with state recordkeeping
notes and documents, including minutes of | requirements. The auditor encourages management to consider utilizing one
design meetings, for November 2006- June central records repository, of which the City has control, for
2008 as project team members indicated future projects. It is important to take into account that the|
they are unaware of the location of those City is ultimately responsible for compliance with state
documents. recordkeeping requirements and adhering to Florida’s public
records law.
7 |Invoice Review| High [While the Purchasing Division did implement |Document a formal payment review and Administrative  Regulations No. 037.A006.0802 and
and Approval controls over the invoice and approval|approval process and communicate the 037.A004.1008 were in place well before the project]
process, the controls lacked effective design. | process to all project team members at the commenced.
Some individuals indicated to the auditor|beginning of each project to ensure
that they had no knowledge of the validity | expectations are understood. Auditor Comment: Management has indicated that there are
of the expenditures or the fund availability policies and procedures to guide invoice review and approval
and were uncomfortable attesting to|Avoid requiring excessive signatures so that processes.
payments. only individuals with real responsibility and
accountability over project deliverables and The audit observation speaks to the fact that the controls
Obtaining numerous signatures on an|City funds are involved in the payment X were not functioning as intended as payment approvers did N/A

approval document does not necessarily
mean that the process is better controlled.

process.

not understand or were uncomfortable with their approval
responsibilities. A policy or process cannot be considered
effective unless the participants are engaged and understand
their role in the process.

The audit recommendation encourages management to
document participant responsibilities at the beginning of
large projects, which will increase understanding and

accountability of all involved.
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Committed

S L ey
3 |0 5 .
Issue Subject | Priority Observation Recommendation e |c 8 . Management Response (black) Action
# S 8 S Auditor Comment to Management Response (red) | Item Due
Date
8 |Signatory High |The auditor was unable to obtain evidence | Document authorization limits and specify City Commission approved contracts. Administrative|
Authority to specify which individuals were granted|which individuals have signatory authority Regulation No. 037.A004.1008 details staff authorization for|
final approval authority over funds|over a project in a formal Authorization approval purposes.
associated with the project. Document at the beginning of each large
project to ensure accountability over funds. Auditor Comment: Similar to the audit item above, the
The Purchasing Manager, or her designee, auditor encourages documenting project participants’
provided the final approving authority for |ldeally, the City Manager should approve of responsibilities at the inception of the project. While there is
payments, many of which exceeded |and signthe document for validation. an administrative regulation in place to prescribe how to
$1,000,000. It was not clear who was delegate signatory authority, the auditor was unable to
ultimately responsible for all expenditures X locate forms for some payment approvers and unable to N/A
associated with the project. verify that specific funds were authorized for others. It was
not clear who was ultimately responsible for all expenditures
associated with the project.
Confusion over spending authority may be better avoided by
documenting responsibilities at the beginning of a project
and by assigning a contract owner who has ultimate
responsibility over the terms in the contract to ensure
nothing is overlooked.
9 |Instruments of | Medium | The City of Sarasota does not own the rights | Consider whether the City desires to own Will review on project by project basis.
Service to the design of the SPD headquarters|the rights to Instruments of Service on
building. future projects. Auditor Comment: Management has indicated “do not
concur”, but the response appears to indicate otherwise as
The contract specifies that the Architect and | At management’s discretion, the auditor management states that this recommendation will be
its consultants are authors and owners of | recommends pursuing one of two options: considered on a project by project basis.
the instruments of service. Per contract
terms, any future modification or additionto| eSeek ownership of instruments of
the building will require prior written service on new projects to avoid future
agreement  with the Architect and costs- contract language should stipulate
Architect's consultants, which may result in that the City owns the documents,
an additional cost to the City. which may be purchased from the
Architect. X N/A

Or

eInclude cost of instruments of service in
cost negotiations- if Architect wishes to
own the rights, the City should negotiate
a lower price for losing those rights.

Further, to ensure the originality of the
building design, consider including a
provision in the contract where the
Architect must warrant the originality of the

design.
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Committed

S L ey
3 |0 5 .
Issue Subject | Priority Observation Recommendation e |S 8 . BTG G LA T Action
# S 8 S Auditor Comment to Management Response (red) lteli)ntDue
ate
10 |Contract Medium |The auditor was unable to obtain evidence |Ensure that amendments to contracts are On May 3, 2010, staff went before the City Commission
Changes that the Fourth Amendment to the|properlyintroduced to and approved by the seeking approval of a do not exceed amount of $1,133,000.00,
Architect’s contract was properly approved | City Commission. in changes, to be executed by the City Manager to complete|
by the City Commission. the police headquarter's [sic] construction project. The
The Fourth Amendment to the Architect’s referenced amendment was part of the overall request for the|
The Fourth Amendment outlined redesign | contract should be scheduled to re-appear do not exceed funding to complete the project. The|
services associated with the lobby area as|before the City Commission at a future amendment was executed by the Mayor. As stated perviously|
well as additional security provisions and|meeting so that approval of the [sic], the actual total of changes was under $1,000,000.00 as|
storage rooms. Amendment  can be  appropriately compared to the approved $1,133,000.00.
documented in the record of official X N/A

Requested approval of this amendment is
not included in the agenda request, the final
agenda, or the meeting back-up materials.

proceedings.

Auditor Comment: While the auditor believes that
management may have intended to request and obtain
approval for the Fourth Amendment to the Architect’s
contract during the May 3, 2010 City Commission meeting, it
was not actually formally communicated to the City
Commission at that time. The auditor encourages
management to present the Fourth Amendment to the City
Commission for formal approval at an upcoming meeting and

inclusion in official meeting minutes.
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EXHIBIT A

Exhibit A- Internal Audit Recommendation Priorities

Internal Audit utilizes the following classification scheme applicable to internal audit recommendations and the
appropriate corrective actions:

Implementation

Priority Level. Description Actions

Fraud or serious violations are
being committed or have the
potential to occur, security
High issues, significant financial or Immediate
non-financial losses are
occurring or have the potential
to occur..

A potential for incurring
moderate financial or

Medium : . . Within 60 days
equivalent non-financial
losses exists..
. Operation or administrative
Routine 60 days to 6 months

process will be improved.

1

The City Auditor and Clerk is responsible for assigning internal audit recommendation priority level
categories. A recommendation that clearly fits the description for more than one priority level will be assigned
the higher level.

2

For an audit recommendation to be considered related to a significant financial loss, it will usually be
necessary for an actual loss of $25,000 or more to be involved, or for a potential loss (including unrealized
revenue increases) of $50,000 to be involved. Equivalent non-financial losses would include, but not be limited
to, omission or commission of acts on behalf of the City which would be likely to expose the City to adverse
criticism in the eyes of its citizens.

3

The implementation time frame indicated for each priority level is intended as a guideline for establishing
target dates. Determining proposed action dates is the responsibility of the Charter Official(s) over the area(s)
or function(s) audited.

NOTE: Please note that this exhibit is a standard form which appears in every audit and is meant to
be utilized to aid management in understanding the seriousness or potential seriousness of an audit
observation. A “High” or “Medium” priority rating assigned to an audit observation should not be
construed to mean that fraud or wrongdoing is, in fact, occurring but rather fraud or wrongdoing
has the potential to occur in the absence of adequate internal controls.

17



Exhibit B

18



Changes to Contracts- Not Properly Approved

(A change order for the Owner’s Representative’s Contract and a \
fourth amendment to the Architect’s Contract were noted to have
been approved at the 5/3/10 City Commission Meeting.

However, neither of these items appear on the 5/3/10 City

Commission Agenda for approval. The only item related to the
SPD building appears under “Unfinished Business” and provides an

update on the project.

\_

J

The Fourth Amendment did not appear on the City Commission meeting
agenda for approval on 5/3/10. Contrary to this document, this was not
“adopted by the City Commission”.

TRANSMITTAL OF CONTRACTS FOR REVIEW & SIGNATURE

CONTRACT NAME: Fourth Amendment to Standard Form of Agreement between

Owner and Architect (Architeets Design Group/ADG, Inc)

INITIATING DEPARTMENT:  Purchasing Dept (for SPD Headquarters Project)

DATE ADOPTED BY CITY cnmmssm

The atached Contract Agreement has been adopted by City Commission and signed by the Contractor.
Please review and initial before forwarding to the next recipient department. Rewwrn back to Purchasing
with Contracts when routing is compleied.

DEPARTMENT SIGNATURE

Purchasing Date: _ 09/23/10
City Auditor & Clerk Date: \b‘ ]0 k S
City Attorney l?ﬂ?F Date: 7/2 s
IMayDr ér/( Datc: yﬁ > 7

EXHIBIT B

AGENDA

REGIUT.AR CTTY CONMMISSTON MEETING

CITY IIALL
1565 First Streel

MWAY 3. Z010

City Commissivn Chambers
2:30 P.AL - 4:30 P.OL
GO0 1* AL - Y030 170

— —

—
VI UNFINISHED BUSINESS:
VIi.  Approval Re: Update concerning the City of Sarasota Police Department (SPD) Headquarters
1 the extensi bstantial letion for Kraft C ion C (s):

CITY OF SARASOTA CONTRACT CHANGE OQRDER N 2

RFFP NO, 07-12T Pugelaf3

PROJECT: Owner’s Represemative for a Police HQs DATE: 05-03-10

CONTRACTOR: Project Development Tuternativoal, Ine. (PDI)

CONDITIONS: The changes deseribed herein shall be governed by the terms and
conditions of the contract between the City of Sarasota, and Project
Development International, Inc. dated May 21, 2007 and shall not in
any way alter the terme of the Contract, but chall hereafter be a

! t to said Contract.

P

PURPOSE: Additivnul [ I services for the City with oversight

P
va consiroction of the police headguarters,

DESCRIPTION:

Amend the scope of work to extend owner's representative services
for 90 days.

City Conumission approvad May 3, 2010.

== aEEE=E=

Approval for a change order to
PDI’s contract did not appear
on the City Commission
meeting agenda for approval
on 5/3/10. This was not
approved and these
additional services were not
discussed.

Original Comtract Uatil
Authorized Contract Price = TE70,50000 Tima = May6,
2010
Net Change from
Previous Change Orders = $0.00 Previous Change =
Order
Contract Prics Prior Contract Time Prior
to this Chenge Order — 0.00 to this Change Order  —
Met Increase Met Inercase
by this Change Order = $75,300.00 by this Change Order = 00 _days
Adjusted Contmst Expires
Adjnsfed Conteact Price = SU54 KON Time = Augnst4,
2010
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EXHIBIT B

Meeting Agenda Back-up Materials
May 3, 2010 City Commission Meeting

Auditor was unable to find evidence that amendments/ changes to
contracts for both the Owner's Representation and Architect were

requested to be approved at this meeting.

AGENDA REQUEST

AGENDA REQUEST

AGENDA HEADING: COMMISSION MEETING DATE: AGENDA ITEM NO: ADDITIONAL EXPLANATION:

Unfinished Business May 3, 2010 VL. Other necessary business items include:

BY Public Works William Hallisey James Lulumiere, Project Development
International (PDI), Engineering Projects Requested to authorize expenditures within the existing project budget for a Police Management System, and
Manager Winters, General Manager FFE (Furniture, Fixtures and Equipment) costs. All costs will be covered as part of the original $46-million
Marzluf and Purchasing Manager Tucker budget, and no additional appropriations are necessary.

Originating Department Department Head Presenter
X Authorize a letter signed by the Mayor showing support for use of a piece of steel salvaged from the World

SUBIECT: Trade Center to be utilize as public art requirement for the SPD Headquarters. The New York Port Authority

Approval Re: SPD Headquarters: Construction Progress Report, Final Summary Change Order, and Public has indicated the City has been approved to receive a piece of this steel, but providing a letter showing City

Art. Commission support will assist in expediting the process of obtaining the piece for placement.

COMMISSION PRIORITIES: ADDITIONAL ADMIN RECOMMENDATION:

Business Requirement

EXPLANATION: (see next page for additional explanation)

City Staff along with Project Development International (PDI),the City's Owner's Representative, will be
providing an update of the construction project.

As the project nears completion, a final summary change order to the construction contract with Kraft

Construction, Inc. is being prepared. Because the change order items are still in active negotiation, the FUNDING SOURCE:

AMOUNT:
req}lelst is for the City Commls'smn to authorize the City Manager to aPprove the change ordlen Staff General Obligation Bonds 330-070-000-000000-000381 $1,133,000.00
anticipates the costs to be negotiated down, but the not-to-exceed amount is $1,133,000. A portion of the
$1,133,000 will be included in various contigency amounts already approved within the Guaranteed HOUSING IMPACT (Per House): NEW CONSTRUCTION: REHABILITATION:

Maximum Price (GMP) contract, but this exact amount is also still in negotiation. $0 $0
ADMINISTRATION'S RECOMMENDATION:
SUPPORT DEPARTMENTS:

Receive report. Authorize the City Manager to approve final summary change order to the project in an . .
amount not-to-exceed $1,133,000. Authorize the purchase and installation of a Police Management Police - Peter Abbott Purchasing - Mary Tucker
System, and FFE (Furniture, Fixtures and Equipment)costs as part of the project budget. Authorize the

Mayor to sign a letter of support regarding use of a piece of steel salvaged from the World Trade Center

in public art.
AGENDA DISPOSITION
COMMISSION ACTION:
APPROVAL SUMMARY: Final Action Motion:
Approval Required Date Completed Completed By Status Motion By: Second By:
Department Head Approval Y 04/27/2010 Glenn Marzluf APPROVED Vote:
Finance Review / Approval Y 04/27/2010 Marv Tucker APPROVED
Deputy City Manager Approval Y 04/27/2010 Marlon Brown APPROVED
City Manager Approval Y 04/27/2010 Marlon Brown APPROVED
City Auditor and Clerk Approval Y 04/27/2010 Pamela Nadalini APPROVED
2
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May 3, 2010 Agenda Back-up Materials EXHIBIT B
Approved Budget

» Voter Approved Referendum $50 million

» Police Building Budget(Bonds) $46 million
. > GMP (Kraft) $34,080,188
Police Headquarters . Engineering & Architect  § 4.585.748
> Land $ 2,395,317
Construction Project > Technology $ 1,349,266
- Demolition of Existing Bldg $ 500,000
> Project Contingency (City) $ 500,000
> Misc. Project Expenses $§ 349,859
> Total Construction Cost $ 43,760,378

& 41

Demaiition of Existing Bldg
1%

Technalogy
3%

Fraject Cantingency  yio froject Expenses
1% =

Budget
Summary

Proposed Change Orders

» Authorize Change orders not to exceed
$1,133,000

> Funding for Change orders

+ GMP Contingency (Kraft) $449,080
+ GMP Buy-out (Kraft) $350,000
- Project Contingency (City) $333,920

Project will still be under budget.

P
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Source: Granicus;
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May 3, 2010 Agenda Back-up Materials

EXHIBIT B

Building Improvements

Significant Improvements Made to Building Function & Form

Project Management Team
Accomplished Within Project Budget

o Improved Exterior Panel System ($136K)
- Resulting in stronger wind resistance
+ Reduce future maintenance
0 Finished Shell Space ($163K)
+ Building space more marketable
« Reduce future costs
» Reduce future security risks / liability
- Take Advantage of Current Favorable Market Conditions
o Improved Lobby ($112K)
« Security System
- City-wide video surveillance
« Parking consolidation
o Increased Locker Room Space ($189K)
o Upgraded HVAC Control System ($120K)
-+ Better control over HVAC related costs and automation

Request for Remaining Funds

» Furniture, Fixtures and Equipment (FF&E)

- $1,000,000

» Management System

- $1,000,000

Interest and Savings
» Earned Interest

> $3,500,000

>Sales Tax Savings

- $413,555.39

Overview /(’\%/

» Construction Cost $43,760,378
» FF&E $ 1,000,000
» Total Project Cost $44,760,378

» Management
System $ 1,000,000
» Final Cost $45,760,378

P
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May 3, 2010 Agenda Back-up Materials

EXHIBIT B

Public Art

South Elevation

Areq for ground mounted sculpfure
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EXHIBIT C

May 3, 2010 City Commission Meeting Back-up Materials
Summary Change Order Information

Total Requested Change Order Amount:
$1,133,000

Building Improvements | ..o somo

$413,000 is not identified.

Significant Improvements Made to Building Funh‘l‘ﬁn‘&‘FGrm

Project Management Team
Accomplished Within Project Budget

) Actual Change Order #53 was $136,314
Improved Externior Panel System
+ Resulting in stronger wind resistance

*  Reduce future mainiengnce
Finished Shell Spa[
» Building space more marketable
+ Reduce future costs

+  Reduce future security risks / liability

. Take Advantrrent Favorable Actual Change Order #51 was $498,102.27;
)

Improved Lobb 1197,102 of that amount is not identified here.
+ Security System

« City-wide video surveillance

* Parking consolidation Actual Change Order #46 was $195,297.76
Increased Locker Room Space @ The $120k noted here was actually approved
Upgraded HVAC Control System @) _ by City Manager on 2/23/10; should have

»  Better control over HVAC related costs and automa

been brought to City Commission.




Change Order Approvals and Details

EXHIBIT C

Date of Earliest Notice to Contractor
to Proceed with Work™

Information Provided to City
Commission

Approval Condition
“What Happened”

Approval Criteria
“What Should Have
Happened”

Change Order #46: $195,297.76

April 23, 2009

Draar Mr. Wintars,

Architects Design Group's (ADG) issuad Architect's Supplement Instruction (AST)
No. 15 on 3/18/2008, clarifying the “plug-anch-play” connections. ASI#15 inciuded the
Specifications for the blast panel and for the bullst resistant wood and plass doors,

Kraft has determined that thore will be a net cost impact to make the changas listed in ASI#15.
PDI received Kraft's attachad 4/21/09 request for authorization to proceed with these changss. =
These changes affect the specified Work, but do not change the scope of Kraft's Work. In their
letter request, Kraft listed costs for thelr subcontractors and suppliers totaling $65.723.00, Most
of the cost ($57,900.00) is for the 3-single and 3-double bullet resistant doors.

IF they are authorized to procsed, Kraft plans to apply the additional cost for this change to the
surplus thay have achieved from their buyout of the job.

P01 has reviswed the changes proposad by ADG in AS| #15 and the additional cost proposed
by Kraft for these changes and recoimmends that that the Cily authorize Kraft to proceed with
ihe changes fisted. If you agres, please indicate 2o by signing this Lstter of Recommendation In
the space provided balow.

iindily forward a |

Don Q. Fiantke, Project Manager
Project Development Internaiional, Inc.

executed copy of this page for record to PDI's Fiald Office

Sincerely,

(Reference Document: ASI 15; date of first change among several

included in change order)

Then, City Manager approved the change order on 2/23/10.

Dates 0?'_&?? ’#

Appears a portion of this ($120k) may have
been presented at the May 3, 2010 meeting.

The remaining $75,297.76 in this change order

was not identified in the meeting back-up
material.

I: Upgraded HVAC Control Syslemm

Excerpted from Power Point presentation at
5/3/10 City Commission meeting.

City Manager approved increase on
2/23/10.

A portion of this change order
amount was then presented at
5/3/10 meeting (120k).

City Commission approved “not to
exceed” change order amount on
5/3/10.

375 days between first notice to
proceed and City Commission
approval.

City Commission approval should
have been requested prior to the
authorization for the change.

Pursuant to section 2-5(3)c,
Chapter 2, City Code, the City
Manager did not have the authority
to sign this change order.
Construction Manager’s original
contract was $150,000.

" Construction Change Directive (CCD): written order signed by the Owner and Architect directing a change in the work; Architect’s Supplemental Instructions (ASl): Used by the architect to issue
additional instructions or interpretations or to order minor changes in the work; Proposal Request (PR): written request from Owner for cost estimate for change in work. PDI sent recommendation

letters as follow-up to each of these documents and signature by the Project Manager acted as notice to proceed.
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Change Order Approvals and Details

EXHIBIT C

Date of Earliest Notice to Contractor
to Proceed with Work

Information Provided to City
Commission

Approval Condition
“What Happened”

Approval Criteria
“What Should Have
Happened”

Change Order #49: $172,977.98

December 10, 2009

May 3, 2010

Dear Mr. Winters,

Kraft submittad the attached cost propesal in response to Architect's Design Group’s
(ADG) 9/1/08 Proposal Request (PR) No. 3 for the build-out of the three shelled spaces
on the 4™, 5" and 6” Floors of the new Bullding, per the Plans and Specifications

prepared by ADG.

The Plans prepared by ADG show these spaces to receive haaling, air conditioning and
ventilation, electrical outiets around the peri walls, where required by Code,
elactrical power clrcuits in the cailings for future power poles, fighting, finished deywall
walls around the perimeter of the spaces, acoustical filz celiings and campeted floors.

Kraft's aftached 10712009 request for authorization to proceed with the added work
listed a cost of $162,847.88 tor the shell bulld-out work.

PD1 has reviewed the cost proposed by Kraft for this change and recommends thal that
thne Gily aullwrize Kiall v provesd wilh U wok listed. The cost for this work wil be
listed In an upcoming change order, as required by the Contract for this cut-of-acope
work. If you agree, please indicate 2o by signing th's Letter of Recommendation in the
space provided below,

Sinceraly, % é’) ;%E ﬁ
Don O. Francke, éan r Project Manager

Project Development International, inc.

iwethaenes 13 win SR o

Dear Mr. Winters,

The Gily previously authorized Kraft to proceed on 12/10/09 with the buiid-out of the
shelled spaces in the new Building, as described in ADG's PR#3, for a costof
$162,847.08. As Kraft's attached 4/30/2010 letler explains, there was an accounting
arror in their calculation of the total cost for this change. Specifically, the cost for the
addillonal accustical ceiling work from Hanlon Acoustical Cellings, Inc. should have

their calculation of the total cost. The +$10,130.00 difference between these two
arfiounts increases the total cost for the shell build-out work $172,077.98

been $18,988.00, per Hanlon's 9/16/09 proposal, instead of the $8,866.00 Kraft ussd in

(Reference Document: PR #3)

[ Finished Shell Spac(51636)

Excerpted from Power Point presentation at
5/3/10 City Commission meeting.

Project Manager authorized notice
to proceed 12/10/09.

City Commission approved change
5/3/10.

between notice to
and City Commission

144 days
proceed
approval.

City Commission approval should
have been requested prior to the
authorization for the change.
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Change Order Approvals and Details

EXHIBIT C

Date of Earliest Notice to Contractor
to Proceed with Work

Information Provided to City
Commission

Approval Condition
“What Happened”

Approval Criteria
“What Should Have
Happened”

Change Order #50: $16,153.00

May 26, 2010

Dear Mr. Winters,
Architects Design Group, Inc. (ADG) issued Proposal Request #11R r elactrical
and floor covering changes to Room #6398 for the relocated Gym.

Kreft's attached 5/21/2010 cost proposal lists a cost of $16.153,00 for these changes.

PDI has reviewed the costs proposed by Kraft for the changes for the relocated Gym and
recommends that that the City approve them. If you agree, please indicate sc by signing this
Latter of Recommendation in tha space provided below, authorizing PDI to submit
documartation to the City's Purchasing Division for them o use in the preparation of a City
Change Ordar.

Sinceraly, ; ; %Z
Don O. Francke, Senior Pfoject ﬁnnnger

Project Development Intemational, Inc.

Authorization for PDI to Proceed [ ’
Richard B. Winters

_(pzete.

(Reference Document: PR #11r)

No evidence that this specific change order
amount was communicated to City
Commission.

Project Manager authorized notice
to proceed 5/26/10.

City Commission approved “not to
exceed” change order amount on
5/3/10.

N/A- Appears this may have been
included as part of “not to exceed”
summary change; appears work
commenced on this item after
approval was obtained.
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EXHIBIT C
Change Order Approvals and Details

Approval Criteria

Date of Earliest Notice to Contractor Information Provided to City Approval Condition “
. . . “ ” What Should Have
to Proceed with Work Commission What Happened ”
Happened
Change Order #51: $498,102.27
January 20, 2010 May 3, 2010 Project Manager authorized notice | City Commission approval should
to proceed 1/20/10. have been requested prior to the
_ : authorization for the change.
I' Improved Lobb m] City Commission approved change
P—— 5/3/10.
e e S |: Increased Locker Room Space{(§189 103 days between notice to
pesRens M e proceed and City Commission
approval.

The remaining $197,102.27 in this change
order was not identified in the meeting back-
up material.

Excerpted from Power Point presentation at
5/3/10 City Commission meeting.

Bid Nu.
FRE LI

NI
CONSLUETANT:

RN TN

PRI

INESCIE e ALV for the Men's and Wy

snmcrete pody dhat were

ity of Sarasota
e

tceepted by KAl
Conlractor

(Reference Document: CCDs #001 and 003)
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Change Order Approvals and Details

EXHIBIT C

Date of Earliest Notice to Contractor
to Proceed with Work

Information Provided to City
Commission

Approval Condition
“What Happened”

Approval Criteria
“What Should Have
Happened”

Change Order #52: $30,226.49

N/A- work had not yet occurred as of end of audit testing N/A Purchasing Manager indicated this | N/A-  Appears this will be
was not included in the amount | appropriately approved by the City
approved on May 3, 2010 and that | Commission at the 11/15/10
this is expected to go to the City | meeting.
Commission at the 11/15/10
meeting.

Change Order #53: $136,314.00

December 10, 2009 May 3, 2010 Project Manager authorized notice | City Commission approval should

Date: December 10, 2009 Fax: 041,.966.8270

To: Don Francks - PDI

Re: PR #5 Cost Chenge Order Request

for PR #5 of the FMadweill sYSIam Wil e Kawnser
wl’whu" ﬂﬂ!‘mAwwdhmmﬂh-MWMwM
Nota that fae) from (SAS) for work completed or under
mnmn!lmmm The cradit for this delatinn of werk & $848 ARA 00 ng’nlgwrndr.hl!hn'kq.lp
documentation and have not increased the initial pricing even though TL HIll has requested additional cast
after further review of their coats. He breakdown provided by SAS, deted 10/14/09, if followed with further
pack-up mawsnal

Kraft has revi nlho

Aded by SAS and ogrees with the coste. It should be remembered thet
hyMunrlh in menkva the design ksnes that wens not
wwarmhmwﬂmdowm Should there be any questions feel free lo contact Kraft. As
far as coples of SAS's contract with their suppliers, refer to the copy of an email Kraft recetved from the
President of SAS. I PUI wishes to take SAS up on his offer, let us know.

Proposal Roquest #5 d‘wwcl\-wndlwdh Seepaqulth MGW\:HMG?BS.O’DOM o Kay
(Glass and a cradit of $848 658.00 o moue change orders
for PR #5.

PR #5 will also have cost implications to ASI #45, which will be revised and re-submitted with the revised coals
ous 1o FR#5.

Kraft i requasting authorzation lo issus a Change Order to the affectsd subconbraciorns.

if you have any questions plsase feel free to contact me.

kp *
LY B!

(Reference Document: PR #5)

I- Improved Exterior Panel S'fslerrlqil 359

Excerpted from Power Point presentation at
5/3/10 City Commission meeting.

to proceed 12/10/09.

City Commission approved change
5/3/10.

144  days
proceed
approval.

between notice to
and City Commission

have been requested prior to the
authorization for the change.
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Email re: Night Noise Levels from Chillers EXHIBIT D

@

From: Marlon Brown Sent:3/20/2010 8:42:39 AM

To: Robert Bartolotta; Rick Winters
CcC: Mary Tucker; Douglas Jeffcoat; Susan Dodd; Jeffrey Karr
Subject: RE: Night time noise levels associated with the new PD chiller system.
Hessage
. -
Rick/Capt. Karr: —
Thanks. I look forward to the daytime readings.
Marlon
From: Rick Winters
Sent: Friday, August 20, 2010 7:31 AM
To: Marlon Brown
Cc: Douglas Jeffcoat; Mary Tucker; Jeffrey Karr
Subject: FW: Night time noise levels associated with the new PD chiller system.
Mr. Brown,
From Capt. Karr's very helpful information below, the sound levels do exceed code allowances in the areas where the sound is reflected off the old building. But at the tennis courts (at night),
the sound levels are within code parameters (see the yellow highlighted).
Thanks
Rick
From: Jeffrey Karr
Sent: Friday, August 20, 2010 6:57 AM
To: Rick Winters
Cc: Mikel Hollaway
Subject: FW: Night time noise levels associated with the new PD chiller system.
Location Time Reading 1 Reading 2 Reading 3
N/W corner of new 2350 Hours
PD Building
Alleyway between | llpmand700em | [EEDUSONSS | [SEDoe | ESESSENNE
new & old building “ieﬁigzdf)g’a?rm
SEside old building | reater difference 68.0 Db/ IS 67.2Db/74.7 dB 67.7Db/74.7dB
NE side old building 62.4 Db/71.1dB 61.9 Db /69.8 dB 63.1 Db /70.4 dB
ME alley/corner of 63.3Db /70.1dB 62.7Db /74.1db 63.1Db /70.4dB
new building
SW sidewalk new 64.8 Db /74.8 dB 65.2 Db /74.1dB 64.9Db /73.2dB
building
sidewalk/Fire 61.5Db /68.4dB 60.4 Db /68.1dB 60.2 Db /67.8 dB
hydrant area tennis Reading closes to tennis Reading closes to tennis Reading closes to tennis
- court court court
court side of Adams Not in violation Not inviclation Not in viclation
Lane
NE Payne park 50.5Db /59.7dB 50.8 Db /58.6 dB 50.3 Db /58.4 dB
sidewalk near
fountain
All readings taken at ground level Tennis courts were locked at time of reading. Weather condition; clear night, wind 3-5 mph. Reflective surfaces: old police building (4) stories tall. (2) single story
buildings, Sarasota County garage () stories tall, Payne park fountain at East Ave and Adams Lane, Clay surface tennis courts, Sarasota County Court House (15 +) stories tall. Back ground
Noises; minimmum - no vehicular traffic on Ringling Bivd, no vehicular traffic on Adams Lane.
Sarasota Noise Ordinance, chapter 20-4 states CONTINUOUS SOURCE between 7:00am and 11:00 pm s in violation when exceeding 80dB C, 75dB A or has a 10dB or greater difference.
Day time readings are forth coming and will be more specific to the tennis court area itself, since it will be open and we can take direct readings from court areas.
Jeff
Lt. Jeffrey W, Karr
Interim Captain, Support Services Division
2050 Ringling Blvd.
Sarasota Police Department
Office (941)954-7027
v
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