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Executive Summary 

AUDIT PURPOSE 
The SCCOE Board requested a summary of 

project expenditures related to the 6 “new 

construction” projects conducted with 

Proposition 55 program funds between 2005 

and present.  The review assessed compliance 

with program and regulatory requirements, 

internal controls, and construction industry best 

practices. 

PERFORMANCE AUDIT OF  

PROPOSITION 55 NEW CONSTRUCTION 

PROJECTS 

October 2013 

Santa Clara County Office of Education 
 

 
 

BACKGROUND 

 In 2005, under Proposition 55 SCCOE 

embarked on a major endeavor to 

construct and modernize school facilities 

for its population meeting the definition 

of “severely disabled individual with 

exceptional needs.” 

 Potential Proposition 55 funding totaled 

up to $57 million for new construction 

and modernization projects. 

 In 2006, SCCOE New Construction 

Steering Committee identified 21 sites 

throughout the county and classified 

seven with the highest priority. 

OUR KEY RECOMMENDATIONS 
The Santa Clara County Office of Education 

should: 

 Ensure management sets a strict tone at 

the top to establish and consistently 

follow policies and procedures to ensure 

a strong internal control environment.  

 Establish policies and procedures for key 

activities; including project management, 

record retention, procurement and 

contracting, and accounting activities. 

 Establish project budgets and develop a 

process to track project revenues and 

expenditures and ensure expenditures are 

accurately reflected in SCCOE’s 

financial system. 

 Establish checks and balances to assure 

accuracy of expenditure reports 

submitted to the State and submit revised 

reports where necessary. 

KEY FACTS AND FINDING 
Our review identified a general breakdown of enterprise internal controls 

relating to the oversight, management, accounting, and administration of 

the new construction program.  Not only did we note a lack of sound 

construction management practices, policies and procedures, there 

appeared to be an apparent tone at the top that fostered or allowed a culture 

that disregarded procedural protocols and fundamental control practices 

with regard to the six new construction projects.  Specifically, we 

identified: 

 Internal Audit asserted within its March 2013 report that there was a 

90 percent confidence level that the cost compilations prepared by 

SCCOE were comprehensive since amounts recorded in SCCOE’s 

financial system were frequently recorded in the wrong fund, cost 

center, and object code. 

 Overall lack of policies and procedures guiding the oversight and 

management of the six new construction projects (CH 1). 

 Critical weaknesses in construction project and contract file 

recordkeeping and file maintenance as well as inaccuracies in 

SCCOE’s accounting records and supporting documentation  

(CH 1). 

 Instances where SCCOE did not comply with State funding 

provisions, including project costs exceeding those authorized by the 

State, erroneous expenditure reports submitted to the State based on 

accounting records, and using State funds to pay for unallowable 

expenses (CH 2). 

 Contracting and procurement activities that did not comply with 

SCCOE Board and Administrative policies and procedures (CH 3). 

 Contracts with insufficient control provisions and industry standard 

terms and conditions (CH 4). 

 Insufficient oversight over contractor change orders, amendments, 

and invoicing, resulting in SCCOE approving changes that 

contradicted original contract provisions and increased total project 

expenditures (CH 4).  

 Lack of support for key project management and contracting 

decisions and activities (CH 5).   

EVALUATION CONCERN 
The Santa Clara County Office of Education (SCCOE) did not maintain 

sufficient controls over its new construction projects to ensure costs for 

professional services complied with contract provisions and projects 

were completed on budget and within designated time frames.  Further, 

records maintained by SCCOE related to the six new construction 

projects were incomplete and did not include key information necessary 

to justify project costs and project decisions.   
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Introduction and Background 

Over the past decade, the Santa Clara County Office of Education (SCCOE) has undertaken a 

number of initiatives to assess and address facilities needs for the students it serves.  In late 2003, 

the SCCOE Board of Education considered a “Long Range Facility Plan,” and in March 2004, 

SCCOE procured the services of Weston Miles Architects (WMA) to conduct a facility 

assessment related to modernization and new construction opportunities.  At the same time, on 

March 4, 2004, California voters approved Proposition 55, the Kindergarten-University Public 

Education Facilities Bond Act of 2004, which intended to relieve overcrowding and to repair 

public education facilities from public elementary schools to public universities through the sale 

of $12.3 billion in bonds.  As a part of the facility assessment, SCCOE and WMA worked with 

the State departments responsible for overseeing and allocating Proposition 55 funding for the 

modernization and new construction projects.  In July 2004, the SCCOE Board approved the 

submission of applications for financial hardship assistance and for modernization and new 

construction grants to the California Office of Public School Construction (OPSC).  Funding 

formulas developed by the State allocated construction funds based upon each eligible pupil 

deemed a “Severely Disabled Individual with Exceptional Needs.”  Additionally, SCCOE 

secured financial hardship status, which made it eligible for grants that provided State funding to 

fulfill the “50 percent matching” component required for district applicants under the Proposition 

55 grant funding provisions—thus, generating full State funding for each of the various 

modernization and new construction projects SCCOE proposed. 

In October 2004, the State Allocation Board approved an allocation based on SCCOE ADA 

records to be approximately $57 million for new construction projects.  Actual funds are 

approved by project and “drawn down” in two phases: the design and planning phase, and the 

construction phase.  Once the State approves the project plans, SCCOE may draw down all 

related funds at the beginning of each of the two project phases and may expend on the project 

both the principal and the interest accrued on the State funds.  Because the hardship designation 

asserts that an organization has no funds available to contribute to construction projects, the 

SCCOE must carefully control costs and is required to return hardship funds or reduce future 

hardship allocations if project costs exceed approved budgeted amounts.  

According to a March 15, 2006 Board presentation, the “New Construction Steering Committee” 

ultimately identified needs at 21 sites throughout the county and classified seven with the highest 

priority.  

Scope and Methodology 

In September 2012, following staff recommendation to suspend the August Boeger construction 

project due to projected overrun from overdesign, the Board requested that the SCCOE General 

Services Department (General Services) prepare a compilation of new construction project costs. 

Internal Audit reviewed the compilation of data, identified errors, and therefore assisted in the 

compilation of construction project costs.  Internal Audit also recommended that an audit of the 

compilation it produced, construction process, management, and recordkeeping for new 

construction projects be conducted.  To assist in this effort, Internal Audit solicited bids to 

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Overcrowding
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Public_education
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Public_school_(government_funded)
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Elementary_school
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Public_university
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Bond_(finance)
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“conduct a performance audit to evaluate new construction projects approved for funding by the 

State Allocations Board in the period 2005 to the present.  The assessment shall include, but not 

be limited to an evaluation of compliance with program and regulatory requirements, sound 

internal control and generally accepted construction industry practices, sound SCCOE General 

Services and Business Services department policies, procedures, and practices, including 

procurement and contract development practices.”  The timeframe is as noted in Table 1.  

  

Table 1. New Construction Projects, Audit Timeline 

Date Event 
September 

19, 2012 
At the regular September 2012 Board Meeting, while discussing Action Item 11, staff recommended 

that the SCCOE not proceed with the August Boeger new school construction project because the 

construction bid exceeded the State allocation.  Discussion ensued and the Board requested that staff 

provide a full summary of the total spending on other new construction projects previously completed. 

October 12, 

2012 
General Services staff completed a full accounting by project of State funds awarded and spent.  

General Services then requested Internal Audit to review the data for accuracy and completeness.  

Because of errors and other issues known to Internal Audit about the construction program from work 

performed in a previous audit, Internal Audit was asked to assist in the compilation of spending by 

project that was requested by the Board.  At the same time, the County Superintendent recommended 

that an external independent auditor conduct a review of construction spending and practices.  Internal 

Audit developed the RFQ for the SCCOE to obtain an independent audit of the compilation as well as 

other construction program processes. 

October 15, 

2012 
Internal Audit prepares an RFQ and identifies 12 accounting and auditing firms to provide a response 

by October 25, 2012 with finalists interviews planned for October 30, 2012. 

October 29, 

2012 

As responses came in, some firms asked for a later deadline and it was agreed to push out the deadline 

to October 29th, but the original target date for the initial interview of finalists was kept at October 

30th.  Eleven (11) firms provided responses by this new deadline.  

November 2, 

2012 
Responses were read and 3 firms were selected as finalists.  SCCOE conducted phone interviews on 

October 30th while 2 other firms continued to be considered, pending receipt of additional information 

requested by the evaluation team.  On November 2nd, in-person interviews were held with 3 finalist 

firms and their staff. 

November 8, 

2012 
The firm of Sjoberg Evashenk was selected and was provided a verbal notification.  Negotiation of the 

contract ensued. 

November 

20, 2012 
Contract with Sjoberg Evashenk was completed on November 20, 2012 and the auditors immediately 

began their work, requesting some background information to plan their fieldwork to start in 

December. 

January 15, 

2013 

Sjoberg Evashenk issues preliminary survey report on early observation of construction program 

process/management issues, pending receipt of compilation of project expenses from Internal Audit 

and General Services. 

Late February 

2013/ Early 

March 2013 

Internal Audit, working with General Services staff completed the compilation of expenses for six new 

construction projects spanning an 8-year period.  Extensive work was needed to identify expenses 

recorded in the wrong fund, cost center, and object.  It took nearly two months to compile the 

information for the 6 new construction projects.  Because of the various issues identified during the 

compilation process, Internal Audit provided the summaries with 90% confidence on accuracy and 

completeness along with a report on internal control issues. 
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Date Event 
April 2013 Sjoberg Evashenk issues final report draft to SCCOE with extensive qualifiers due to scope limitations 

resulting from only reviewing SCCOE records and interviewing SCCOE current staff. 

June 2013 After several conversations about the importance of clearing the qualifiers due to scope limitations and 

the need to provide complete conclusions on expenses and process issues, it was agreed that Sjoberg 

Evashenk should continue their work, lifting scope limitations and extending their work to include 

former SCCOE staff and outside contractors. 

July 2013 A separate contract was signed with Sjoberg Evashenk to extend their audit work beyond SCCOE 

records and staff.   

August 2013-

September 

2013 

Additional fieldwork, interviews, and work was conducted to complete the audit. 

October 2013 Final report issued to SCCOE management. 

 

As noted in the table with the chronology of events, SCCOE selected Sjoberg Evashenk 

Consulting, Inc. to conduct a performance audit to evaluate internal controls, expenditures, and 

overall management of its new construction projects.   

The scope of our review includes the following six new construction projects: 

 Anne Darling  

 August Boeger (inactive) 

 Brownell 

 Foothill High 

 McCollam 

 Seven Trees (Daniel Lairon) 

We conducted this review in two phases.  During the first phase of the performance audit, we 

conducted a preliminary survey which was designed to gain an understanding of the SCCOE 

operating and control environment relative to the new construction projects and to identify areas 

of potential control weaknesses or concern in order to determine where concentrated audit 

fieldwork should be focused.  During the second phase, we conducted additional testing and 

contacted key stakeholders and contractors providing architectural and construction management 

services for the six projects to gain a better understanding of the management and oversight of 

the projects and gather additional financial and project documentation, including plans, invoices, 

and contracts, not available from SCCOE.  Audit fieldwork included the following steps: 

 Reviewed rules, regulations, policies, procedures, protocols, and directives or relevant 

provisions related to the six new construction projects and Proposition 55 New 

Construction projects.   

 Reviewed SCCOE Board of Education agendas, minutes, and relevant board packets, to 

determine when and whether contracts and service agreements over $100,000 were 

initially submitted to the Board for approval.   

 Interviewed current and former staff within Business Services Branch including General 

Services, Internal Business Services, Risk Management, and Internal Audit Departments 

to obtain an understanding of the environment and processes related to managing and 
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overseeing these projects.  A number of key former employees declined or chose not to 

speak with us. 

 Interviewed OPSC staff assigned to oversee State funds and financial hardship funds for 

the SCCOE school district to gain an understanding of funding requirements and 

restrictions.  

 Interviewed Weston Miles Architects and IBI Group (formerly BFGC Architecture), and 

Blach Construction Management and reviewed relevant project files and other records to 

gain an understanding of projects, documentation supporting project costs and schedules, 

and key decisions adjusting project scope of work, costs, and schedules. 

 Internal Audit worked with General Services to provide a compilation of project costs for 

each of the six projects which spanned nine fiscal years.  These are projects that are 

included within the scope of this review.  Internal Audits asserts that there was only a 90 

percent confidence level of these cost compilations.  We performed limited reviews of 

expenditures related to Blach Construction, Weston Miles Architecture and BFGC-IBI 

Group.   

 Tested a sample of project expenditures for “hard” costs (construction costs related to 

each of the multi-primes) for five of the projects, August Boeger is inactive at this time 

and no hard costs have been incurred to date.  We also tested a sample of “soft costs” 

(such as architect and construction management costs) for all six projects.  Audit tests 

determined whether expenditures were appropriately authorized by SCCOE, allowable 

under contract provisions, allowable by OPSC, within contracted amounts, and properly 

recorded and reported.   

 Examined multi-prime contractor award decisions to ensure contracts were awarded to 

the lowest responsive bidder and contract awards agreed with contractor bids. 

 Evaluated procurement and award decisions for Architectural and Construction 

Management services and the provisions of these service contracts to identify key terms 

and conditions, costs, and schedule and determine whether services actually provided 

agreed with contracted services.  For Weston Miles Architects, neither SCCOE nor 

Weston Miles was able to provide complete contracts files for all six projects.  

 Compared project invoices provided by Blach Construction Management and IBI Group 

for each relevant project to SCCOE accounting records and the project cost compilations 

prepared by SCCOE’s General Services with the aid of Internal Audit.  We were unable 

to gather a complete universe of invoices for Weston Miles Architects. 

 Evaluated “hard cost” (construction) contract amounts for each project and calculated the 

final approved contract amounts after amendments and change orders. 

 Evaluated the level of costs related to change orders to assess whether amounts exceeded 

the 10 percent threshold established by SCCOE.  Further, our construction expert 

conducted high level reviews of construction cost change orders for a sample of 

transactions for each of the five projects to determine the nature of the changes and 

alignment with industry best practices.   
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 Traced amounts reported in SCCOE accounting records and project-related documents to 

the OPSC expenditure worksheets and reports as well as reported amounts back to 

SCCOE records to assess whether reports to the State included all project expenditures 

and were accurate.   

 Reviewed the SCCOE Board’s policies and procedures related to its ethics policies and 

conflict of interest provisions.  We gathered code of conduct and Form 700 filings, and 

requested any other relevant disclosures.  Form 700 filings related to calendar years 2005 

to 2008 were archived and not available.  We analyzed the available submissions; only 

SCCOE staff submitted either form—none were filled by contractors or non-

employees—to evaluate compliance with State and SCCOE policies, procedures, 

protocols, and regulations. 

We conducted this performance audit in accordance with generally accepted government 

auditing standards.  Those standards require that we plan and perform the audit to obtain 

sufficient, appropriate evidence to provide a reasonable basis for our findings and conclusions 

based on our audit objectives.  We believe that the evidence obtained provides a reasonable basis 

for our findings and conclusions based on our audit objectives. 
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Chapter 1. Inadequate Project Files and Program Administration  

As a public fiduciary, the Santa Clara County Office of Education (SCCOE) has a responsibility 

and duty to assure that it establishes processes and record keeping practices that safeguard assets 

and demonstrate the proper and appropriate spending of public funds.  Throughout our audit, we 

were hindered by the lack of any organized and complete file maintenance processes, 

breakdowns in common and appropriate procedures for contract and purchasing administration, 

and inconsistent and inaccurate accounting and recording of Proposition 55 funds. 

1.1 Records Maintained by General Services Supporting New Construction 
Projects were Inconsistent, Incomplete, and Unorganized 

Generally, complete construction project files should include plans, internal project cost 

estimates, initial and amended project budgets, project schedules, support for project 

expenditures, including contracts, service agreements and purchase orders related to the project, 

as well as documentation supporting key decisions, such as changes in project scope of work, 

costs, and schedule.  Records should include formal and informal information related to contract 

negotiations, final agreements, amendments (with rationale), and on-going project progress data, 

notes and minutes detailing meetings (formal such as the owner/architect/contractor meetings as 

well as informal decisions), emails concerning decisions and discussions, and other pertinent 

documents reflecting stages and events happening over a project’s lifecycle.  

Generally, in this case, such files would be maintained and overseen by the General Services 

director, key manager, or a designated internal construction manager.  Our review of New 

Construction projects at SCCOE revealed that despite efforts by current General Service’s 

management and staff, and Internal Audits to locate the project records and files, documents and 

other essential data, records supporting projects were not centrally located and those that were 

maintained by SCCOE were unorganized, inconsistent, and incomplete.  Even with the efforts 

surrounding the gathering of data for the audit, significant gaps still exist.  These gaps are further 

exacerbated with the departure of two of key General Services’ managers (the former general 

services director and the former facilities manager) who were responsible for many of the new 

construction project decisions and activities and current staff seem to be unaware of the type and 

location of records that do exist.  Our review found:     

 Documents maintained by SCCOE were inadequate and incomplete to comprise a project 

file or necessary to track the full lifecycle of each project;   

 Support for initial and amended project budgets was limited; 

 Contracts and service agreements maintained by General Services were incomplete and 

often did not include all related change orders and amendments; 

 Limited support existed documenting key project decisions and rationale for adjustments 

to project schedule, scope of work, and budgets; and, 
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 No documentation was maintained by SCCOE that reflected completion dates of key 

project milestones and phases.   

Furthermore, SCCOE had not established policies or procedures establishing the types of 

documentation and support that should be included in capital construction project files.  During 

the audit process, on a number of occasions we requested certain project or fiscal records and 

staff were often unaware of their existence or could not locate the specific record.  Afterward, 

another related piece of information would come to light and one or a few project related 

documents were located or identified by staff.   

During our meeting with the construction management contractor, the contractor noted they had 

provided certain files and records to SCCOE after each project completion.  We inquired on a 

number of occasions about construction files and records and current SCCOE staff stated these 

records were only maintained by the contracted construction manager.  However, when meeting 

with the firm, executives told us that they provided SCCOE with discs and also access to shared 

project files that included a vast array of records including change orders, plans, prime contractor 

proposals, invoices, meeting minutes, and other key elements of data that are typical in a project 

file.  When asked about discs, staff conveyed they had received the discs, but were not aware of 

the disc contents and indicated they were directed by the former Director of General Services to 

simply file the discs and that the discs did not contain invoices, meeting minutes, or change 

orders.  Further, current SCCOE staff indicated that they were not aware of and did not have  

access to the contractor’s shared project drives nor are they aware whether former SCCOE 

management had access.  Thus, it is evident that the SCCOE has not established or required 

protocols for suitable record keeping and management has not ensured that files for the new 

construction projects had been appropriately developed, maintained, and or reviewed.   

To protect the interest of SCCOE and ensure adjustments to project costs, schedules, and scope 

of work are appropriate and authorized, SCCOE should establish policies and procedures 

detailing the types of information that should be retained for capital improvement projects.  

Adequate project files would include all the documents submitted to the State, project budgets, 

contracts, expenditure support, change order packets, project timelines and schedules with key 

milestone completion dates, critical communications with contracted construction managers and 

architects, and other records and documents. Without detailed project files, SCCOE cannot be 

assured that processes related to the new construction projects were prudently and appropriately 

managed and controlled.  Additionally, to ensure files are maintained consistently and are easy to 

locate, SCCOE should establish a documentation checklist as well as a consistent filing index 

system for project files.   

1.2 Critical Documents for New Construction Contracts Could Not be 
Located 

Our review of documents maintained by SCCOE Contracts unit and General Services staff found 

that the actual contracts appear to be missing or could not be located.  Additionally, staff were 

unable to locate some support for additional services and change orders authorized by SCCOE.  

In most cases, contractors were able to provide evidence of missing change orders and 
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documents such as “Professional Services Authorizations for Additional Service,” however, in 

other cases such documents could not be located. 

We noted particular problems related to the architecture and design services contracts.  For 

example, although SCCOE approved change orders submitted by WMA that indicated a specific 

contract date for each project and an initial contract amount, neither SCCOE nor WMA were 

able to provide the actual contracts executed on the specified date or any other date that covered 

the specific project expenses.  Instead, both SCCOE and WMA referenced a so-called initial 

blanket agreement between both parties that was approved by the County Superintendent on 

September 2, 2005; that, as discussed in Chapter 3 of this report, did not include provisions or 

contract award amounts to qualify as such an agreement.  As illustrated in Table 2, change orders 

and other data related to these projects cite a contract date and an original contract amount.  

When we looked further into the matter, investigation did not reveal any contract executed in 

SCCOE or other files for the project amounts.  Rather, WMA provided “estimate” statements for 

some of the projects that reflected the amounts of the initial “contract.” 

Table 2.  Weston Miles Architects Initial Project Contract Information as Reflected on 
Change Order Documents 

Project 

Initial Contract 

Date per Change 

Order 
Initial Contract Amount

1
 

per Change Order 

Brownell 12/2/2005 $200,000 

Foothill High 4/5/2006 $204,844 

Seven Trees 12/27/2007 $485,000 

McCollam 6/15/2005 $175,313 

August Boeger 4/1/2008 $505,000 

Anne Darling
2 

  Total   $1,570,157 

      

Notes: 
1
Contract amount does not include reimbursable expenses. 

2
Neither SCCOE nor WMA were able to provide an agreement for WMA’s      

services provided at Anne Darling.  

Additionally, we noted that the “blanket” architectural services contracts allowed for “additional 

services” to be provided upon the request and approval of SCCOE.  We found evidence in 

various SCCOE records that BFGC submitted formal Professional Service Authorizations for 

Additional Service agreements to SCCOE; however, SCCOE could not provide a complete 

package of Professional Service Authorizations that it approved for BFGC—upon request 

BFGC-IBI Group provided all the missing service agreements.     

Furthermore, records kept by SCCOE for the architectural services contracts with both WMA 

and BFGC appear to be missing the initial six pages that were part of other similar contracts.  

These pages include contract provisions such as the contract value, term, specified project(s), and 

account structure(s).  For example, we found that other similar SCCOE contracts, such as a 
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contract with BFGC for two modernization projects (Contract Number RM 06-088/RM 07-014) 

and another for construction manager Blach (Contract Number RM 08-09-0079) relating to new 

construction projects issued during the same time period, include six introductory pages that 

specify the projects covered by the contract, account structure, contract period, contract not-to-

exceed fee amounts, and other key provisions such as insurance, termination clauses, and 

withholding clauses.  Neither SCCOE contract staff nor General Services’ staff were able to 

locate similar contract pages for the WMA and BFGC contracts used for the new construction 

projects.   

Finally, in relation to construction management services for the new construction projects, 

neither SCCOE nor Blach could locate the contract amendment approving and delineating the 

increase to the contract by more than $480,000, from nearly $2.25 million to more than $2.73 

million.  In our attempts to reconcile Blach’s records to SCCOE’s, Blach indicated that the 

purchase orders issued by SCCOE did not correlate to the executed contract between SCCOE 

and Blach.  According to Blach, they were told by SCCOE procurement that SCCOE did not 

always issue contract amendments; rather, it was SCCOE’s practice to issue purchase orders 

against the contract increasing the contract amount rather than amend the contract to reflect 

change orders or adjustments for services provided.  As a result, contract or contract amendments 

held by the contractor did not always match with amounts ultimately approved through purchase 

orders.  SCCOE’s practice is not consistent with the standard process described by SCCOE’s 

contracting and procurement staff nor is it a sound business practice as payments made under a 

contract should not exceed the stipulated amounts without formal contract amendments.   

Although we did not find policies or procedures guiding the use of purchase orders for increasing 

contract amounts, we found this practice was prevalent in the area we reviewed.  For example, 

SCCOE issued a change order in December 2008 for the Anne Darling project increasing the 

purchase order (PO 099126) to reflect a construction management fee increase by more than 

$70,000.  We noted the contract was never amended to reflect the increased construction 

management fee and SCCOE was unable to provide supporting documentation for the increased 

fee amount.  According to SCCOE General Service’s staff, the former Director of General 

Services negotiated the fee increase; however, there is no record of this decision to add $70,000 

to the fee.  Similarly, we noted other instances where SCCOE issued change orders to increase 

purchase orders for construction management fees for the Foothill and Brownell projects by 

approximately $12,000 and $200,000 respectively referring to the contract as the authority for 

the purchase order; yet, the contract was never amended to reflect the increase in the construction 

management fees for either project and the purchase orders issued exceeded the contracted 

amount.  

These examples illustrate the lack of consistent contracting and procurement practices and pose 

weaknesses in SCCOE’s internal controls as well as hindering its ability to appropriately manage 

and oversee project costs and expenditures.  Furthermore, its lack of consistent contract files and 

documents exposes SCCOE to the potential risk of paying for services not authorized by 

SCCOE’s Board and management as well as not receiving the goods or services as intended.  To 

better ensure SCCOE’s interests are protected, SCCOE should implement a process and 

accountability measures to ensure complete contract files are maintained and contracts are 
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formerly amended to reflect changes to the contract costs, terms and conditions, scope of work, 

and schedule.  

1.3 Expenditures were not Sufficiently Tracked and were not Always 
Accurately Reflected in the Financial System 

During our review of project expenditures, we found that SCCOE General Services did not have 

an adequate process in place to track and manage project expenditures.  Specifically, we found 

that SCCOE General Services did not have a system in place to track budgeted costs to actual 

costs incurred.  Although SCCOE established cost center accounts for each of its new 

construction projects that were intended to identify and monitor project costs, we noted 

occasions where expenses were posted to an incorrect fund or project; some were subsequently 

properly recorded and others were not.   

According to current General Services and Internal Audit staff, they incurred numerous 

challenges in preparing project cost compilations for each of the six projects due to the lack of 

complete, organized, and available contract and construction files or a project cost accounting 

system that sufficiently captures expenditures and costs.  This matter was further exacerbated 

because the accounting system allows only limited descriptions of expenditures.  We found that 

in some cases expenses were paid outside the established cost center and multiple correcting 

journal entries were posted after the invoice was paid.  As a result, it was often difficult to 

identify, separate, and track related project transactions.  This resulted in incorrect reporting 

during the project life cycle as well as difficulty in determining where expenses truly belong. 

In one example, a December 2005 purchase order (PO 069116) relating to Weston Miles 

Architects (WMA) for the Brownell project was initially incorrectly coded to the Foundry cost 

center (677200) by General Services staff; as a result, invoices tied to the purchase order were 

initially posted to the incorrect cost center and were reposted through journal entries to the 

correct Brownell cost center (677700) at a later date.  For example, one Brownell WMA invoice 

for $4,788.75, paid on June 21, 2006, was posted to cost center 677200; the expense was then 

transferred to the appropriate cost center on February 26, 2009—several years later.    

In addition, former accounting staff indicated that the Accounting Department often questioned 

invoices that were approved for payment by General Services.  While we were not provided 

specific examples of questioned instances, we noted evidence of inquiries about certain invoices 

or payments that suggest staff were told to process a transaction as directed or that any 

discussion related to the proposed payment would not be done in writing.  We were told that staff 

experienced some pushback, and ultimately were directed to pay the invoices.  In addition, in 

some cases adjustments were made at a later date to transfer the expenses from the initial cost 

center to the appropriate cost center.  Internal Audit also found evidence related to modernization 

projects that were outside of our audit scope where the General Services staff questioned 

expenditure charges and report filing methodology. 

Recommendations 
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SCCOE should: 

1. Establish formal, documented policies and procedures detailing the types of information 

that should be retained for capital improvement projects.  SCCOE should also consider 

establishing a consistent filing index system and filing checklist for project files to better 

ensure files are easily located and maintained in a consistent manner.   

2. Implement a process to ensure complete contract files are maintained in a centralized 

location and contracts are formerly amended to reflect changes to the contract costs, 

terms and conditions, scope of work, and schedule.  

3. Ensure established internal controls are followed and expenditures are appropriately 

coded and approved prior to processing invoices for payment.  

4. Clearly communicate to SCCOE management and staff the revised policies and 

procedures for capital improvement project oversight and management, emphasizing the 

goal of 100 percent compliance, individual accountability, and organizational 

transparency. 
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Chapter 2. SCCOE Did Not Always Comply with State Funding 

Provisions 

Proposition 55 along with the hardship determination afforded SCCOE full-funding for a number 

of significant capital projects, including the six new construction projects within the scope of our 

review.  State funding includes strict parameters and monitoring features to limit scope creep, 

carefully manage costs, ensure that projects are completed within the funding allocated, and that 

funded entities are accountable—all these provisions are intended to protect the public interest 

and safeguard assets.  

However, despite these control-related stipulations and requirements, the SCCOE did not always 

comply with OPSC rules and regulations.  Specifically, we noted that at least in two of the six 

projects, costs exceeded the budgets and put future allocations and SCCOE’s financial hardship 

designation at risk.  We also found that due to incorrect recording of costs, reports submitted to 

the State were not always accurate or complete.  

2.1 Some Projects Costs Exceeded OPSC Approved Project Budgets 

As part of the Proposition 55, agencies requesting new construction funding are required to 

submit project budgets and plans to the California Office of Public School Construction (OPSC) 

for approval.  In most cases, agencies are required to contribute a portion (local match) to fund 

estimated project expenditures.  SCCOE applied for and received hardship designation due to its 

assertion that it did not have local funds available to contribute towards project expenditures.  

State funds allocated for new construction projects, once approved, may be “drawn down” by 

SCCOE in two phases: at the design and planning phase, and at the construction phase.  Once the 

State approves the project plans, all related available funds for each phase are available at the 

beginning of each of the two project phases.   

According to OPSC, once project costs and scope of work is approved by the State, state funds 

and interest earned on those funds may be used for project costs incurred during either the 

planning or construction phase as long as the costs are for items included in the OPSC approved 

plans.   Proposition 55 provisions further stipulated that any cost savings, that is funds not 

needed for the project and the associated interest earned on savings must be returned to the State 

upon project completion.  Additionally, because SCCOE’s hardship designation asserts that no 

funds are available to contribute to these projects, State provisions require that Proposition 55 

projects remain within budget parameters—essentially not allowing project overruns.  Therefore 

to comply with State rules, SCCOE is compelled to carefully control costs as there are 

consequences of budget overspendings, including returning hardship funds, reducing future 

hardship allocations, or withdrawing the financial hardship status for a period of three years if 

project costs exceed approved budgeted amounts.  

Despite severe consequences of budget overruns, calculations of total costs related to the six new 

construction projects within our review reveal at least two projects exceeded State limits of 
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appropriation.  Table 3 illustrates the results of our review of project costs, based on SCCOE’s 

cost compilation.   

Table 3.  Total Cost Through June 30, 2013, Six New Construction Projects 

New 

Construction 

Project 

SAB 

Allocation
1
 

Interest 

Earned on 

SAB 

Allocation
2
 

OPSC 

Required 

District 

Share
1
 

Total 

Available 

Project 

Funds
3
 

Project 

Costs
2
 

Difference 

Over/ 

(Under) 

Budget 

 

Project 

Status 

Anne Darling  $7,703,864 $227,627 - $7,931,491 $7,553,203 ($378,288) Completed 

McCollam $4,414,427 $46,178 $24,539 $4,485,144 $5,244,550 $759,406 Completed 

Foothill High $3,750,000 $54,447 - $3,804,447 $3,819,262 $14,815 Completed 

Brownell $4,422,286 $90,897 - $4,513,183 $4,510,379 ($2,804) 
Expenses 

Pending 

Seven Trees 

(Daniel 

Larion) 

$7,237,832 $66,357 $142,736 $7,446,925 $3,155,848 ($4,291,077) 
In 

Construction 

August 

Boeger 
$715,219 $21,103 $26,999 $763,321 $705,832 (57,489) Inactive 

Total $28,243,628  $506,609  $194,274  $28,944,511  $24,989,074  ($3,955,437)  

Sources: 
1
OPSC Funding Letters and Correspondence with SCCOE  

2
SCCOE Project Expense Compilations and Accounting Interest Earned calculation as of 06/30/2013 

3
Total includes SAB Allocation, Interest Earned on SAB Allocation, and OPSC Required District Share 

The project costs compilation figures show that one project, Anne Darling, was completed under 

budget.  As reflected in Table 3, expenses for Anne Darling totaled $7,553,203, leaving excess 

State funds of $378,288 unspent.  According to the architect responsible for designing the Anne 

Darling project, IBI Group (formerly BFGC), the architect was able to maintain costs through 

value engineering and developing plans that maximized the funds allocated from the State.  For 

example, the State allocates a higher amount per square foot for bathroom space then storage 

space; as such, IBI Group indicated that they designed the bathroom space to be multifunctional 

and included additional storage space needed by the school.  In addition, IBI Group indicated 

that they developed the plans based on the level of funding they estimated they would receive 

from the State based on historical experience and cost models used by the State to allocated 

funding.  When combined with value engineering, techniques such as these allowed the project 

to be completed within the budget allocated from the State.   

On March 1, 2013, the State requested SCCOE return project cost savings plus interest earned, 

which the State calculated to be $379,988 based on project expenditures reports submitted to the 

OPSC.  On June 19, 2013, SCCOE returned the amount requested to the State for the Anne 

Darling project.  During the next reporting period, SCCOE should submit an adjusted 

expenditure report that includes additional costs identified during the preparation of the cost 

compilation and any additional interest earned since the last reporting period.   
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Conversely, according to the new construction project cost compilation, project expenditures for 

the McCollam and Foothill High projects exceeded the State’s approved project allowances, 

which is contrary to the provisions of the award of “hardship” funds.  Total budget amounts for 

these projects included the State Allocation Board’s allocation plus any related interest earnings.  

Both of these projects were designed and managed by WMA.  

As of June 30, 2013, project costs for McCollam greatly exceeded the appropriation.  As 

reflected in Table 3, the total allowable project funding was $4,485,144, but the project overran 

allowances by $759,406.  Although the budget overrun was not as significant as McCollam, the 

Foothill project also exceeded allowable amounts of the project funding.  The total budget of 

$3,804,447 was exceeded by $14,815.  State provisions related to hardship funding specify that 

project costs must be contained within amounts allocated since the hardship applicant, in this 

case SCCOE, has certified that it has no funds to contribute to these projects.   

One major difference we noted between the approach used by WMA versus IBI Group to 

develop project budgets and estimate costs, is that WMA indicated that they designed the plans 

and worked backwards to modify the plans once the State notified SCCOE of the amount of 

funding awarded for each of the projects; whereas, IBI Group indicated it estimated the funding 

allocation SCCOE would receive from the State based on past experience for other school 

districts and designed plans that could be built within estimated budgets.  According to the 

contracted construction manager, a major difference between the two architects was that IBI 

Group designed facilities that could be built within the allocation; whereas, the cost to construct 

the facilities designed by WMA often exceeded the State allocation.    

Our review of SCCOE correspondence with and reporting to the California Department of 

General Services (DGS) and OPSC found that SCCOE recognized that it exceeded the budget for 

the McCollam project and appropriately reported the issue of excess expenses to the State on its 

September 2008, April 2009, and April 2010 expenditure reports (SAB 50-06).  An OPSC audit 

of the project conducted in 2009 resulted in the State notifying SCCOE that future hardship 

allocations for other projects would be reduced and offset by amounts identified as overspending 

and ultimately categorized as “district contributions.”  As a result, the State required SCCOE to 

provide “district contributions” for several other projects, and subsequently reduced future 

amounts of hardship funding for approved projects.  Specifically, on April 24, 2009, OPSC sent 

SCCOE a notice indicating that SCCOE must contribute a total of $144,534 in “district 

contributions due to expenditures” on three projects: McCollam, Seven Trees, and August 

Boeger.  Additionally, on December 14, 2011, the State reduced the State Allocation Board 

Financial Hardship contribution for Seven Trees by $26,472 and also required the local 

(SCCOE) contribution be increased by an additional $49,740.  The OPSC notice letter states in 

bold print “It is imperative that financial hardship districts be advised not to overspend on their 

financial hardship projects beyond the district’s grant eligibility, plus interest earned on State 

funds.  District’s that overspend on their financial hardship projects may be required to 

reimburse the State at the conclusion of the final expenditure audit.”   

The School Facility Program Handbook expands on the penalty provision and outlines the 

following three options for addressing cost overruns on projects receiving hardship funds: 
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 “Reduce the financial hardship contribution on that project by submitting the overspent 

amount; or 

 Apply the overspent amount to reduce the financial hardship contribution on a future 

project within three years of project closeout; or 

 Retain the overspent amount if a financial hardship application is not submitted for a 

period of three years from the date of the last financial hardship approval.” 

According to OPSC, for those projects where actual costs exceeded allowable limits, once the 

projects are completed SCCOE will likely either need to return funds to the State in the amount 

of the cost overruns or they will lose their financial hardship status and will be unable to apply 

for financial hardship status on future projects for three years.  To address the project cost 

overruns and savings identified above, SCCOE should review the project expenditures for each 

of the projects and determine which of the available options best serves the interest of the Office.   

2.2 Reports Submitted to the State Were Not Always Accurate 

On an annual basis, SCCOE is required to submit an expenditure report to the State for each of 

the projects throughout the lifecycle until complete.  The expenditures reports include costs 

incurred to date, interest accrued on State funds, State funds received, and any local 

contributions.  As discussed in Chapter 1, although SCCOE established unique accounts within 

its financial system to record transactions relating to each of the new construction projects, costs 

were not always accurately coded or recorded in the financial system and SCCOE had 

historically not developed a sufficient process to track and manage project expenditures.   

During our review of project costs and expenditures reported to the State, we identified instances 

where expenses were not included in expenditure reports submitted to the State.  For example, 

for the McCollam project, on July 8, 2013 SCCOE provided an amended report for its April 30, 

2012 reporting period that identified an additional $301,547 in expenditures that should have 

been reported in prior reporting periods, but were not reported due to coding errors related to the 

cost centers, funds, and/or object codes.  In addition, our subsequent review of expenses for the 

McCollam project found additional costs that should have been reported to the State, but were 

not.   

Our review of other project expenditures show similar cases where costs were not reported due 

to coding errors; many of these individually are small amounts, but impact total project costs.  

State reporting was therefore often not accurate.  The compilation of total costs as reflected in 

Table 3 include any errors or omissions that came to our or SCCOE’s attention during our audit 

period, but may not be comprehensive as we cannot be confident of the accuracy and 

completeness of underlying records.  The lack of internal controls to ensure costs were 

accurately recorded and reported in SCCOE’s financial system impacts SCCOE’s ability to 

provide accurate, timely data to both the State and SCCOE’s Board.   

Recommendations 

SCCOE should consider:  
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5. Implementing a process to better track and manage costs associated with projects funded 

through Proposition 55.  This process should include ensuring all project costs are 

appropriate and allowable, associated with the scope of work authorized by the State, 

and are coded to the correct cost center and project prior to processing invoices for 

payment.  

6. Reviewing and updating SCCOE’s most recent annual expenditure reports submitted to 

the State for each of the six projects against SCCOE’s General Services cost compilation 

to ensure all costs were appropriately reported and no unallowable costs were included 

in the cost reported.  If necessary, SCCOE should submit a revised expenditure report to 

the State explaining the variances identified.  

7. Establishing a management oversight and monitoring system to assure that timely, 

accurate and reliable information is submitted to the State in full compliance with terms 

and conditions of Proposition 55 and other funding program requirements. 
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Chapter 3. Contracting Did Not Follow Board Or Administrative 

Procedures 

Although formally adopting a code of conduct that includes conducting all SCCOE efforts 

following the “highest moral, legal, and ethical principles” and requiring staff to agree to such 

provisions, the culture surrounding the new construction activities did not reflect such attitudes.  

The cultural environment in place during the period when most of the construction activity took 

place suggests a seemingly purposeful avoidance of sound internal controls and fiscal best 

practices.  As previously noted, records were in a disarray and incomplete, and departures from 

sound business activities were allowed to take place.  We found staff compliance with conflict of 

interest annual filings, but noted that no such disclosures or requirements were applied to key 

new construction contractors, such as architects or construction management firms. 

In selecting architects for new construction projects, we found irregularities in these 

procurements and a lack of expected critical documentation.  Further, large expenditures 

circumvented SCCOE Board approval protocols.  Because money discussions and activities 

lacked supporting documents or were conducted verbally, we cannot ascertain the full chain of 

events or assign responsible parties.  Moreover, important contracts with architects were 

incomplete, favored the vendors, and included overlapping services.  

3.1 SCCOE’s Organizational Culture Allowed Weaknesses in Administering 
New Construction Program Contracting and Procurement Activities 

The SCCOE’s Code of Conduct Handbook sets forth the Office’s intent to “conduct all aspects 

of its operations with the highest moral, legal, and ethical principles” and charges the officers, 

managers, and all staff of the SCCOE with adhering to, complying with, and advocating these 

principles in fulfilling their responsibilities.  During the course of our review, we did not 

discover credible evidence of a direct breach in these values by any one individual.  However, 

our observations note a culture that allowed seemingly purposeful obfuscation of actions, 

records, and processes—resulting in a general absence of accountability and transparency in 

many business cycles relating to millions of dollars expended for the New Construction program.   

As noted throughout this report, we found a disarray of critical records and files, gaping holes in 

institutional knowledge, weaknesses in contract procurement and oversight, a breakdown in audit 

trails, and an unwillingness of most former employees involved in the New Construction 

programs to talk with us.  In reviewing the Code of Conduct, we identified several provisions 

where potential breaches of policy may have occurred—but our audit tasks found that those 

departures from sound practices were either committed or allowed by a number of individuals—

essentially allowing a breakdown in the enterprise-wide control structure.   

The key employees involved in the New Construction program all signed the “Code of 

Conduct—Living Our Values” agreement either in the Spring of 2008 or when they were hired 
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subsequent to that period.  Their signature attested that they read, understood, and agreed to 

abide by the Code.  We found many control weaknesses as noted throughout this report as well 

as some practices that could be contrary to the principles of the Code of Conduct provisions—

such as activities that may reflect favoritism in contracting or initial purposefully miscoding 

project costs.  Although we noted a number of “red flags” that suggest potential abuse or 

impropriety, our audit did not reveal credible evidence of such an infraction.  

Rather, we noted a general acceptance of a “do as directed” approach, an attitude of refraining 

from documenting decisions or actions, and a reluctance of current and former staff to disclose or 

provide documentation of any perceived or actual issues.  A Code of Conduct, Board Policy, or 

Administration Regulation can only be as strong as the ethical tone and barometer established, 

exercised, expected and required organization-wide, by every employee from the top of an 

organization, down.    

In form, the SCCOE follows the rules expected of a public fiduciary agency—it established the 

Code of Conduct, and followed the State’s disclosure requirements for economic interests.  

Under Board Policy 9270(a), the Board designated the County Superintendent as being the only 

SCCOE employee to file a “full Statement of Economic Interest” or Form 700 under 

Government Code Section 87200.  A number of other positions at SCCOE are designated as 

“Category 2” and are required to disclose the following: 

“a. Investments or business positions in or income from sources which are contractors or 

subcontractors engaged in work services of the type used by the department which the 

designated person manages or directs. 

b. Investments or business positions in or income from sources which manufacture or 

sell supplies, books, machinery, or equipment of the type used by the department 

which the designated person manage or directs.”    

In practice, it appears that the designated filers use Form 700 to disclose economic interests and 

do not necessarily restrict their disclosures to the conditions in the Board policy.  Our review of 

filings for 2009, 2010, 2011, and 2012 show that filers submitted Form 700’s annually, and at the 

time of hire (assuming office).  These designated employees are also required to file Form 700s 

when terminating with the SCCOE.  We noted that one filer, the former General Services 

Director, did not file the Form 700 when he left office mid-year. 

Further, under Board policy 9270(c), consultants meeting certain criteria are required to disclose 

financial interests as “determined on a case-by-case basis by the County Superintendent or 

designee.”  While the Board’s policy leaves much discretion, SCCOE staff could find no 

evidence of contractors being required to submit or submitting such disclosures.   

Specifically, the Board policy requires the Superintendent or designee to provide a written 

description of the consultant’s duties and define the extent and requirements of the disclosure.  

Additionally, the policy defines criteria for meeting the intent of this disclosure, including 

authorizing contracts, contract amendments, or renewals that require County Office approvals; 

approving contract specifications; or otherwise representing or serving in a position or capacity 

of an Office employee.  The architects and construction manager could be deemed to meet the 
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criteria for disclosure; certainly, they represented SCCOE in the public, to governmental entities, 

and to other contractors.  Nonetheless, we found no evidence of a SCCOE contractor being 

required to submit a statement of economic interests or conflict of interest statement.   

Given the results of this review, and the fiduciary responsibility that the SCCOE has to the 

public, the Superintendent and the Board should revisit the Office’s core values, policies and 

procedures, and control environment to reconfirm its commitment to excellence, accountability, 

personal responsibility, and transparency.  This reassessment should result in a reassertion of a 

commitment to sound practices and control environment not only to strengthen the specific 

control weaknesses we noted in this report, but to reaffirm and instill the adopted core values 

into its everyday operations and culture.  Further, these fiduciary and ethical requirements should 

be extended to the SCCOE’S contractors and consultants and require disclosures of financial 

interests and potential conflicts of interest. 

3.2 Selection Process for Architectural Services was not Documented 

In accordance with the provisions of SCCOE Operating Policy OP 3330
1
,   SCCOE conducted a 

competitive bid process to procure specialty services for professional architects.  Specifically, on 

October 8, 2004, SCCOE issued RFP 4-04-05 for “architectural services for the renovation of 

various school sites.”  This RFP specifically referenced the modernization of six discrete special 

education locations.  Nonetheless, SCCOE used this RFP to contract for modernization and new 

construction projects with both WMA and BFGC for sites not named in the RFP or specified in 

the contract documents, including Anne Darling, McCollam, Seven Trees (Daniel Larion), 

Foothill High, Brownell and August Boeger.  Our review of files surrounding these 

procurements show some unusual actions in the interview and award process related to the 

original RFP.  Further, records supporting the award decisions cannot be located. 

Specifically, the formal competitive bidding for architectural services under RFP 4-04-05 was 

interrupted by the former Director of SCCOE General Services.  After SCCOE released an 

RFP—RFP 4-04-05—for architectural services for the modernization of six school sites, a panel 

of five (two representatives of School Services, two Facilities staff, and the purchasing manager) 

conducted in-person interviews with four architecture firms.  They ranked the firms in terms of 

each of the modernization projects and recommended a specific firm for each project.  The 

former director voiced concerns with using multiple architects.  He also stated in an email that 

“these recommendations are for modernization only but could possibly set an evaluation process 

for which firms would work with the $50M in new construction.”  After receipt of the evaluation 

panel’s recommendations, the former Director of General Services requested a rank ordering of 

the firms, reference checks, and written interview comments.  The selection panel submitted their 

recommendations back to the former Director on October 26, 2004.   

Subsequently, on November 30, 2004, the former director convened a second four-member panel 

consisting of himself and other SCCOE employees—assistant superintendent, Business Services 

Branch; assistant superintendent, Student Services Branch; and director, Facilities and 

Modernization  from the Oak Grove School District.  The former Director of General Services 

                                                 
1
 Latest revision, 11/19/2012 is Administrative Regulation AR 3310 (c) Section 5 
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led the second evaluation group.  This panel overturned the recommendations of the original 

selection panel.  According to a note to the file dated March 30, 2005, a memo written months 

after the decisions were announced, the second interview panel reportedly unanimously decided 

that the firms of WMA and BFGC be awarded contracts for architectural services for new 

construction and modernization.  SCCOE procurement and contracting staff could not locate the 

scoring sheets, or interview notes or summary, or other evidence supporting actions of the 

second panel.  As a result, we could not determine the evaluation process and scoring basis for 

the final selection and award.  WMA, who had conducted prior facility surveying work for 

SCCOE and assisted SCCOE in securing State Proposition 55 funding, was ultimately selected 

as the architect for five of the six projects.  For one of the six construction projects, Anne 

Darling, SCCOE awarded the architecture contract to another firm BFGC Architecture (now 

known as IBI Group).   

3.3 SCCOE Did Not Seek Required Board Approval for Several Contracts  

Although SCCOE Board policy requires agreements over $100,000 receive Board approval, our 

review of records relating to the six projects for construction management and architectural 

services, found that only a fraction of the costs for these services were brought to the Board.  

Instead, SCCOE staff cited justification for issuing service related purchase orders and 

agreements based on earlier Board approvals—characterized as a “blanket approval.”  However, 

our review finds no evidence that this expansion of the procurement was disclosed to the Board, 

as illustrated in Appendix A.  Specifically, Board approvals for two initial modernization 

contracts valued at less than $250,000 were used to justify numerous purchase orders resulting in 

more than $3.8 million in payments as of June 30, 2013 to the two architecture firms.  Similarly, 

the initial Board approval of $1.7 million on July 18, 2007 was used to justify payments totaling 

nearly $3.0 million as of June 30, 2013 for construction management services for the six new 

construction projects.  Conversely, we noted that prime contractor agreements that were project 

specific for “hard” construction costs were routinely brought to the Board when required.  

In practice, the concept of using broad blanket contracts was cited as the authority to issue 

numerous other purchase orders that included millions of dollars over several years relating to 

the new construction projects.  Staff characterized the purchases as being under a “blanket” 

contract for which changes are not subject to the on-going Board approval process.  However, 

Administrative Regulation 3300 stipulates that “blanket” or “open” purchase orders are for 

minor items.  The purchase order amounts issued each year using this authorization cannot 

reasonably meet the criteria for “minor” items and significantly exceeded the amounts approved 

by the Board.  Our review of Board minutes and documents did not reveal any subsequent 

request from SCCOE staff for the Board to approve additional amounts for architectural services 

relating to new construction projects.  Furthermore, SCCOE Board Policy BP 3312 (a) is clear: 

 “It is the policy of the Santa Clara County Board of Education that all contractual 

agreements estimated to exceed $100,000 shall require prior approval of the 

County Board.  All contractual agreements estimated to fall within the range of 

$100,000 to $250,000 shall be placed on the agenda of regular County Board 

meetings as Consent Action items; all contractual agreements estimated to exceed 
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$250,000 shall be placed on the agenda of regular County Board meetings as 

Study Action Items.” 

The policy also includes provisions that allow renewals of County Board-approved contracts so 

long as the terms and conditions of the original contractual agreements have not changed.   

With respect to the BFGC Architecture (now known as IBI Group) contract for architectural 

services, we found that on June 15, 2005, staff presented to the Board a request to approve a 

purchase order for BFGC as the amount exceeded the stipulated $100,000 value requiring 

submission to the Board for approval.  Specifically, the Board approved the award of $178,043 

to BFGC for architectural services for facility modernization projects and referenced 

modernization funding under Proposition 55.  SCCOE issued a contract (Contract Number RM 

06-088/RM 07-014) and purchase order (PO 060066) for BFGC in the amount of $178,043 for 

design services covering the modernization projects at East Valley and Gateway schools in June 

2005 and July 2005 respectively.  Staff cited this Board approval as the authority to issue a 

second contract to BFGC (Contract Number RM 06-299) for $485,354 in September 2005 as 

well as numerous subsequent purchase orders that ultimately totaled thousands of dollars relating 

to the Anne Darling new construction project, all citing the June 15, 2005 Board approval date.  

We found no evidence of staff submitting any of these transactions to the Board.  In total, 

SCCOE paid BFGC approximately $669,000 for architectural services for new construction at 

Anne Darling citing the June 15, 2005 Board approval of $178,043 for modernization at East 

Valley and Gateway as its authority to expend funds.   

Although staff justified using a Board approval of a specific previous purchase order as authority 

for subsequent spending by characterizing the purchase order as a blanket approval, the BFGC 

purchase order approved by the Board was distinct to a separate unrelated contract and purchase 

order (Contract Number RM 06-088/RM 07- 014 and PO 060066) and related directly to a 

modernization project without mention of new construction projects; clearly not represented as a 

blanket request for approval for future contracts and purchase orders for architectural services to 

be provided by BFGC for new construction projects. 

Similarly on June 15, 2005, staff also presented to the Board a request to approve a purchase 

order for WMA, as the amount exceeded the stipulated $100,000 value for submission to the 

Board.  This request was specific to architectural services for facility modernization projects 

and referenced modernization funding under Proposition 55.  Specifically, a WMA contract was 

approved by the SCCOE Board of Education for $247,494 for facility modernization projects.  

Unlike the situation we cite relating to BFGC, the SCCOE contracting and purchasing staff were 

unable to provide a contract or purchase order relating to this amount.  Instead, purchasing staff 

indicated this $247,494 request—just under the more rigorous $250,000 Board Study Action 

threshold— was for a “blanket approval” for all modernization and new construction projects.  

Given the sheer magnitude of SCCOE’s more than $50 million Proposition 55 program, it is 

illogical and indefensible that a contract approval for design services of some $247,500 is 

conceived to be a blanket approval of millions of dollars of architectural services expenses.  

Nevertheless, this single Board approval was used for justification for all of the WMA new 

construction purchase orders over the more than seven-year period and totaling nearly $3.2 

million in fees paid to WMA for the six new construction projects.  We could find no evidence 
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that the Board was notified of the intended blanket use of its approval or if it was informed of the 

potential magnitude of the contract.   

In our review of available records and in some discussions with staff, we noted some evidence 

where SCCOE staff questioned the approval used for WMA purchase orders.  For example, in 

July 2007, two requisitions for WMA services were issued on the same date for the McCollam 

project.  One requisition was for $154,231 and a second for $196,561.  A handwritten note on a 

copy of the requisition request noted that together the purchase orders would exceed $250,000 

and asked the question of whether they should go to the Board as a “Study Action.”  It appears 

this question went no further as there was no evidence of the issue being taken to the Board.  

This issue illustrates the breakdown in the control structure and the ethical culture of the 

organization at that time.  Under the Board policy purchases orders over $100,000 are to be 

brought to the Board for approval, unless the particular purchase qualifies as an on-going 

expense such as telecommunication services or utilities. 

In another example, on July 18, 2007, the Board approved $1,733,400 for construction 

management services for the KR Smith, Brownell, and Anne Darling new construction 

projects—the KR Smith project was cancelled.  SCCOE issued a contract (RM 09-12-0573) to 

Blach in the amount of $1,733,400 for construction management services at the three sites.  This 

contract was later amended to include Foothill High and McCollam and the contract amount 

increased to $3,259,916.  In December 2011, SCCOE issued a second contract to Blach for 

construction management services (RM# 12-14-0402) at Seven Trees (Daniel Larion) and 

corresponding purchase order for $847,379, again referencing the July 18, 2007 Board approval 

as authority for the procurement.  Thus, again although there was the initial Board approval of 

$1.7 million, the amendments to the contracts more than constituted amounts requiring Board 

approval, but instead staff used a previous approval to justify expenses reaching nearly $3.0 

million for construction management services. 

It is unclear why or how SCCOE staff justified using a single contract and purchase order 

approval to contract for services clearly relating to separate and unnamed projects at different 

locations under a separate program—new construction not modernization—and for periods of 

service that stretch nearly a decade and in the millions of dollars.  SCCOE’s lack of credible 

enterprise control environment over contracting practices and construction management in 

addition to an attitude of allowing circumventions of typical practices enabled a multitude of 

payments to be made for new construction projects that were outside the Board’s view.  

Ultimately, it appears SCCOE circumvented its designated procurement process for both 

architectural services and construction management services pertaining to new construction 

projects.    

3.4 Contracts for Architectural Services Did not Include All Expected 
Provisions and Were Incomplete 

The contracts that SCCOE executed with WMA and BFGC did not include critical provisions 

necessary to protect SCCOE’s interest.  Specifically, our review found that contracts for 

architectural services did not include provisions such as term and contract dollar amount, 
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projects to be undertaken, details for service deliverables, and directions for invoicing and 

documenting support for services rendered.   

Specifically, the contracts provided to us for BFGC and WMA for the new construction projects 

contained blank spaces in the agreements where the effective date, contracting parties, names of 

pertinent architectural staff and consultants, and (in Article 6) where the architect fees should 

have been filled in.  Likewise, no timelines were entered into the blank spaces in Exhibit C 

(“Schedule of Services”) for either of these two contracts.  As a result, the contracts we reviewed 

did not include a contract period or expiration date, schedule of services, contract values, or “not 

to exceed” limits.  Additionally, in both contracts Exhibit D states that the architecture fee is 

based on the Construction Cost Budget of the project at the time of the agreement execution; 

however, neither SCCOE contracts staff nor General Services staff were able to provide any 

information showing that project budgets were established at the time the contract was executed.  

Furthermore, we understand that the architect and construction manager were responsible for 

creating the Construction Cost Budget, which does not encourage the architect to contain costs or 

reduce the budget, since the architect’s fee is based upon this budget. 

Further, the contracts lacked protective provisions such as liquidated damages and audit clauses 

that serve to protect SCCOE’s interests.  Without these clauses it may prove difficult to recover 

fees or costs if deemed necessary, conduct routine or post project audits, or to obtain records and 

files in the custody of the architect for the new construction projects. 

We cannot determine from the records available whether these contract elements were ever 

completed.  It is an essential safeguard that all contracts are appropriately and thoroughly 

completed and executed.  Without such provisions, SCCOE cannot demand full performance of 

its contracts or protect best interests of SCCOE or the State in the spending of Proposition 55 

funds. 

3.5 Contracted Rates for Architectural Services Differed from Proposed 
Rates  

Our review of proposed rates submitted for architectural services and contracted rates identified 

discrepancies; however, neither SCCOE General Services nor Contracting could provide support 

explaining why proposed rated differed from the final rates included in the contract.  

Specifically, as illustrated in Table 4, we found that the contract for WMA included higher 

billing rates for “extra services” than those that WMA proposed in the formal response to the 

RFP 04-04-05; neither SCCOE contract and General Services staff or WMA could provide 

documentation supporting the rate increase.  For example, the proposed hourly rate for a 

principal architect was originally bid as $125 per hour; yet, the rate was $175 per hour—a 40 

percent increase.  In addition, hourly services listed in the proposal for services, such as a 

principal landscape architect, were not included in the final contract.  Our review of change 

orders submitted by WMA and approved by SCCOE found that WMA hired subcontractors to 

provide landscape architectural design services and charged SCCOE a 10 to 20 percent markup.  
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Table 4.  Changes in WMA's Hourly Fees between Response to RFP 04-04-05 and  
 Contract 

Service
Response 

to RFP
Contract

Percent Change 

Using Lowest 

Value in Range*

Percent Change 

Using Highest 

Value in Range

Principal in Charge --- $185.00 --- ---

 Principal Architect $125.00 $175.00 40% 40%

 Associate/Project Director --- $150 - $170 ---

 Project Architect  $90.00 $125 - $145 39% 61%

 Architect $85.00 --- --- ---

 Architectural Draftsperson $70.00 --- --- ---

 Project Manager $80.00 $90 - $125 13% 56%

 Program Manager /Construction 

Manager 
--- $90 - $150 --- ---

 Technical I (Senior / Licensed) --- $75 - $85 --- ---

 Technical II (Licensed) --- $70.00 --- ---

 Technical III (Intermediate) --- $65.00 --- ---

 Technical IV (Assistant / Junior) --- $55.00 --- ---

 Interior Designer $70.00 --- --- ---

 Principal Landscape Architect $80.00 --- --- ---

 Landscape Draftsperson $70.00 --- --- ---

 Administrative --- $78.00 --- ---

 Clerical $45.00 $50 - $65 11% 44%  

SCCOE was unable to provide the proposed rates originally submitted by BFGC; however, 

SCCOE and IBI Group (formerly BFGC) indicated that rates for BFGC were increased to reflect 

the same rates as those included in the WMA contract.  Similarly, neither SCCOE nor IBI Group 

was able to provide support for the rationale for the rate increases.   

3.6 Architect Fee Model Did Not Follow Best Practices  

The contract documents SCCOE used for architectural services for both WMA and BFGC were 

based on an American Institute of Architects (AIA) contract template that favored the architect 

rather than SCCOE.  Although we see evidence and staff confirm that both SCCOE contracts and 

purchasing staff specifically voiced such concerns, the ultimate contracts closely followed the 

AIA template.  In WMA’s proposal in response to RFP 04-04-05 for “architectural services for 

the renovation of various school sites,” dated October 20, 2004 (Section 8), WMA proposed a 

deliverable-based “fixed fee” based on a percentage of completion for typical project milestones 

such as schematic design, design development, construction documents, bidding, construction 

administration, and close out.  For “extra services” not covered by these deliverables—such as 

project programming, which generally occurs at the onset of a project and is intended to 
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brainstorm the project’s features and overall vision—WMA proposed and was to be reimbursed 

at hourly rates as set forth by the contract.  While the provisions included in the contracts were 

allowable, overall the contracts were not in SCCOE’s best interests as it appears WMA was 

delegated much of the owner’s responsibilities.  

Specifically, WMA’s architect fee is linked to the construction budget following a proportional 

allocation based on the total construction contract amount.  For instance, on the first $1 million 

of construction costs, the architect’s fee is 10% or $100,000.  On next $1 million, the fee is 9.5%, 

or in other words, for a $2 million construction budget, the architect’s fee would be $195,000 

(=10% of 1
st
 million plus 9.5% on the 2

nd
 million).  The fees are 2% greater for modernization 

projects than new construction projects; instead of a 10% fee for the first million under new 

construction, the fee would be 12% for modernization projects. 

While it is common practice for project owners to base the architect’s fee on the construction 

budget, when used, those determinations are typically made in-house by the owners prior to 

soliciting architectural or construction services, and the estimated total budgets are not shared or 

made part of the architect’s contract.  In this case the contractors are in charge of making 

determinations that impact their fees.  In estimating the design fees, industry guidelines vary, but 

a design fee equivalent to 10% of the construction budget is a common estimate.  For instance, 

for school facilities, which are considered average complexity projects, Arizona’s School 

Facilities Board suggests a 6% to 7% design fee for construction budgets between $1 million and 

$4 million and a 5.5% to 6% fee for projects between $4 million and $10 million. 

IBI Group indicated that they had recommended using alternative contracts to protect both 

SCCOE and the contractor’s interest and better ensure the contracts clearly outlined the scope of 

work and services provided and documents support this statement as on March 29, 2005, BFGC 

notified the SCCOE Facilities Manager that the executed contract was not adequate for the scope 

of services being provided and requested SCCOE consider executing a more appropriate 

agreement.  At that time BFGC provided SCCOE with a sample master agreement used for other 

school districts.  Nonetheless, SCCOE proceeded using the other contract.   

3.7 Overlaps Between Contracted Services Existed  

SCCOE’s contracts with the architects (WMA and BFGC) and the construction manager (Blach 

Construction) include several overlapping and duplicative services, as illustrated in Table 5.  

While a degree of cross-over between the architect and construction manager is at times 

advisable, without clearly delineated duties, there is the possibility that SCCOE will pay both 

Blach and the architect will be paid for providing duplicative services without SCCOE receiving 

any real benefit from the joint responsibility.  Additionally, we noted that two services—creating 

punch lists and developing construction contract documents—are defined as joint responsibilities 

only in one of the contracts, the construction management contract, which could cause confusion 

if the architect believes it is solely responsible for these tasks, but the construction manager finds 

it must also contractually participate. 
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Table 5.  Overlapping and Duplicative Services in Architecture and Construction 
Management Contracts 

Service 
Contract Description of 

Architect’s Responsibility 

Contract Description of Construction 

Manager’s Responsibility 

Reporting to DSA Prepare or collect, as 

applicable, and provide to DSA, 

all reports required by DSA 

related to the design and 

construction of each project 

-Coordinate transmittal of documents to 

regulatory agencies for review 

-Submit necessary reports to State 

authorities, including DSA verified reports 

Reaching out to 

potential bidders 

Contact potential bidders and 

encourage their participation in 

each project 

Conduct a telephonic and correspondence 

campaign to attempt to increase interest 

among qualified bidders 

Preparing punch lists Prepare punch lists of items that 

remain in need of correction and 

completion 

Assist in the preparation of lists of 

incomplete or unsatisfactory items (“punch 

list work”)* 

Developing 

construction contract 

documents 

Coordinate development of 

construction contract documents 

Modify or add to standard, special, or 

general conditions for contract documents 

that might be needed for unique Project or 

bid package conditions* 

Developing and 

revising the 

Construction Cost 

Budget 

Develop, review, and reconcile 

the Construction Cost Budget at 

each project phase* 

Develop and refine designs to correlate 

design to budget and Facilities Master 

Plan* 

Note:  Responsibilities marked with an asterisk (*) are expressly identified as joint responsibilities in the relevant 

contract. 

Additionally, SCCOE’s contracts for architectural services with WMA and BFGC (now IBI 

Group) are at times inconsistent with its contract with Blach.  Because the architect and 

construction manager are expected to work closely, their respective contracts should consistently 

delineate each entity’s responsibilities and such efforts should be coordinated and 

complimentary.  However, we noted that the construction manager’s contract assigns 

responsibilities to the architect that are not included in the architect’s contract, creating the 

potential for disputes over which entity is responsible for certain tasks.  Specifically, the 

construction management contract provides that its shares the following responsibilities with the 

architect, yet the architect’s contract makes no mention of these responsibilities: 

 Developing a master bid/award schedule for each project, 

 Separating the construction phase for each project into bid packages, 

 Determining when each Project or designated portion of a Project is nearing 

completion, 

 Preparing a schedule for the completion of punch list work, 
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 Reviewing and monitoring completed punch list work, and 

 Conducting final inspections of each Project or designated portions of Projects. 

Without clearly defined and deliberately assigned responsibilities, SCCOE cannot assure that 

efforts are not duplicated, that all tasks are appropriately completed, and that the appropriate 

parties are responsible for deliverables and performance.  

Recommendations 

The Superintendent and the Board should: 

8. Revisit the Office’s core values, policies and procedures, and control environment to 

reconfirm its commitment to excellence, accountability, personal responsibility, and 

transparency.   

9. Undertake measures to not only strengthen the control weaknesses we noted in this 

report, but to reaffirm and instill the adopted core values into its everyday operations and 

culture. 

10. Establish a strong “Tone at the Top” emphasis of these core values to all SCCOE 

management and staff, focusing on individual ethical responsibilities and accountability 

to assure full district-wide implementation. 

The SCCOE should: 

11. Establish, communicate, and ensure policies, procedures, and processes for 

competitively bidding contracts and ensure that all such procurements are appropriately 

documented and transparent. 

12. Ensure contract documents follow industry best practices and are in the best interests of 

the SCCOE.  Consider having legal counsel review new contracts. 

13. Include terms and conditions in all service contracts requiring contractors and 

consultants to meet all SCCOE ethics, conflict of interest and core values when under 

contract with the county office.  

14. Assure that all SCCOE and consulting staff making financial or policy decisions on 

behalf of the county office complete “assuming office”, “annual” and “leaving office” 

FPPC Form 700s. 

15. Ensure all contracts, agreements, and purchase documents are fully completed, include 

all relevant provisions, appropriately detail the scope of services, determination of 

service delivery, and appropriate interim and final deliverables. 

16. Clarify and reiterate Board procurement and contract policies and require that any 

contracts, purchase orders, or other procurements exceeding $100,000 are remitted to the 

Board for approval.  These provisions should specify that any additions, amendments, or 

other changes to these procurements that add $100,000 or more or in total reach the 

$100,000 threshold are (again) approved by the Board. 
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17. Ensure that any invoices submitted for payment include appropriate support of services 

rendered and in compliance with the payment provisions. 

18. Develop program processes to ensure that services provided are coordinated and in 

concert so not to have duplication of services or delivery or responsibility gaps.  
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Chapter 4. Contract Control Provisions 

The contracts with the two architecture firms were incomplete, as previously discussed, SCCOE 

effectively negated critical control provisions that were included in the contracts with 

amendments and change orders made to these agreements.  Further, we noted that controls that 

remained in the contracts were not always exercised and in fact specifically violated, and we also 

noted that some change orders post-dated services and not all payments for reimbursable 

expenses were adequately supported.  There was an overall lack of regard for the integrity of the 

control system.  

4.1 SCCOE Approved Changes to the Architectural Services Contracts that 
Contradicted Established Provisions 

The contracts between SCCOE and the two architecture firms hired for the new construction 

projects included provisions for calculating the architect fee and defined some services to be 

provided under the contract scope of work.  Despite these established contract provisions, 

SCCOE approved multiple change orders for both WMA and BFGC that essentially negated 

established contract provisions.  Specifically, we noted instances where change orders were 

approved by SCCOE that added costs for services not established in the contract without 

defining the scope of work associated with the additional costs.  Also there are multiple instances 

where the architect fee was adjusted in contradiction of contract provisions.  By approving these 

changes SCCOE negated established provisions in the original contracts and eliminated critical 

cost controls. 

 Architect Fee Increased After Schematic Design Phase: Exhibit D of the WMA and 

BFGC contracts established that the architect fee “shall be based on the approved 

Construction Cost Budget of the Project at the end of the Schematic Design Phase.”  

According to the American Institute of Architects (AIA), the schematic design phase 

“produces a final schematic design, to which the owner agrees after consultation and 

discussions with the architect.  Costs are estimated based on overall project volume.  The 

design then moves forward to the design development phase.”  The construction 

document phase immediately follows the design development phase and results in the 

creation of construction documents that are used for contractor bidding.  As such, based 

on the AIA definition of the schematic design phase, in the absence of clearly defined 

completion dates, it would be reasonable to assume the schematic design phase was 

completed prior to the project being released to contractors for pricing and bidding.   

Regardless, for both WMA and BFGC, SCCOE approved change orders that increased 

the architect fee after the stipulated Schematic Design Phase.  These increases allowed 

the architect fees to reflect cost increases in the construction cost budget based on 

contractor bid results as well as prime contractor change orders throughout the 

construction phase.  As one example, for the Brownell project, SCCOE approved a WMA 
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change order dated February 27, 2007 that increased the architect fee by more than 

$46,000 to account for increases in the construction cost estimate.    

 

 SCCOE Approved Change Orders Including Costs for Services not Specified in the 

Contract:  SCCOE approved change orders and paid WMA for services outside of the 

contract.  Specifically, WMA included a 1.75 % planning fee and a $10,000 

programming fee in the calculation of its architectural fee for four of the projects on 

which it was the principal architect.  We could not find nor trace the origination or 

rationalization for these fees.  These charges were not outlined in the initial contract and 

none of the change orders indicated scope of work for such additional fees.  These fees 

“appeared” embedded in invoices submitted by WMA and approved by SCCOE.  For 

example: 

o For the Seven Trees project, we noted a change order was signed by WMA in 

October 2008, WMA increased the “initial” contract value by nearly $92,000; 

thus, backing into an increased contract amount.  A review of the support found 

the increase was attributed to the 1.75 percent planning fee; however, there was 

no description of the additional services to be provided.   

o For the Brownell project, WMA increased the “initial” contract value by more 

than $102,000 on a change order dated July 17, 2008.  A review of the underlying 

support found that increase in the initial contract amount was to include a $10,000 

programming fee, a 1.75 percent planning fee, and other increases to the architect 

fee due to increases in the construction cost estimate.   

In both of these examples it is unclear why the “initial” contract amount was increased 

rather than indicating the increases in the “change order” field.  When questioned, 

SCCOE Contract, Purchasing, and General Services staff could not identify the basis for 

either fee or the rationale for increasing the initial contract amount.   

 Architect Fee Calculation Differed from Contract:  As mentioned earlier, the architect 

fee is based on a tiered percentage of the construction cost budget.  Although Section 

1.1.7 of the architect contract articulated cost elements included in the construction cost 

budget, we found that the cost elements used by WMA to calculate the architect fee 

included components clearly precluded by the contract.  Specifically, the contract states 

that the “Construction Cost Budget does not include the compensation of the Architect 

and the Architect’s consultant, the cost of the land, rights-of-way, financing or other costs 

which are the responsibility of the SCCOE, including construction management.”  Yet, 

WMA submitted and SCCOE approved change orders increasing the Architect Fee based 

on increases to the Blach construction management agreement.  Specifically, for at least 

three of the five projects where construction had commenced and WMA was the 

principle architect, the construction management fee was included in the calculation of 

the Architect Fee.   

According to WMA, WMA calculated its fee in this manner because the California 

Division of the State Architect (DSA) includes construction management fees in its 

construction costs calculation.  While, DSA’s Interpretation of Regulations A-23, 
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Construction Cost Reporting and DSA Fees, requires school districts to consider “certain 

portions of the construction management fees” as construction-related costs to be 

“utilized in determining DSA fees,” these costs do not relate to the DSA and are 

specifically not included in SCCOE’s contracts.  Further, the Office of Public School 

Construction (OPSC) does not consider these costs to be construction related and does 

not require school districts to uniformly classify construction management fees as 

construction costs for purposes unrelated to the DSA fee calculation.  The change orders 

approved by SCCOE did not always provide support for the cost elements included in the 

construction cost budget used to calculate these fees.  WMA contends that the former 

SCCOE Director of General Services had approved the inclusion of the construction 

management costs in the calculation even though they were prohibited by the contract.   

We noted instances where General Services staff questioned the inclusion of the 

construction management fees in the calculation of the Architect’s fee referencing 

contract provisions; however, these costs were ultimately approved and paid by SCCOE.   

Ultimately, had SCCOE followed controls and declined to allow increases to the 

Construction Cost Budget to be used to calculate the Architect’s Fee after the Schematic 

Design Phase as well as disallowing the mark-up on prime and construction manager 

costs, SCCOE would have experienced significant cost savings on each of the projects. 

4.2 Weaknesses in Change Order Processing and Approvals 

Best practice is to approve changes to contract terms, costs, schedule, and scope of work prior to 

work being performed.  Further, change order for approvals should include the signature of the 

approver and the date approved.  Our review of contract amendments and change orders, found 

that change orders were generally approved prior to services being provided for prime 

contractors; however, we noted one instance during our review of prime contractor invoices 

where services were rendered prior to receiving approval from SCCOE.  Specifically, for the 

Foothill project, the plumbing and mechanical contractor submitted an invoice dated March 1, 

2011, but the change order was not approved by SCCOE until March 7, 2011.  This places the 

contractor at risk of non-payment and SCCOE at risk of incurring expenses it did not authorize.  

In addition, our review of architect change orders identified multiple instances where significant 

gaps existed between the date the change order was drafted, the approval date was left blank, or 

multiple change orders for a project contractor were approved on the same date.  For example, 

for the Seven Trees project, the WMA fifth change order was dated May 7, 2010; however, the 

change order was approved on March 26, 2012—nearly two years later.  Furthermore, this 

change order was approved after the three subsequent change orders for the project and the three 

subsequent change orders were approved on the same date, March 12, 2012.  In other cases, the 

date approved field was left blank and we were unable to determine when the change order was 

approved.  For example, for the Brownell project five change orders for WMA were signed by 

the Director of General Services and Construction Project Administrator; however, the date 

approved was left blank for each of the five change orders.  
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The inconsistent approval of change orders is reflective of the loose controls employed by 

SCCOE and the lack of a consistent process for approving change orders.  This lax control 

environment exposes SCCOE to the potential risk of incurring expenses not authorized by 

management, potentially paying more for service than management initially envisioned, or not 

receiving the goods or services as intended.   

4.3 Insufficient Contract Control Provisions For Expense Reimbursements 

The contract provisions for reimbursable expenses did not require contractors to provide 

underlying support justifying the additional expenses and validating the contractor incurred the 

expenses.  As a result, we were unable to determine whether the reimbursable expenses billed by 

WMA and BFGC were appropriate.  In several cases, we noted that WMA billed and SCCOE 

paid more than $2,000 for reimbursable expenses in one month.  We also found that mileage 

reports submitted did not specify departure points and only sporadically specified destinations or 

trip purposes.  Without more information, it is difficult to determine whether reimbursable 

expenses were legitimately charged to a SCCOE project.  Given the 10 to 20 percent markup 

added to reimbursable expenses, the architects had no incentive to minimize costs since it 

directly profits on these expenses; even a relatively small number of improper claims could add 

up to a significant amount. 

Furthermore, we noted that BFGC only charged $8,737 for reimbursable expenses for the Anne 

Darling project.  Additionally, its billing provided a breakdown of fees differentiating those 

related to the architect fee, reimbursable expenses, and additional services provided.  We 

requested the same support from WMA; however, WMA had not provided support at the time of 

completion of our fieldwork.  We reviewed contract amounts for each project; these budget 

amounts did not reflect allowable reimbursable amounts.  As shown in Table 6, when we 

compared total amounts paid to WMA as of June 30, 2013, we found that SCCOE paid WMA 

between nearly $28,000 and nearly $131,000 more than the contract amounts for each of the 

projects where WMA was the lead architect.  We could not readily identify the nature of these 

additional payments, but it is likely that some portion relate to reimbursable expenses.  Further, it 

is unclear whether those related to reimbursable expenses would be allowable.   

Furthermore, our testing of 27 invoices submitted by WMA and paid by SCCOE identified one 

instance where WMA invoiced for reimbursable expenses that were not related to the project.  

Specifically, for the Seven Trees project, WMA invoiced SCCOE for $240.32, that according to 

WMA’s coding was related to another project—SEUSD Opal Cliffs Master Plan.  Clearly, this 

error in itself is not material, but demonstrates that significant charges were inadequately 

supported and that SCCOE may have not only reimbursed for unallowable or incorrect expenses, 

but paid a mark-up on these charges.  
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Table 6. WMA Contract Amount versus Total Amount Paid 

Project  

Amended 
Contract 
Amount1 

Total Paid 
to WMA 

Difference 
Over/ 

(Under) 

Brownell $426,596 $505,724 $79,128 

Foothill High $468,589 $496,413 $27,824 

Seven Trees $865,152 $848,081 ($17,071) 

McCollam $441,925 $572,434 $130,509 

August Boeger $615,855 $705,832 $89,977 

Anne Darling2   $37,565 $37,565 

Total $2,818,117 $3,166,049 $347,932 

        

Notes: 
1
Contracted amounts do not reflect allowances for reimbursable expenses.  

 
2
Neither SCCOE nor WMA were able to provide the contracted amount for the Anne 

Darling project.  

In addition, although the Blach contract does not explicitly allow invoices to include for expense 

reimbursements, during our review of invoices submitted by Blach and paid by SCCOE, we 

noted several instances where SCCOE reimbursed for expenses, such as cell phone fees, blue 

prints, or other fees, above the contracted amounts.  According to SCCOE General Services staff, 

it is unclear whether certain expenses are allowed to be charged under the current contract; 

however, staff indicated Blach rarely invoiced for such costs.  Our testing of invoices noted one 

invoice for the Brownell project where Blach included charges to reimburse $5,031.45 for 

blueprints and builders risk insurance; however, Blach did not include any underlying support 

justifying the expenses.  The contract does not require Blach to provide such support and does 

not explicitly disallow or allow reimbursement for costs incurred, without clear provisions 

SCCOE cannot be assured the charges were appropriate and allowable.  

4.4 Provisions for Controlling Contracts Were Not Always Exercised  

Controls are built in to contracts to protect the interests of the contracting agency.  Although, as 

discussed earlier, SCCOE did not always establish strong controls in its contracts, our review of 

SCCOE contracts for architectural and construction management services found that established 

controls in contracts were not always exercised.  By not following established controls, SCCOE 

opened itself to unnecessary risk.  Specifically, we identified instances where invoicing 

requirements were not adhered to, required billing retentions were not retained, requirements for 

reimbursable expenses were not followed, and contractors did not receive prior written approval 

before providing additional services.   
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 Invoices for Architectural Services Were Not Always Invoiced by Phase: During the 

periods under our review, formal processes were not in place to determine the ending 

date of the “Schematic Design Phase” for any of the six new construction projects.  

Although a reasonably close estimate of the phase completion dates for Anne Darling can 

be made based on BFGC’s invoices, which sometimes include a breakdown of the fee for 

each of the six phases—Schematic Design, Design Development, Construction 

Documents, Bidding, Construction Administration, and Close Out, neither SCCOE nor 

BFGC could provide actual dates each phase was completed.  While BFGC also included 

calculations of “percentage or completion” for each phase, neither architecture firm 

provided documentation of the services provided for each phase, and WMA lumped 

together completion percentages and amounts for the Schematic Design, Design 

Development, and Construction Documents phases on the majority of its invoices, 

particularly for Brownell, Foothill, and McCollam.  As a result, invoices were not 

submitted in accordance with contract provisions.  

 Retention Provisions were not Exercised: To ensure SCCOE received services as 

requested for each phase, the contract established a fee retention clause that provided that 

SCCOE would withhold five percent of the allocation set aside for each phase until 

SCCOE had approved the completion of the phase.  Specifically, for each phase the 

contract states SCCOE will pay the contractor “up to ninety-five percent (95%) of the fee 

for the Phase; one hundred percent (100%) payment upon acceptance and approval” of 

the phase by SCCOE.  Our review of invoices submitted and paid, for both WMA and 

BFGC, found that SCCOE did not retain a portion of the fee associated with the each 

phase until completion of the phase and approval by SCCOE, as specified in the contract.  

 Reimbursable Expense Restrictions Were Not Followed: Contract provisions restricted 

the architect from billing reimbursable expenses unless expenses were related to SCCOE 

“approved extra services.”  Specifically, Exhibit D of the contract (“Payment Schedule”) 

reads as follows: 

“The payment of consideration to Architect as provided herein shall be 

full compensation for all of Architect’s Services incurred in the 

performance hereof, including, without limitation, all costs for personnel, 

travel within two hundred (200) miles of a Project location, offices, per 

diem expenses, printing and shipping of deliverables in the quantities set 

forth in Exhibit ‘A’ [“Responsibilities and Services of Architect”] or any 

other direct or indirect expenses incident to providing the services.  Except 

as expressly set forth in the Agreement and Exhibit ‘B’ [“Criteria and 

Billing for Extra Services”], there shall be no payment for extra costs or 

expenses.” 

 

Therefore, by the terms of the contract, the architects should not have requested 

reimbursement from SCCOE for any expenses incurred except for those associated with 

approved listing of extra services, as defined in Exhibit B.  Our review of 33 invoices 

submitted by both WMA and BFGC (six of which included reimbursable expenses) 

found that the architects billed and SCCOE paid for expenses that were not provided for 
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within the extra services provisions.  For example, in February 2012, WMA submitted an 

invoice for $2,320.82 in reimbursable expenses—close to $2,000.00 in printing charges, 

$63.24 for mileage, and $39.00 for shipping, which included a 10% markup on most of 

the items invoiced—for the Seven Trees project without any documentation that the costs 

invoiced were for approved extra services.  Further, mileage, printing and shipping under 

the contracts are supposed to be included in the overall fees for architectural services.  

Likewise, BFGC charged SCCOE $872.56 (including a 20% markup) for shipping and 

document reproduction costs in August 2008, also without any evidence that these costs 

resulted from approved extra services or whether they were a part of the original scope of 

work. 

Furthermore, contract Exhibit B requires the architect to inform SCCOE if “expected 

deliverables may be in excess of the number indicated in Exhibit ‘A,’ so that SCCOE can 

procure the additional deliverables itself or direct the Architect to procure the 

deliverables at SCCOE’s expense or on SCCOE’s account at a specific vendor.”  The 

support for the request for expense reimbursements lacked evidence that these expenses 

were supporting additional deliverables. 

 Prior Approval Was Not Always Sought for Additional Services Provided: Article 7 of 

the contract requires the architect to receive written approval from SCCOE before 

proceeding with extra services.  Our review of invoices identified instances where 

services were provided without prior approval.  For example: 

o On the Foothill project, WMA charged $4,202.50 in hourly fees for “extended 

construction administration” without written documentation that these services 

were approved in advance by SCCOE.  

o On the McCollam project, we identified two instances where WMA invoiced for 

services before SCCOE formally approved purchase order increases to cover the 

costs.   

o Likewise, BFGC invoiced SCCOE for $23,014.25 in hourly services “pending 

contract finalization”, but there was no evidence that SCCOE approved the cost of 

the services beforehand.  Furthermore, this invoice was initially charged against a 

purchase order (PO 060066) designated for modernization projects, not the Anne 

Darling New Construction project.   

4.5 SCCOE Did Not Track and the Architects Could Not Provide Sufficient 
Support for Contract Phase Completion  

Phases are used to track project milestones, maintain project costs and progress towards meeting 

project deliverables.  The contracts between SCCOE and each of the two architects for the six 

new construction projects, outlines seven distinct project phases, including: 

 Pre-Design and Start-up services,  

 Schematic Design, Design Phase,  

 Construction Documents Phase,  
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 Bidding Phase,  

 Construction Administration Phase, and  

 Close-out Phase. 

The architect contract requires SCCOE formally accept and approve the completion of each 

phase.  As discussed previously, the architect fee is prorated based on the completion of each 

phase as established in the contract.  Yet, we found that SCCOE General Services failed to 

ensure phases were completed and approved by SCCOE as required by the contract.  

Specifically, neither SCCOE nor WMA were able to provide dates and evidence of completion 

and acceptance for each distinct phase.  According WMA, despite industry standards where each 

phase has a clear completion date, in SCCOE projects WMA described the phases as fluid and 

overlapping for each of the projects where WMA was the primary architect.  Similarly, for the 

Anne Darling project, where BFGC was the primary architect, neither BFGC nor SCCOE could 

provide distinct dates when each was completed and formally approved by SCCOE.  However, 

BFGC invoices billed by each phase providing some insight when each phase was completed.  

The lack of support for each completed phase illustrates SCCOE General Service’s lax project 

management and oversight of architects.  This is a significant issue given the magnitude of 

payments for these services which reach nearly $4 million in total for new construction projects. 

Recommendations 

To better protect the interest of SCCOE and ensure established controls are followed, SCCOE 

should: 

19. Ensure that every change to a contract is supported by an appropriate contract 

amendment or change order. 

20. All change orders and contract amendments include appropriate approvals before work 

commences and are adequately monitored within the program area and by SCCOE 

accounting. 

21. Ensure that policies, procedures and protocols require that fees bid on the contract are 

the fees included in the contract documents and are the fees paid under the contract. 

22. Direct all SCCOE staff involved in procurement and contracting activities to fully 

comply with existing and expanded controls to assure individual compliance and 

accountability. 
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Chapter 5. Contract Administration Requires Improvement 

Contract management and close project administration is essential to ensuring that projects 

remain on schedule, within budgeted scope, and are built as expected.  Change order control is a 

critical tool in construction project management.  We noted that the contracted construction 

manager appropriately controlled the costs and delivery of services of the “multi-primes” it 

procured on SCCOE’s behalf.  However, SCCOE did not adequately manage change orders 

related to its primary architect and as a result incurred change order amounts that exceeded 

industry standards.  Further, SCOE and its contracted construction manager did not always 

require sufficient detail in the “schedule of values” provided by multi-prime contractors.  

Moreover, we noted that purchase orders relating to architect services lack any, even 

rudimentary, level of detail to support services to be rendered.   

5.1 Some Change Orders Exceeded Industry Norms 

Various owners of public construction projects across California have set “target” change order 

percentages ranging between 5 and 15 percent.  The change order percentage is typically 

expected to be lower for new construction and higher for remodeling or renovation projects due 

to greater risks related to unforeseen conditions when “breaking down walls.”  Moreover, 

construction change orders are generally tracked by standard industry classifications such as 

change in scope, error/omission, and unforeseen conditions—these distinctions allow owners to 

separately track owner-requested scope changes from design flaws or differing site conditions 

and provide greater accountability to stakeholders when reporting on reasons for budget 

overruns.   

For the change orders we reviewed, we found that change orders for “hard costs” (those costs 

attributable to construction) and those for construction management services generally did not 

exceed the industry standard of 10 percent of total construction costs.  However, we noted for 

one of the projects, Seven Trees, we found that nearly 64 percent, or nearly $235,700, of the total 

change orders for the project were related to project delays.  According to SCCOE General 

Services, the delays were primarily due to the inclusion of the second parking lot in the scope of 

work and SCCOE General Services postponed the work to ascertain a source of funding for the 

parking lot.  

In contrast, change orders for “soft costs,” particularly architectural fees continually increased 

and exceeded industry standards levels.  For example, as illustrated in Table 7 below, for WMA 

amended contract amounts ranged from 22 percent to 152 percent of the initial contract amount. 
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Table 7.  Weston Miles Architects Initial Contract versus Amended Contract Total as of 
 June 30, 2013 

Project  
Initial  

Contract Amount 
Amended  

Contract Amount
1 Difference  

Percent 

Change 

Brownell $200,000 $426,596 $226,596 113% 

Foothill $204,844 $468,589 $263,745 129% 

Seven Trees $485,000 $865,152 $380,152 78% 

McCollam $175,313 $441,925 $266,613 152% 

August Boeger $505,000 $615,855 $110,855 22% 

Anne Darling
2 unknown unknown unknown   

Total $1,570,157 $2,818,117 $1,247,961 79% 

Note: 1Contract amounts do not include reimbursable amounts plus 10% markup and total payments exceeded contracted 

amounts for all projects except Seven Trees. 2 Neither SCCOE nor WMA were able to provide the contract for WMA services 

provided at Anne Darling. 

To ensure project costs are closely monitored and projects are appropriately routed through the 

SCCOE process, SCCOE should develop a more deliberate process to estimate project costs as 

well as standardize procedures for documenting key project decisions and the rationale behind 

modifications to the project scope of work, cost, and schedule.       

5.2 Change Order Classifications Were Inconsistent and a Large Percent 
Appear to Result from Architect Errors and Omissions  

Our review of change orders for the five new construction projects that have either completed or 

begun construction (August Boeger is inactive) found that changes orders were not consistently 

classified and did not use industry standard categories to classify the reason for the change.  

Specifically, the following categories are generally used to classify the reason for a change order: 

 Change in Scope of Work 

 Unforeseen Condition/Change 

 Architect Error or Omission 

 Contractor Error 

Our review found that with the exception of Seven Trees (Daniel Lairon), these types of 

classifications were not used to classify change orders; instead, classifications such as “Architect 

Requested”, “Owner Request” or “Unclassified” were used as classifications.  According to 

contracted construction management firm, Blach, SCCOE and WMA were sensitive to use of 

“Architect Error or Omission” to classify change orders and informally requested Blach classify 

these types of changes as “Architect Request” instead.  In addition, Blach indicated that on 

multiple occasions for each of the projects where WMA was the primary architect, WMA and 

SCCOE informally requested the classification for the change order be amended.   
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Generally, in our experience change orders are more commonly the responsibility of the “owner” 

and result from changes in scope for such things as upgrades in materials or adding temporary 

fencing for security.  However, our high level review of hard cost change orders for the five 

projects that had begun construction at the time our review found that a large percent of change 

orders appear to be due to “errors and omissions,” which are generally attributable to the 

architect.  Specifically, our review suggests that more than half of the change orders executed on 

two of the projects (Brownell and Foothill), for which WMA was the only architect, appear to be 

due to the architect’s “errors or omissions.”  Conversely, we noted on the Anne Darling project, 

where BFGC was the architect, approximately 30 percent of the change orders appear to be due 

to the architect’s error and omission.   

For instance, we noted that Change Order #2 on the Brownell project had a change for two door 

thresholds that were not shown on the plans.  These items are part of building standards that 

architects should be familiar with and thus considered an error or omission.  We also noted for 

this project that the plans did not have the appropriate provisions for urinals and door gauge 

measurement—which are also considered under the errors and omissions category and the 

responsibility of the architect not the project “owner”.  According to the construction manager, 

there were multiple cases for each of the projects where WMA was the primary architect, where 

design errors were identified during the construction manager’s constructability review; 

however, WMA did not correct the errors on the plans used for the bid documents resulting in a 

change order during the construction phase.  

Furthermore, despite the fact that the architectural services contract states that “no fee will be 

due from change orders generated during the construction period to the extent caused by 

architect error or omission,” our review shows that cost increases resulting from the architect’s 

errors and omissions were included in both of the architects’ fee calculations.  Moreover, we did 

not find any evidence that SCCOE took advantage of provision included in Article 27 Section 

27.1 in the architectural services contract which provides that the “Architect shall be responsible 

for the cost of construction change orders to the extent caused directly by the Architect’s 

misconduct or negligent acts, errors or omissions” and which allows SCCOE to bill the Architect 

for, or withhold from its payment, “the difference between the cost of the change order and the 

reasonable cost of the work had that work been part of the originally prepared construction 

documents.”   

5.3 Prime Contractor Invoices were Properly Approved, but Schedule of 
Value Descriptions Could be Improved 

A “schedule of values” conveys the amount and percent of work that has been performed and the 

amount and percent of work that is outstanding on construction projects.  On a monthly basis, 

each prime contractor submits paperwork as part of an invoice packet that includes a payment 

application and schedule of values.  These documents help the construction manager and owner 

ensure that a prime contractor is billing based on actual work completed in accordance with the 

contract and any subsequent change orders.  In addition, the schedule of values also serves as the 

basis for assessing project progress toward meeting required deliverables and work remaining to 

be completed.    
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According to SCCOE’s contracted construction manager, Blach, the initial schedule of values is 

uniquely created for each project by the prime contractor and is updated by the prime contractor 

with each invoice billing period to reflect progress and substantiate the amount invoiced by the 

prime contractor.  While all 20 prime contractor invoices tested were properly approved and 

generally corresponded to the bid document Scope of Work, the schedule of values categories 

created by contractors sometimes included vague descriptions or items for change orders were 

grouped together and categorized into generic descriptions such as “Change Order X.”  For 

example, we noted the following instances for the various projects where the description 

provided on the schedule of values was vague: 

 $2,500 for “Miscellaneous” 

 $16,398 for “Off Site Improvements” 

 Amounts for generic items such as “Materials” and “Installation” 

 $5,480 for “Demo” for an electrical contractor when no demolition work was included in 

the contract scope 

 $21,268 for “Miscellaneous Specialties” 

 $40,000 for “AB” and $59,963 for “AC” for a grading and paving contractor 

 $88,000 for “AC” 

 Various amounts for generic items such as “Materials” and “Lay-Up Building” 

 

In another example, for the McCollam project, the contractor reflected an $11,308 change order 

as “Change Order 1” on the schedule of values, without any definition of the services to be 

provided under the change order.   

 

With vague descriptions such as these, it is difficult to determine the actual services rendered, 

whether these services fall within the initial scope of work or are affiliated with the scope 

changes outside it.  Requiring prime contractors to provide greater specificity and support for 

their schedules of values will allow the contracted construction manager and the “owner,” 

SCCOE to more readily understand the services included in each category and value as well as 

validate charges, thereby ensuring that contractors invoice SCCOE only for services for which it 

has agreed.   

While the audit did not identify any instances where prime contractors were paid more than the 

amount authorized by the contract and subsequent change orders, the overall lack of detail makes 

it difficult to determine compliance with the Scope of Work and individual change order 

categories.  SCCOE should consider requiring contractors to provide additional detail in the 

schedule of values, especially for high dollar change orders with multiple line items.  

 

5.4 Purchase Orders Lack Sufficient Detail to Ensure Services Provided  

While purchase orders may provide a convenient contracting tool, when additional services 

outside the contract are added through this mechanism, it is important that the purchase order 

include, at a minimum, a description of the services to be provided, schedule, a breakdown of 

costs by line item, and total costs for goods or services provided.  SCCOE often used purchase 

orders as its contracting method and in some cases, such as with BFGC and WMA, contracted 
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for additional services outside the contract through purchase orders lacking these important 

details.  Throughout the course of our review we identified multiple instances where it was 

unclear whether the services invoiced were included or approved within the purchase order 

referenced and used to pay the invoice.   

Specifically, we found that purchase orders often lacked sufficient detail to determine whether 

the contractors complied with the terms and conditions of their agreements with SCCOE and 

whether services provided were included under the purchase order umbrella.  Within the SCCOE 

requisition and purchase order system, only cursory basic information is included—details 

relating to expected services rendered, fee schedule, or schedule of values, etc. are typically 

detailed in the supporting contract or agreement information.  However, we found for many of 

the purchase orders relating to WMA, that these documents reflected only very limited data such 

as total dollar amount for the fiscal year with some reference to projects.  We also noted multiple 

instances where purchase orders included multiple projects making it difficult to identify services 

or costs for a specific project.   

Additionally, our review identified several instances where a purchase order for architectural 

services was issued to cover additional WMA invoices received by SCCOE that were not 

included in prior purchase orders.  For example, for the Foothill project, in February 2012 

purchasing staff issued an $862.47 purchase order (PO 721904) “to pay for the balance of the 

architectural contract fees.”  Similarly, for the same project, in June 2012, purchasing staff issued 

another purchase order (PO 722985) for $108.09 to pay a reimbursement invoice received from 

WMA.   

 

While the use of purchase orders provides a convenient mechanism to procure goods and 

services, SCCOE should establish clear protocols for the type of information that should be 

included in a purchase order and controls for establishing and amending purchase orders.  

Furthermore, best practice is to generate a purchase order prior to receiving a good or service to 

ensure the cost billed and services provided are appropriate and approved by management.   

Recommendations 

To improve SCCOE’s administration of contracts and ensure SCCOE receives services as 

requested, at the agreed upon price, and within the parameters of the agreement between SCCOE 

and the contractor, SCCOE should: 

23. Establish policies and procedures for construction management services to include 

procedures, documentation, and approval parameters for capital project management, 

change orders, invoicing and payment and oversight of “owners representatives” such as 

lead architects, and contracted construction managers. 

24. Establish contracts and invoice support requirements including provisions that the 

invoice should include provisions that the invoice submission be supported by 

documentation and schedule of value information that is complete and verifiable.   
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25. Ensure that purchase orders include sufficient detail such as description of services to be 

provided, schedule, cost breakdowns, and other specifications to ensure that the SCCOE 

receives and the vendor provides the expected level of services and deliverables. 

26. Direct all SCCOE staff involved with contract bidding, award, management and 

oversight of construction contracts to fully comply with existing and expanded controls 

to assure individual compliance and accountability. 
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Appendix A – Board Approval of Agreements Exceeding $250,000 

Contractor

Initial Contract 

Amount

Final Amended 

Contract 

Amount

Initial Contract 

Reported to 

SCCOE Board?

Yes/No

1 Blach
1  $      1,733,400  $      3,259,916 Yes

Anne Darling

2 Joseph J Albanese (Concrete) 556,440$         600,395$         Yes

3 Joseph J Albanese (Paving) 224,775$         245,025$         Yes

4 Lone Star Landscape 99,805$           102,616$         No

5 O.C. McDonald Co. 620,750$         635,311$         Yes

6 Potter Fire Protection 150,615$         150,970$         Yes

7 Preston Pipelines 146,700$         158,502$         Yes

8 Ralph Larsen & Son 2,689,000$      2,849,196$      Yes

9 SASCO 691,597$         728,947$         Yes

10 Western Roofing 114,172$         114,036$         Yes

11 BFGC Architect 485,354$         562,217$         No

August Boeger

12 Weston Miles Architect
2

505,000$         615,855$         No

Brownell

13 Weston Miles Architect
2

200,000$         426,596$         No

14 Casey Fogli Contractors 161,120$         173,698$         Yes

15 Don Chapin Co, Inc. 294,190$         257,393$         Yes

16 WKW Mechanical Inc. 443,000$         471,398$         Yes

17 Culberson Drywall 425,000$         443,760$         Yes

18 Coulter Construction Inc. 1,062,950$      1,072,743$      Yes

19 Cupertino Electric 407,185$         394,582$         Yes

20 Legacy Roofing 114,465$         115,284$         Yes

Foothill High School

21 Weston Miles Architect
2

204,844$         468,589$         No

22 Joseph J Albanese 174,003$         191,402$         Yes

23 Granite Rock/Pavex 121,500$         129,805$         Yes

24 Trahan Mechanical 324,000$         350,575$         Yes

25 John Plane Construction 1,246,000$      1,360,080$      Yes

26 Radiant Electric 314,800$         335,618$         Yes

27 Andy's Roofing 112,100$         121,972$         Yes

McCollam

28 Weston Miles Architect
2

175,313$         441,925$         No

29 Robert A. Bothman 302,400$         302,400$         Yes

30 Joseph J Albanese (Paving) 269,963$         256,616$         Yes

31 Foothill Air Conditioning & Heating 428,000$         448,310$         Yes

32 MK Pipelines 137,710$         130,439$         Yes

33 Rodan Builders 1,708,000$      1,764,449$      Yes

34 Best Electrical 570,461$         588,170$         Yes

Seven Trees (Daniel Larion)

35 Weston Miles Architect
2

485,000$         865,152$         No

36 Blach 847,379$         847,379$         No

37 Robert A. Bothman 728,318$         728,318$         Yes

38 Joseph J Albanese (Paving) 319,000$         319,000$         Yes

39 Foothill Air Conditioning & Heating 668,000$         668,000$         Yes

40 MK Pipelines 291,105$         317,110$         Yes

41 Beals Martin 1,509,919$      1,524,337$      Yes

42 Best Electrical 680,200$         680,200$         Yes

43 Waterproofing Associates 240,138$         240,138$         Yes

TOTAL 22,983,670$    26,458,424$     

Notes:
 1
Blach contract approved by the Board only included KR Smith, Anne Darling, and Brownell projects. 

2
Contract amounts do not include reimbursable. 


