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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 
Sharpton, Brunson, and Company, P.A. (SBC) was engaged to conduct a Program and 
Performance Audit of the Fire Station Bond Program (Program) of the City of Fort 
Lauderdale (City).  The Program is an eight-year, $40 million capital improvement 
program designed to modernize the City’s fire stations. The Program is comprised of ten 
fire stations and was approved by the Fort Lauderdale voters on November 2, 2004.   
 
The Director of Public Works (DPW) has been tasked by the City Manager to lead the 
successful implementation of the Fire Station Bond Program with oversight from the City 
Commission.  The DPW utilizes the City Engineer and staff to design the majority of the 
fire stations; participate in constructability review of designs; and to perform construction 
oversight functions for the Program.  Further, URS and a few local design firms have 
been contracted with to supplement the Public Works staff with very specific tasks.   
URS has two active contracts on the Fire Station Bond Program:  1) for Construction 
Management Services on Fire Stations 47 and 53 and 2) Pre-construction Management 
Services for the remaining eight fire stations. To supplement the City’s design staff, the 
City contracted with several specialty design firms to assist with specific areas such as 
mechanical, electrical, and plumbing.   
 
Table 1 below identifies the ten fire stations and provides information on the existing 
size; proposed size and type identified in the Bond Resolution; and the current size, 
type, and features as identified in the October 2007 re-baseline. 
 

Table 1 
FIRE STATION BOND INFORMATION AND SCOPE 

 Existing Station 
Fire Bond Resolution 

(July 13, 2004) October 2007 Re-Baseline 

Fire 
Station 

Year 
Built 

Square 
Feet 

Proposed 
Square 

Feet 
Station 
Type 

Proposed 
Square Feet 

Station 
Type Features 

3 1984 3,631  12,000  Satellite 10,000  Satellite 2 bays, 7 bunks 
8 1927 3,005  12,000  Satellite 10,000  Satellite 2 bays, 7 bunks 
13 1971 6,100  15,000  Battalion Renovate Battalion  
29 1958 3,534  12,000  Satellite 10,000  Satellite 2 bays, 7 bunks 
35 1966 7,038  15,000  Battalion 12,200  Battalion 3 bays, 11 bunks 
46 1963 3,569  12,000  Satellite 12,000  Satellite 3 bays, 10 bunks 
47 1963 3,569  12,000  Satellite 12,200 (1)  Battalion 4 bays, 15 bunks 
49 1965 6,690  12,000  Satellite 12,000  Satellite 2 bays, 7 bunks 
53 1976 5,621  12,000  Satellite 16,900 (1) Battalion 4 bays, 13 bunks 
54 1970 7,602  12,000  Satellite Renovate Satellite   

Notes and Assumptions:      
1)  Fire Station 47 and 53 are 15,242 and 27,310 respectively, but the proposed square footage shown represents the Fire 
Station Bond Program's portion funded. 
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Objectives 
 
The objectives of the Program and Performance Audit (Report) performed by SBC were 
to evaluate the extent to which desired results of the Program are being achieved by 
performing the following: 

 
 Review management and control structures and processes; 

 
 Analyze the reasonability of Program assumptions and projections; 

 
 Evaluate contract compliance; and 

 
 Provide observations and recommendations to improve performance. 

 
To achieve these objectives SBC performed sixteen (16) tasks outlined in the scope of 
services which were designed to analyze certain financial and operating results and 
review selected processes, procedures and activities. The results from the performance 
of these tasks are presented in eight sections of this report which have been grouped 
according to the following three categories: 1. project team organization, 2. contract and 
performance, and 3. process and compliance.  
 
Please note that the scope of services does not include the following objectives: 
 

 Validate whether the current station sizes and locations of the fire stations will 
meet the City’s Fire and Rescue response times and coverage goals, both now 
and in the future; 

 
 Review that the current mix of “Battalion” and “Satellite” fire stations best serve 

the City’s Fire and Rescue needs; 
 

 Search for and identify fraudulent design, construction or consultant services 
activity; 

 
 Review the qualifications or performance of City or URS staff; or 

 
 Guarantee that the change in approach outlined in the October 2007 Re-baseline 

will keep the Program below $40 million. 
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Methodology and Process 
 
The tasks outlined in the scope of services were performed by SBC utilizing workplans 
developed based on the following five step process: 
 

1. Identify measurement criteria used to determine whether objectives were met.  
The measurement criteria includes but was not limited to: applicable laws, 
regulations, contracts, policy manuals, industry leading practices, and key 
performance measures. 

 
2. Design procedures to reasonably determine whether the objectives were met 

using observation, inquiry, comparisons, analysis, and transaction testing. 
 
3. Identify potential reasons for any differences between the measurement criteria 

and the results obtained from the detailed procedures. 
 
4. Determine the effect (financial, operational impact, if any) of results.  
 
5. Identify potential opportunities for improvement that promote the achievement of 

Program goals and mitigate inherent risks in the operations. 
 
Note:   SBC limits its observations to the extent that the information provided to SBC by the City and 

URS was a fair representation of reports and records.  
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Key Observations  
 
Based on the tasks performed we have determined that the Program areas selected for 
review, SBC observed that: 
 

1. The Organizational structure and Management Oversight are appropriate; 
 
2. The Program’s total expenses are exposed to a potential budget overrun and; 

 
3. Sufficient management controls and processes have been established. 

 
Throughout the Report, SBC has highlighted potential areas for improvement that may 
provide at least one of the following benefits: 
 

 Promote continued success of the City in meeting Program goals. 
 Mitigate inherent risks in the operations of the Program. 
 Identify proactively, any potential risks to meeting the Fire-Rescue Facility Bond 

budget. 
 Provide process improvements for enhanced management controls and 

increased operational efficiency. 
 
Listed below are the Report’s most significant observations which have been grouped 
into the following three categories: 1. Project Team Organization; 2. Contract and 
Performance; and 3. Process and Compliance.   
 
 
PROJECT TEAM ORGANIZATION RELATED OBSERVATIONS 
 
Observation ES-1: URS performance is partly tied to the City’s design 
performance.  The scope of service for the pre-construction and construction 
management efforts is based on reimbursement, not-to-exceed contracts or task orders.  
The values of these services are based upon agreed-upon levels of service for a 
specific duration.  As a result, URS cost and schedule performance is partly dependant 
on the City’s design performance and difficult to assess.  For many pre-construction 
activities, URS has a limited level of control because either: 1) the City is performing the 
design services or 2) City processes are being used.  The organizational structure 
increases the City’s share of responsibility if schedule dates are missed and cost and 
schedule targets are not achieved.  URS does not have the necessary leverage to make 
the City perform to meet schedule goals or meet quality standards.  Furthermore, URS 
does not control activities that are City processes, such as permitting, bidding, or 
construction award.  URS can only schedule these activities based on agreed-upon 
durations, but cannot dictate tasks, schedule, and performance of the City.  URS does 
have the contractual obligation to inform the City Engineer if the City is in jeopardy of 
missing schedule dates or has other performance issues so these  
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PROJECT TEAM ORGANIZATION RELATED OBSERVATIONS (CONT'D)  
 

situations can be mitigated.  Similar challenges are created to the URS-City 
relationship in the construction management scope, particularly on the City-
designed FS 47.  The construction completion date for FS 47 has been extended 
by change orders to accommodate changes to the City’s design through change 
orders, due to design errors & omission, unforeseen conditions, and owner 
requested changes.  The additional time may lead to additional URS costs. 
 
Management Response: Management concurs with this Observation but would 
add specific reservations.   
 
URS costs and scheduled performance during pre-construction review, 
construction, and post-construction activities is partly dependent upon the City of 
Fort Lauderdale design services, processes and procedures.  It is also incumbent 
upon URS to provide highly skilled and knowledgeable individuals to staff these 
consulting positions.   
 
The City is responsible for the delivery of the bond program regardless of 
whether program management is completed by City staff or a consultant.  City 
processes must be used for permitting and construction award if the work is 
completed by URS acting as a consultant or by City staff.  The City finds this 
arrangement suitable for the purposes of the construction of the fire stations.  
This integrated approach keeps the City actively involved in the project on a day-
to-day basis.   
 
Implementation: None Required 
 
 
Observation ES-2:  The Fire Station Bond Blue Ribbon Committee should 
have additional information made available to it to better enable them to 
make recommendations as it relates to the expenditure of bond funds.  
Given the background and experience of its members, and its purpose as stated 
in its Resolution (Resolution No. 04-220), the Committee can provide enhanced 
checks and balances on the Fire Station Bond Program.  By charter, the 
Committee was established for the purpose of making recommendations to the 
City Commission concerning the Fire Bond Program.  This role does not permit 
the Committee to direct City or Consultant staff or be involved in the daily 
operations of the Program. 
 
First, the information presented to the Fire Bond Committee should be enhanced 
by providing additional information regarding items that impact station costs and 
schedules.  The additional information should enable the Committee to have a 
better understanding of cost and schedule issues as they develop and be in a 
better position to review the Program at its monthly meeting with City staff. 
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PROJECT TEAM ORGANIZATION RELATED OBSERVATIONS (CONT'D)  
 
Second, the Committee also has only a limited role in items that affect cost and 
schedule on the Program and is often not in a position to make recommendations 
to the Commission.  Items are either not presented at all or are often presented 
to the Committee as a “high-level discussion of options” before they are taken to 
the City Commission for approval as a fully developed plan.  Examples of these 
items include change orders and the recent re-baselining of the Program’s scope 
and implementation approach (see Organization Report for more details). 
 
Management Response: Management does not concur with this Observation 
nor the implication that the Fire Bond Committee is not making recommendations 
to the City Commission concerning expenditure of bond funds.   
 
As stated in Resolution 04-220, the FSBBRC “makes recommendations to City 
Commission concerning the expenditure of bond funds” through minutes which 
are presented to City Commission monthly.  Committee members also have 
unfettered access to their City Commission appointer.  The relationship that 
exists is between Committee member and Commissioner; staff does not take 
direction from Committee members.  Staff takes direction from their immediate 
supervisor only; who is under the direction of the City Manager. 
 
The Observation continues to state that City Management did not make the 
FSBBRC aware of changes to the Fire Bond Program at the FSBBRC meeting 
on September 20, 2007, but forwarded the changes directly to City Commission 
on October 2, 2007. (See CAR 07-1599 attached) 
 
Both the Fire Chief and Public Works Director were prepared to make a 
presentation to the FSBBRC at their meeting on September 20. However, the 
FSBBRC would not allow the presentation to move beyond the opening remarks 
of the Fire Chief.  City staff then presented the changes to the City Commission 
on October 2.  (FSBBRC September 20, 2007 minutes attached to Audit) 
 
The Observation also states, “The Committee does not become aware of the 
details of the change orders until they are posted on the City Commission 
Agenda or presented in the URS monthly project reports after they are approved 
by the Commission.”  
 
At each FSBBRC meeting, monthly construction progress reports are attached to 
the agendas and discussed in detail.  Each report identifies potential changes 
and lists amounts of past and pending change orders.  An example of Fire 
Station 47 and 53 construction reports are attached to Managements response. 
 
Implementation: None Required 
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CONTRACT AND PERFORMANCE OBSERVATIONS 
 
Since the Fire Bond Program does not have any completed projects at this time, the 
approach of this portion of the review is to compare the Original Budget and the 
projected final cost of the two active construction projects - Fire Stations (FS) 47 and 
53.   The results were reviewed at three specific points in their lifecycle:  1) 
design/scope changes before construction award, 2) construction bid results, and 3) 
change orders during construction.  For comparison purposes, $250 per square foot for 
construction will be used since it stated in Exhibit A of the Bond Resolution. The 
cumulative affect of design/scope changes, bid results, and change orders on FS 47 
and 53 are summarized in Table 2 below.   
 
 

Table 2 
 Summary of Changes for Active Projects 

Fire Bond Program Costs Only 
 

Fire Station FS 47 FS 53 Totals 
Original Budget $3,760,000 $3,535,000 $7,295,000 
    
Scope (Size) Changes ($250/sq. foot) 50,000 1,225,000 1,275,000 
Bid Results ($250/sq. foot) 48,800 236,600 285,400 
Change Orders (Approved + Pending) 236,886 311,403 548,289 
Other Changes* (64,686) 431,997 367,311 
Total Increases/(Decreases) $271,000 $2,205,000 2,476,000 
    
Current Budget (Reforecast) $4,031,000 $5,740,000 $9,771,000 

 *Other changes include engineering, equipment, temporary facilities, Program Management and contingency. 
 
 
 
Observation ES-3:  More than half of the $2.5 million cost increase for Fire 
Stations 47 and 53 is due to building larger fire stations.  As reflected in 
Table 2 above, the total costs for FS 47 and 53 have increased by $2.5 million, of 
which approximately 51% ($1.275 million) of the increase resulted from designing 
larger fire stations than originally planned.  If you include you the unfavorable bid 
results on just the additional square footage (not the entire station), this impact 
would be $1.34 million or 54.3% of the total increase. 
 
It should be noted that decision to expand the size of Fire Stations 47 and 53 
predate the current City Manager and Fire Chief, as well as other responsible 
senior administrators of the Fire Bond Program. 
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CONTRACT AND PERFORMANCE OBSERVATIONS (CONT’D) 
 
Management Response: Management concurs with Observation. 

Fire Station 47 was increased in size after the City annexed parts of unincorporated 
Broward County.   Fire Station 53 includes effectively three operations:  two fire 
stations (53 and 88) merging into one station and the City’s Emergency Operations 
Center (EOC).  All housed in one facility located near Executive Airport. 
 
In its October 2, 2007 presentation to City Commission, management recommended 
the reduction in Fire Station size, based on staffing and equipment requirements of 
the Fire Department. 
 
Implementation:  None Required. 
 
 
Observation ES-4:  The greatest risk for the Fire Station Bond Program to 
be completed under $40 million is the City’s ability to re-furbish FS 54 and 
13 for under $1.3 million each.  The premise of the October 2007 Program Re-
baseline is that the City can save $5.6 million by refurbishing FS 54 and 13 instead 
of building new ones.  By doing so, the City can offset the $2.5 million cost increase 
on FS 47 and 53, as well as the $0.6 million Bond issuance costs and the $2.5 
million increases set aside for six of the remaining new stations.  SBC believes that 
the greatest risk for the Fire Station Bond Program to be completed under $40 
million lies within these two refurbished fire stations (FS 54 and 13). The current re-
baseline estimates that FS 54 and 13 can be refurbished for $1.3 million each ($1.0 
million for construction and $0.3 million for engineering, management, and inflation).  
For these stations to be modern, state-of-the-art, and 50-year structures as 
delineated in the Fire Station Bond’s Official Statement, they will likely need 
structural, mechanical, electrical, and other upgrades since they are 38 (built in 
1970) and 37 years old (built in 1971) respectively.  Further, it’s a formidable 
challenge, and a significant cost risk, to do these upgrades while these fire stations 
are active without interfering with operations. 
 
The City is currently undertaking a structural, mechanical, and electrical review of 
these two fire stations to get a better understanding of the effort and costs 
necessary for the refurbishment.  While it’s possible that the studies may show that 
the stations can be refurbished for $1.3 million, they may show that the refurbish 
costs would be significantly more than $1.3 million.  If this occurs, the most viable 
and economically feasible option may be to build new stations.  Under this scenario, 
the Program would need an additional $6 million to complete the Program (see 
Table 3).  This cost estimate is based on building stations comparable to the current 
“satellite” and “Battalion” station sizes of 10,000 and 12,000 square feet.  Costs may 
differ if the two stations are sized differently or due to their schedule. 
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CONTRACT AND PERFORMANCE OBSERVATIONS (CONT’D) 
 

Table 3 
Potential Cost increase of the Program 

 FS 54 FS 13 Total 
Original Budgeted Square Footage 12,000 15,000  
Type of Station Satellite Battalion  
Estimated Size of Station (based on current 
approach for station sizes) 

10,000 12,000  

Estimated Cost (new Station) $4.0 million $5.0 million  
Less:  Re-baseline Estimate ($1.3 million) ($1.3 million)  
Additional Funds Required $2.7 million $3.7 million $6.4 million 
 

Management Response: Management concurs with Observation. 
 
Management’s October 2, 2007 report and presentation stated that part of the re-
base lining plan was that Fire Stations 54 and 13 would be renovated. (See CAR 
07-1599 attached).  Management informed the FSBBRC and City Commission 
that an in-depth analysis of renovation verses replacement of the two stations 
would be completed. 
 
The cost effectiveness of renovating or building two new fire stations is currently 
under review by management.   
 
The review includes costs associated with the findings of (for each station): 
 
• Structural evaluation to all relevant current building codes 
• Mechanical, Electrical and Plumbing evaluation to current Building Codes in 

addition those needed for current Fire operations 
• Architectural and interior improvements necessary for Fire operational needs 
 
The reviews are underway and are expected to be completed in April 2008. 
 
Implementation:  Detailed renovation costs will be presented at which time 
further decisions will need to be made by the Commission. 
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PROCESS AND COMPLIANCE OBSERVATIONS 
 
Observation ES-5:  The Fire Station Program should consider enhancing 
the change review process.  Given the fact that cost escalation, change orders 
risks, and other factors have recently forced the scope and approach of the Fire 
Bond Program to be re-baselined, a formalized Change Control Board (CCB) 
should be created.  The CCB would become the epicenter of decision making of 
the Program where all issues which affect scope, cost and schedule are 
evaluated and debated by the significant players of the Fire Bond Program 
before they are presented to the Blue Ribbon Committee and the City 
Commission.  The CCB’s scope should include change orders, bid results, 
project closeouts, and any changes in scope or approach necessary to stay 
within the $40 million Fire Bond Program.  The stakeholder requesting a change 
should present a standard package of data, information, and justification to the 
CCB and be prepared as though the presentation was to the Commission.  The 
membership the CCB could comprise of the members of the City and URS who 
currently review change orders (City Engineer, Public Works Director, City 
Construction Manager, Assistant City Engineer, City Architect, Fire 
Department…etc), and include representatives from the Office of Management 
and Budget (OMB), Contracts, and the Legal department.  With a structured and 
thorough review of changes from many different perspectives, the City 
Commission and the Blue Ribbon Committee should have greater confidence 
that due diligence was performed on these changes. 
 
Management Response: Management does not concur with this Observation. 
 
Audit Observations F1 and F2 support the City’s internal change order control 
process and finds it sound. 
 
Management does not agree that a Change Control Board (CCB) should be 
formed for the Fire Station program.  The formation of a formal CCB would 
increase the time it would take to complete change order review without added 
value. The City Engineer and Construction Manager currently conduct a thorough 
review.  An increase in time for CCB review would delay change order 
authorization by the City Commission, ultimately requiring construction 
contractors to increase pricing to compensate for delays and lack of efficiencies 
in being able to move forward with construction. 
 
The Observation recommends the CCB be established to include representatives 
from the City Attorney’s Office, along with members of the Fire Department, 
Public Works and Procurement.   
 
The inclusion of the City Attorney’s Office in a City operational function, such as 
change order review, is in conflict with the City Charter and Municipal Code.  
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PROCESS AND COMPLIANCE OBSERVATIONS (CONT’D) 
 
Specifically, the City Charter states that the City Commission appoints the City 
Manager to:  
 
“…be responsible to the city commission for the proper administration of all 
affairs of the city coming under his jurisdiction.”  
 
“Exercise control, direct, and supervise all activities of the municipal government, 
except as otherwise provided in this charter.” 
 
“See that all terms and conditions imposed in favor of the city or its inhabitants in 
all contracts are faithfully kept and performed…” 
 
“Investigate and determine whether purchases of current supplies and 
contractual services are made in accordance with regulations prescribed by 
charter and ordinance…” 
 
(Chapter 4.09 c, d, and i of the City Charter)  
 
The City Attorney advises the City Manager and City Departments on legal 
matters affecting the City (Sec. 4.12 e and f of the City Charter). The City 
Manager is the charter officer authorized to negotiate City contracts. 
 
(Note:  Cited City Charter references are attached to Management’s Response) 
 
Public Works regularly requests legal advice from the City Attorney’s Office as it 
relates to construction contracts.  These include clarifications on contractual 
language, liquidated damages, and response to legal questions presented by the 
construction contractor.  
 
Implementation: None Required 
 
 
Observation ES-6: Changes to baseline scope and assumptions should be 
reviewed by the newly formed CCB and the Fire Station Bond Blue Ribbon 
Committee, and reported to the City Commission.  Program controls (checks 
and balances) work best when baseline information are constantly and diligently 
checked, verified, and analyzed.  These checks become the vehicle for 
identifying variations and trends and the foundation for proactive decision making 
for timely mitigation and help ensure that all Program goals are met.  Whenever 
changes to baseline information occur, whether its project scope, costs, 
schedules, risks or assumptions, it’s critical that their change is properly 
reviewed, analyzed, and communicated to all stakeholders.  An example where a 
baseline change had significant cost or risk impact to the Program, but was not  
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PROCESS AND COMPLIANCE OBSERVATIONS (CONT’D) 
 
fully communicated to stakeholders, was the increase in size of FS 53.  As 
discussed in the Completed Projects Report, FS 53 was designed as a 27,310 
Fire Station/Emergency Operating Center/Fire Training Center, with the 16,900 
square feet being the fire station area and funded with Fire Station Bond proceeds.  
However, the size of this station identified in the Bond Resolution was 12,000 
square feet.  This additional 4,900 square feet represents a 41% increase in size 
and approximately $1 million cost increase before the project was even awarded.   
 
Management Response: Management concurs with this Observation with reservation. 
 
As stated in Management Response to Observation A2, management does not 
concur with the formation of a Change Control Board. 
 
However, management will continue to update the City Commission and 
FSBBRC on the changes to the baseline scope and assumptions of the Fire 
Station Program as they are developed. 
 
Implementation: Complete and on-going. 
 
 
Observation ES-7:  The Current Budget for all 10 fire stations should be 
inputted and maintained in FAMIS.  FAMIS only contains the current $20 
million appropriation for the 10 fire stations of the Fire Bond Program.  As a 
result, four issues arise:  1) appropriations do not match current budget 
information; 2) only a fraction of the current budget has been appropriated for 
most projects; 3) FAMIS doesn’t provide overall picture of the $40 million Fire 
Station Program; and 4) it is difficult to assess the affects to downstream projects 
when changes in appropriations are made.  If FAMIS is going to be used as an 
effective, stand-alone cost tracking system, it needs to contain the Program’s $40 
million budget as it is currently forecasted.  By doing so, FAMIS will be able to 
provide an overall picture (status, commitments, performance...etc) of each 
project and the overall Program.  
 
Management Response: Management concurs with this Observation with comment. 
 
The City Finance Department uses FAMIS as its accounting control system.  The 
current level of detail within FAMIS is sufficient for municipal government 
accounting controls. 
 
Therefore, Fire Station Budgets will not be maintained in FAMIS.  Public Works 
will maintain the details in a separate Excel spreadsheet.  Public Works will 
reconcile its Excel spreadsheets with FAMIS on a monthly basis. 
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PROCESS AND COMPLIANCE OBSERVATIONS (CONT’D) 
 
In future budget years, Management will implement a project tracking system that 
identifies budget and costs in major project components. 
 
Implementation: October 2008 
 
Observation ES-8:  FAMIS only appropriates (budgets) Fire Station Costs at 
the Construction Sub-Object Level.  Fire Stations (FS) 47 and 53 show 
negative encumbrances in FAMIS because the budgets are in the construction 
sub-object, but the expenditures are coded to the appropriate sub-object codes.  
By appropriating costs only in the construction sub-object level, it becomes 
difficult to assess Program performance, as well as its status and trends for 
costs. To be an effective stand-alone cost tracking system, FAMIS needs to track 
appropriations at the same level that they are budgeted and executed.   
 
If the City decides that FAMIS won’t maintain the $40 million Current Budget 
since only $20 million of bonds have been issued, and won’t hold the $40 million 
at the appropriate sub-object level, SBC recommends that the City use MS Excel 
as the primary tracking system for the Program.  The Excel workbook, with 
detailed spreadsheets for each station, should be reconciled to FAMIS on a 
monthly basis to ensure data integrity and hold its cost information at the sub-
object level.  Please note that this Excel workbook already exists and it has been 
used by the Public Works Department earlier in this Program.  This Excel 
workbook would be a sufficient tracking system for the Fire Station Bond 
Program.   

 
Management Response: Management concurs with this Observation with comment. 
 
The City Finance Department uses FAMIS as its accounting control system.  The 
current level of detail within FAMIS is sufficient for municipal government 
accounting controls. 
 
Therefore, Fire Station Budgets will not be maintained in FAMIS.  Public Works 
will maintain the details in a separate Excel spreadsheet.  Public Works will 
reconcile its Excel spreadsheets with FAMIS on a monthly basis. 
 
In future budget years, Management will implement a project tracking system that 
identifies budget and costs in major project components. 
 
Implementation: October 2008 
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PROCESS AND COMPLIANCE OBSERVATIONS (CONT'D) 

Observation ES-9: Reporting can be enhanced to be made more 
informative for internal and external stakeholders.  The purpose and intent of 
reports is to accurately provide the status of the Program to an audience that is 
not involve in the day-to-day developments.  Program and project-level reports 
can be enhanced to provide a better overall picture of the Fire Bond Program.  
Based on their respective roles, the FS 47 and 53 project reports that are 
presented to the City Commission and the Fire Station Bond Blue Ribbon 
Committee should be enhanced to provide more information on status, issues, 
and changes.  Furthermore, individual project reports for the remaining eight fire 
stations are not currently being formally prepared.  If prepared, these reports can 
provide basic information such as Original Budget; original square footage; 
Current (Baseline) Budget; current square footage; Current Schedule, Project 
Status; Issues; and Concerns.  Finally, the high-level Fire Station Bond Program 
Report and the various ad hoc reports could include basic project information 
such as Original Budget; original square footage of the stations; Current 
(Baseline) Budgets; current square footage of the fire stations; Summary of 
Approved Changes, and Base schedule and Current schedule information could 
be included in the reports.   
 
Management Response: Management concurs with this Observation. 
 
Management will provide detailed additional information reports on all Fire 
Station Projects beginning in March 2008.  Previously, detailed reports were 
provided on the two Fire Stations under construction, 47 and 53. 
 
Implementation: Complete 
 

 
We would like to thank the City of Fort Lauderdale and URS for their cooperation and 
assistance in completing this Report.   
 
 
Sharpton, Brunson & Company, P.A. 
 
 
 
 
March 25, 2008 
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OBJECTIVES 
 
Sharpton, Brunson, and Company, P.A. (SBC) was engaged to conduct a Program and 
Performance Audit (Report) performed by SBC were to evaluate the extent to which 
desired results of the Program are being achieved by performing the following: 

 
 Review management and control structures and processes; 

 
 Analyze the reasonability of Program assumptions and projections; 

 
 Evaluate contract compliance; and 

 
 Provide observations and recommendations to improve performance. 

 
To achieve these objectives SBC performed sixteen (16) tasks outlined in the scope of 
services, which were designed to analyze certain financial and operating results and 
review selected processes, procedures and activities. 
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REPORT COMPOSITION 
 
The scope of services for the Program and Performance Audit of the Fire Station Bond 
Program includes sixteen tasks.  We have presented the results obtained from the 
performance of these tasks in eight separate sections which have been grouped into the 
following categories: 1. Project Team Organization; 2. Contract and Performance; and 
3. Process and Compliance. Table 1 below lists the 16 tasks performed and the 
corresponding section of the Report detailing the results obtained. 
 

Table 1 
Matrix of Individual Reports and Scope of Services 

 
Report Name Scope of Services 

PROJECT TEAM ORGANIZATION: 
Review and evaluate monitoring of field staff by URS and Construction Management. 
Review and evaluate staff accountability/accuracy measures used by URS and the Public Works Department. 

Organization and Management 
Oversight Review 

Review the overall divisions of Engineering, Architecture, and construction Management in the Public Works 
Department concerning organization structure to determine strengths, weaknesses, and recommend improved 
efficiencies, with consideration given to the working and management relationship between the City and URS. 

CONTRACT AND PERFORMANCE: 
Perform a review of completed contracts to determine the final contract award vs the original contract value to 
quantify the % increase/decrease and the reasons for the changes (Change Orders etc). 
Evaluate the potential impact on the Total Fire Station Bond Program costs based on the above analysis of 
original cost vs. final costs. 
Validate the appropriateness of the Fire Station Bond data used to develop the initial projections. (also 
discussed in Internal Controls  Review) 

Fire Station Bond Projects Review 
 

Review existence or adequacy of contingency plans if the bond funds are exhausted. k 
Internal Controls Review Document the Internal Controls (Checks and Balances) the Public Works Department has implemented to 

assure program expenditures stay within budget and are properly aligned with the Financial Model. 
URS Contract and Incentives Review Determine if there are any contractual incentives between the City and URS to motivate URS to have 

contractors/sub-consultants complete projects timely and under budget. 
PROCESS AND COMPLIANCE: 
Project Tracking System Review Perform a review of the Project Tracking system. 
Change Order Review Analyze requests for changes to ensure proper control, adequate change order documentation is obtained from 

the contractor, change order amounts are appropriate and reasonable, change order pricing is adequately 
reviewed by the City, and change orders or variations from contract obligations and specifications do not result 
in a undeserved benefit to contractor and corresponding detriment to the City. 
Review and evaluate the Public Works Department documents bidding process and compare to both Generally 
Accepted Procurement methodologies and best practices in similar arenas. 

Bidding and Purchasing Review 

Review and evaluate the process used for purchasing material in the program. 
Determine if the Public Works Department review of the contract billing procedures is adequate.  Identify any 
cost exceptions, potential contract control deficiencies, potential overcharge exposures on future contract 
billings, and recommend control improvements. 

Invoice Processing Review 
 

Analyze applications for payment and change orders to determine whether amounts were appropriate and 
reasonable according to contract terms. 
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ORGANIZATION AND MANAGEMENT OVERSIGHT REVIEW 

A.  Objectives 
The scope of this review is the overall Program Management Team Organization 
structure to determine strengths, weaknesses, and recommended improved efficiencies, 
with consideration given to the working and management relationship between the City 
and URS.  Also included in this Report is a review and evaluation of the monitoring of 
field staff and staff accountability/accuracy measures used by URS and the City. 
 

B.  Methodology and Process 
In order to accomplish this objective, SBC’s work plan included the following activities: 
 

 Review and understand the organizational relationships; 
 Identify roles and responsibilities of the City versus URS, identifying gaps and 

overlaps; and  
 Review and understand the decision making structure, from program 

management to field management identifying the control points and staff 
accountability/accuracy measures used. 

 

C.  Program Team Organizational Structure Review 
The Fire Station Bond Program is a relatively small Program comprising 10 fire station 
projects; one primary funding source; and is managed by City staff and consultants.  
Each fire station has a unique project number and budget in FAMIS and is primarily 
funded with Fire Station Bond proceeds.  A Blue Ribbon Committee was established to 
oversee the Fire Bond Program and to provide independent input to the City 
Commission.  As a result, the Project Management Team can be segmented into four 
distinct groups: 1) Fire Station Bond Blue Ribbon Committee, 2) Public Works, 3) City 
Finance, and 4) URS.  Information flows through the Fire Bond Program team using the 
pathways shown on the chart created by SBC on the next page. 
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ORGANIZATIONAL STRUCTURE  
 

FIRE STATION PROGRAM ORGANIZATION CHART 
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1.  Fire Station Bond Blue Ribbon Committee (FSBBRC) 
 
The FSBBRC, or “Committee”, is an appointed 10-member committee of City residents.   
The Mayor and City Commissioners each appointed two members to serve on the 
Committee and consideration was given to appoint persons with building, construction, 
or development experience.   
 
The duties of the Committee, as stated in Section 2 of Resolution No. 04-220 (see 
Reference Section), is:  “…to make recommendations to the City Commission 
concerning the expenditure of bond funds of the proposed Fire-Rescue Facilities Bond 
Issue, the purposes for which the bond issue funds should be utilized consistent with 
the ballot language approved by the electorate, and such other related duties as the 
City Commission may prescribe from time to time.”  By charter and as depicted in the 
organization chart above, the Committee’s role is not to direct City or Consultant 
staff or be involved in the daily operations of the Program. 
 
The Committee, along with the City’s Director of Public Works (DPW), and others 
associated with the Program meet monthly to discuss the progress and status of all 10 
fire stations, as well as other issues that may affect the Fire Station Bond Program.  The 
Director of Public Works is the liaison of the Program to the Committee. 
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ORGANIZATIONAL STRUCTURE (CONT'D) 
 
2.  Public Works 
 
The DPW has been tasked by the City Manager to lead the successful implementation 
of the Fire Station Bond Program.  The DPW utilizes the City Engineer and staff to 
design the majority of the fire stations; participate in constructability review of designs; 
and to perform construction oversight functions for the Program.  The City’s Architecture 
(Design) and Construction divisions are performing these responsibilities. Their 
respective roles and responsibilities are delineated below.  Further, URS and a few local 
design firms have been contracted to supplement the Public Works staff with very 
specific tasks.  The URS roles have been outlined under the URS section and the local 
design firms’ roles are outlined below. 
 
Design 
 
This group is led by the City’s Chief Architect and is currently responsible for the design 
of eight of the ten fire stations in the Program.  To supplement the City’s design staff, 
the City contracted with several specialty design firms to assist with specific areas such 
as mechanical, electrical, and plumbing.  Attempting to make the design effort move 
along as smoothly as possible, the City is developing one and two-story designs with 
standard design features.  Based on the site available and to accommodate the City’s 
fire and rescue needs, these facilities will range between 8,750 and 10,000 square feet 
and have two or three-bays.  By sequencing the construction of the fire stations over 
several years, the City hopes that necessary design changes identified during 
construction of the earlier stations will be incorporated into the design of the latter 
stations; thereby, optimizing the design and constructability of the stations and 
minimizing costs and change orders.   
 
Since the City is the designer of record for FS 47 currently under construction, the Chief 
Architect and staff must address all design issues identified by the contractor during the 
station’s construction, as well as review all payment applications from the contractor to 
verify that the work was performed according to plans and specifications.  The City will 
also perform this role during the construction of the remaining seven fire stations.  The 
Chief Architect has two other staff people dedicated to the Fire Bond Program.   
 
For the other two fire stations (FS 53 and FS 49), the City has contracted with separate 
consultant firms to design these stations since they are larger and differ from the base 
designs being designed by the City.  The City Architect and staff participate in design 
and constructability reviews with URS and the other City divisions on these projects. 
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ORGANIZATIONAL STRUCTURE (CONT'D) 
 
City Construction 
 
The City Construction staff is charged with three primary tasks:  1) to provide 
constructability reviews on fire station designs; 2) to oversee the URS construction 
management effort; and 3) to review contractor and consultant invoices.  
Constructability reviews are an internal control to review if the design can be 
constructed in an efficient and low-cost manner.  These reviews improve value-
engineering efforts to ensure construction costs are minimized while design efficiencies 
are maximized.  When overseeing the URS construction management effort on Fire 
Stations 47 and 53, the City Construction staff protects the City’s interests and ensures 
that field issues are identified and mitigated in a timely and cost-efficient manner.  As 
discussed in the Invoice Review Report, the City’s Construction staff provides a key role 
in the contractual and financial compliance reviews of Fire Bond Program invoices.   
 
Since FS 53 is jointly funded with Fire Bond, City CIP, and Executive Airport (and 
FDOT) funds, two slight differences with its management and oversight occur.  First, an 
independent inspector specifically for this fire station has been retained.  Second, City 
representatives from the Executive Airport also participate in construction oversight. 
 
The Construction Division has three people working part-time on the Program.   
 
3.  City Finance 
 
The City’s Finance Division has three primary functions: 1) maintain FAMIS; 2) process 
pay contractor and consultant invoices; and 3) prepare ad-hoc financial reports and data 
queries from FAMIS when formally requested.  They ensure that commitments do not 
exceed Fire Station appropriations and that expenditures do not exceed commitments 
for each contract. The City’s Finance Division has several people working part-time on 
the Fire Station Bond Program. 
 
4.  URS 
 
URS has two active contracts on the Fire Station Bond Program for Construction 
Management Services and Pre-construction Management Services.  The Construction 
Management Services contract is specific for Fire Stations 47 and 53 and delineates 
that URS maintain an on-site presence representing the City during construction.  URS’ 
staff for this effort comprises a full-time Project Manager and Assistant Project Manager 
who are responsible for both stations.  This full-time field staff is supported by the URS 
Program Manager; an Estimator, an inspector; professional staff for document review; 
and a Fire Fighting Consultant when necessary.  The Pre-construction management 
services, contracted through Task Order #1 from the second URS contract, include pre-
permitting coordination, design oversight, constructability reviews, scheduling, and an 
opinion of bid results.  The URS team working on this effort consists of the Program 
Manager, Pre-construction Project Manager, Assistant Pre-Construction Project 
Manager, and part-time administrator. 
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D.  MANAGEMENT OVERSIGHT REVIEW 
 
During our review, we found some areas of concern that can be grouped into the 
following two categories:  

 City Integration Issues 
 Program Management Issues 

 
 
CITY INTEGRATION ISSUES 
 

Observation 1: URS performance is partly tied to the City’s design 
performance.  The scope of service for the construction management and pre-
construction effort are based on reimbursement, not-to-exceed contracts or task 
orders.  The values of these services are based upon agreed-upon levels of 
service for a specific duration.  As a result, URS costs and schedule performance 
is partly dependant on the City’s design performance and sometimes difficult to 
assess.  For example, the construction completion date for FS 47 has been 
extended by change orders to accommodate changes in the City’s design 
through change orders, due to design errors & omission, unforeseen conditions, 
and owner requested changes.   

 
Similarly, challenges are created to the URS-City relationship in the pre-
construction scope.  URS has a limited level of control of many pre-construction 
activities because either: 1) the City is performing the design services or 2) City 
processes are being used.  The organizational structure increases the City’s 
share of responsibility if schedule dates are missed and cost and schedule 
targets are not achieved.  URS does not have the necessary leverage to make 
the City perform to meet schedule goals or meet quality standards.  Furthermore, 
URS does not control activities that are City processes, such as permitting, 
bidding, or construction award.  URS can only schedule these activities based on 
agreed-upon durations, but cannot dictate tasks, schedule, and performance of 
the City.  URS does have the contractual obligation to inform the City Engineer if 
the City is in jeopardy of missing schedule dates or has other performance issues 
so these situations can be mitigated. 

 
Management Response Management concurs with this Observation but would 
add specific reservations.   
 
URS costs and scheduled performance during pre-construction review, 
construction, and post-construction activities is partly dependent upon the City of 
Fort Lauderdale design services, processes and procedures.  It is also incumbent 
upon URS to provide highly skilled and knowledgeable individuals to staff these 
consulting positions.   
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CITY INTEGRATION ISSUES (CONT’D) 
 
The City is responsible for the delivery of the bond program regardless of 
whether program management is completed by City staff or a consultant.  City 
processes must be used for permitting and construction award if the work is 
completed by URS acting as a consultant or by City staff.  The City finds this 
arrangement suitable for the purposes of the construction of the fire stations.  
This integrated approach keeps the City actively involved in the project on a day-
to-day basis.   
 
Implementation: None Required 

 
PROGRAM MANAGEMENT ISSUES 
 

Observation 2:  The Fire Station Program should consider enhancing the 
change review process.  Given the fact that cost escalation, change orders 
risks, and other factors have recently forced the scope and approach of the Fire 
Bond Program to be re-baselined, a formalized Change Control Board (CCB) 
should be created.  The CCB would become the epicenter of decision making of 
the Program where all issues which affect cost and schedule are evaluated and 
debated by the significant players of the Fire Bond Program before they are 
presented to the Blue Ribbon Committee and the City Commission.  The CCB’s 
scope should include change orders, bid results, project closeouts, and any 
changes in scope or approach necessary to stay within the $40 million Fire Bond 
Program.  The stakeholder requesting a change should present a standard 
package of data, information, and justification to the CCB and be prepared as 
though the presentation was to the Commission (see Change Order Report for 
more discussion).  With a structured and thorough review of changes from many 
different perspectives, the City Commission and the Fire Station Bond Blue 
Ribbon Committee should have greater confidence that due diligence was 
performed on these changes. 
 
Management Response:  Management does not concur with this Observation. 
 
Audit Observations F1 and F2 supports the City’s internal change order control 
process and finds it sound.  This Audit finds the City has sufficient management 
controls and processes established in the areas of change order review.  
Technical staff does a structured and thorough review of all proposed changes. 
 
The formation of a formal Change Control Board (CCB) would increase the time 
it would take to complete change order review without added value.  The 
increase in time would delay change order authorization by the City Commission, 
ultimately requiring construction contractors to increase pricing to compensate for 
delays and lack of efficiencies in being able to move forward with construction. 
 
The Observation recommends the CCB be established to include representatives 
from the City Attorney’s Office, along with members of the Fire Department, 
Public Works and Procurement.  The inclusion of the City Auditor and City  
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PROGRAM MANAGEMENT ISSUES (CONT’D) 
 

Attorney’s Office in a City operational function such as change order review is in 
conflict with the City Charter and Municipal Code.  
 
Specifically, the City Charter states that the City Commission appoints the City 
Manager to:  
 
“…be responsible to the city commission for the proper administration of all 
affairs of the city coming under his jurisdiction.”  
 
“Exercise control, direct, and supervise all activities of the municipal government, 
except as otherwise provided in this charter.” 
 
“See that all terms and conditions imposed in favor of the city or its inhabitants in 
all contracts…” 
 
“Investigate and determine whether purchases of current supplies and 
contractual services…” 
 
(Chapter 4.09 c, d, and i of the City Charter)  
 
The City Attorney advises the City Manager and City Departments on legal 
matters affecting the City (Sec. 4.12 e and f of the City Charter). The City 
Attorney is also not authorized to negotiate City contracts. 
 
(Note:  Cited City Charter references are attached to Management’s Response) 
 
Public Works regularly requests advice from the City Attorney regarding requests 
and needed changes to construction contracts.  These include clarifications on 
contractual language, liquidated damages, and responses to legal questions 
presented by the construction contractor.  
 
Implementation: None Required 
 
 
Observation 3:  The Fire Station Bond Blue Ribbon Committee should have 
additional information made available to it to better enable them to make 
recommendations as it relates to the expenditure of bond funds.  Given the 
background and experience of its members, and its purpose as stated in its 
Resolution (Resolution No. 04-220), the Committee can provide enhanced 
checks and balances on the Fire Station Bond Program. First, as detailed in the 
Tracking System report, the information presented to the FSBBRC could be 
enhanced by providing more detailed information.  The additional information 
should enable the Committee to have a better understanding of cost and 
schedule issues as they develop and be in a better position to review the 
Program at its monthly meeting with City staff. 
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PROGRAM MANAGEMENT ISSUES (CONT’D) 
 
Further, the Committee has only a limited role in items that affect costs on the 
Program, specifically station designs, project schedules, and change orders.  For 
example, under the recent re-baselining of the Fire Station Bond Program, the 
Committee was informed at their September 20, 2007 meeting that the scope and 
sizes of fire stations was under review and must be modified to meet the Program’s 
$40 million budget.  At this meeting, no formal plan or conclusions were presented, 
rather, a high level review of options being reviewed were discussed.  When the 
item was presented to the Commission on October 2, 2007, a plan was presented 
that radically changed the implementation scope, the Committee was not in a 
position to make any recommendation to the Commission regarding the plan as it’s 
chartered. 
 
The Committee does not become aware of the details of change orders until they 
are posted on the City Commission Agenda or presented in the URS monthly 
project reports after they are approved by the Commission. By not having any 
chance to review or be informed of pending changes, it does not permit them the 
opportunity to analyze or review its impact to the Program. To enhance the 
Committee’s ability to make recommendations to the City Commission as it’s 
chartered , a couple of the City processes could be modified so items that impact 
Program costs and schedules would be presented to the Blue Ribbon Committee 
before being presented to the Commission. This would allow the Committee to 
prepare a recommendation to the Commission that can be done at the Commission 
meeting or added to the agenda package. This change should only be made if it 
does not interrupt the process or delay any items. 
 
Management Response:  Management does not concur with this Observation, 
nor the implication that the Fire Bond Committee is not making recommendations 
to the City Commission concerning expenditure of bond funds.   
 
As stated in Resolution 04-220, the FSBBRC “makes recommendations to City 
Commission concerning the expenditure of bond funds” through its minutes 
which are presented to City Commission monthly.  Committee members also 
have unfettered access to their City Commission appointer.  The relationship that 
exists is between Committee member and Commissioner; staff does not take 
direction from Committee members.  Staff takes direction from their immediate 
supervisor only; who is under the direction of the City Manager. 
 
The Observation continues to state that city management did not make the FSBBRC 
aware of changes to the Fire Bond Program at the FSBBRC meeting on September 
20, 2007 but forwarded the changes directly to City Commission on October 2, 2007 
(See CAR 07-1599 attached). 
 
Both the Fire Chief and Public Works Director were prepared to make a presentation 
to the FSBBRC at their meeting on September 20.  However, the FSBBRC would not 
allow the presentation to move beyond the opening remarks of the Fire Chief.  City 
staff then presented the changes to the City Commission on October 2 (FSBBRC 
September 20, 2007 minutes attached to Audit). 
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PROGRAM MANAGEMENT ISSUES (CONT’D) 
 
The Observation also states, “The Committee does not become aware of the 
details of the change orders until they are posted on the City Commission Agenda 
or presented in the URS monthly project reports after they are approved by the 
Commission.”  
 
At each FSBBRC meeting, monthly construction progress reports are attached to 
the agendas and discussed in detail.  Each report identifies potential changes and 
lists amounts of past and pending change orders.  An example of Fire Station 47 
and 53 construction reports are attached to Managements Response. 
 
Implementation: None Required 
 
 
Observation 4:  The Fire Station Bond Blue Ribbon Committee should report 
more frequently to the City Commission.  The Committee formally reports to the 
City Commission once a year through their Annual Report and one has been 
submitted in 2005 and 2006.  This Report provides a brief status of the Program 
and an update of the Committee’s activities, concerns, opinions, and findings.  At 
the time of this report, the 2007 Annual Report has not been transmitted to the 
Commission since the Committee is awaiting additional information regarding the 
re-baselining of the Fire Bond Program.  The City is currently analyzing the 
feasibility and estimated cost to re-furbish Fire Stations 13 and 54 rather than build 
new ones.   
 
Given the concerns of the Committee, this report could be provided to the City 
Commission more frequently – either at specific time interval or specific milestones 
such as a bid award or project close-out.  The value of this report will be magnified 
given the current situation and risks of the Program:  1) modified implementation 
approach; 2) resizing and redesign of stations; 3) re-baselining of the project 
budgets; 4) three fire stations will be put out to bid in the near future; and 5) 
continued bid and change order risks throughout the remainder of the Fire Station 
Bond Program. 
 
Management Response:  Management believes this is a policy decision to be 
determined by the City Commission. 
 
The FSBBRC regularly reports to the City Commission through the distribution of their 
meeting minutes and agendas.  The FSBBRC agendas and minutes are provided to 
the City Commission monthly and are available on the City’s website.  The FSBBRC 
Committee Members also have direct access to their appointer at anytime without City 
staff’s involvement. 
 
These two means of reporting apprise the City Commission of the FSBBRC 
discussions, recommendations, and the status of all active projects. 
 
Implementation:  None by City Management 
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FIRE STATION BOND PROJECTS REVIEW 

A.  Objectives 
The objectives of the Fire Station Bond Projects Review consist of: 1) review the 
appropriateness of the primary Fire Station Bond Program (Program) assumptions used 
to develop the initial projections; 2) perform a comparative analysis of completed 
contracts to the original values, projections, and final costs, which includes identifying 
the percentage increase/decrease, and the reasons for the changes; 3) identify potential 
impacts to the Bond’s $40 million budget; and 4)  reviewing contingency plans, which 
are reflected in the City’s updated/re-baselined projections.  Impacts to the Bond budget 
are also discussed in the Internal Controls section of the Report. 

B.  Methodology and Process 
In order to accomplish the objective, SBC’s work plan included: 

 Reviewed Fire Station Bond resolution and all related documents, including but 
not limited to the following: 

• Resolution No. 04-124 and 04-145, 

• Series 2005 Official Statement, 

• 2005, 2006, and 2007 Fire Bond Annual Report, 
 Performed a variance overview of original and updated assumptions; 
 Conducted interviews with selected City of Fort Lauderdale staff; 
 Reviewed industry data; 
 Obtained an understanding of the quantity and type of completed construction 

projects; 
 Reviewed and obtained an understanding of the change history of the completed 

construction projects; 
 Analyzed the amounts and reasons for cost changes of the completed 

construction projects; and 
 Determined the impacts of these changes on the Financial Model of the Fire 

Station Bond Program; 

C.  Fire Station Bond Program Overview 
In 2004, the City Commission adopted Resolution #04-145, through a bond referendum, 
which was approved by the City electorate, for the potential issuance of general 
obligation bonds not to exceed a principal amount of $40 million to fund The Program 
(see Reference Section).  The Program consists of the replacement and new 
development of ten City Fire stations as shown on Table 1.  In 2005, 50% of the 
authorized amount or $20 million in general obligation bonds were issued as Phase I of 
bond funding for The Program. 
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FIRE STATION BOND PROGRAM OVERVIEW (CONT'D) 
 
The purpose of this overview is to assess the reasonableness of the primary 
assumptions used for the initial Program expense projections, and to evaluate if the 
financial goals for the Series 2005 Bond funding were achieved. 

ASSUMPTIONS 
The primary original bond assumptions as shown on Table 2 were reviewed and consist 
of 1) Fire Station size; 2) design and engineering; 3) construction costs; 4) temporary 
facilities; and 5) furniture.  In evaluating the assumptions, the Program financial budget 
information in the Series 2005, Fire Bond Program documents were limited to one 
summary financial document Exhibit A, which was included in the City’s Bond Issuance 
Resolution (see Reference Section).  As a result, detailed documentation in the Official 
Statement was not available.  Subsequent documents such as the annual reports and 
best industry practices were used to assess assumptions.  Unless otherwise noted 
below, the initial projection assumptions have been assessed as reasonable. 

 Fire Station Size (square footage) – The Program’s updated square footage 
projections have materially fluctuated compared to the initial projections.  As shown 
in Table 1, the Program Fire Stations’ updated projections represent material square 
footage revisions (both increases and decreases) in the 17%-60% range compared 
to the initial projections for seven of the ten Fire Stations; and increases in the 
100%-300% range compared to original Fire Stations’ square footage. 

Table 1 
Fire Stations Square Footage Comparison  

 Existing Station 
Fire Bond Resolution 

(July 13, 2004) October 2007 Re-Baseline 

Fire 
Station 

Year 
Built Square Feet 

Proposed 
Square Feet 

Station 
Type 

Proposed 
Square Feet 

Station 
Type Features 

3 1984 3,631  12,000  Satellite 10,000  Satellite 2 bays, 7 bunks 
8 1927 3,005  12,000  Satellite 10,000  Satellite 2 bays, 7 bunks 
13 1971 6,100  15,000  Battalion Renovate Battalion  
29 1958 3,534  12,000  Satellite 10,000  Satellite 2 bays, 7 bunks 
35 1966 7,038  15,000  Battalion 12,200  Battalion 3 bays, 11 bunks 
46 1963 3,569  12,000  Satellite 12,000  Satellite 3 bays, 10 bunks 
47 1963 3,569  12,000  Satellite 12,200 (1)  Battalion 4 bays, 15 bunks 
49 1965 6,690  12,000  Satellite 12,000  Satellite 2 bays, 7 bunks 
53 1976 5,621  12,000  Satellite 16,900 (1) Battalion 4 bays, 13 bunks 
54 1970 7,602  12,000  Satellite Renovate Satellite   

Notes and Assumptions:      
1)  Fire Station 47 and 53 are 15,242 and 27,310 respectively, but the proposed square footage shown represents the Fire 
Station Bond Program's portion funded. 
Summarized below are revisions to initial projections. 

- Three satellite Fire Stations (#3, #8, and #29) have reduced their square footage 
by 2,000 or approximately 17%; 

- The updated projection for satellite Fire Station #53 (near completion) of 16,900 
square feet represents a 40% increase compared to the initial projection of 
12,000 square feet; 
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ASSUMPTIONS (CONT'D) 
 

- One battalion Fire Station (#35) has reduced its square footage by approximately 
2,800 or 20%; and 

- One battalion Fire Station (#13) and one satellite Fire Station (#54) have 
materially changed from building a new facility to renovating the existing one, 
which has the impact of a 60% and 40% reduction in square footage respectively 
when compared to the initial projections.    

These collective revisions potentially have significant financial impacts to maintain 
the $40 million budget as well as an impact to operational requirements such as 
response times.  

 Design and Engineering – The lead Design and Engineering tasks for the 
majority of Fire Stations are currently assigned to City staff.  As a result, the 
assessment of the assumption excludes lead Design and Engineering tasks, 
which average approximately 6% of construction costs.  This exclusion results in 
a Design and Engineering industry average range of 8-10%.  As shown on Table 
2 below, initial projections show Design and Engineering expenses of $410,000 
per Fire Station, which represents a range from 10% and 14% of total 
construction costs for satellite and battalion Fire Stations, respectively.  This is 
slightly above the industry average range.  Design and Engineering expenses in 
the updated projections ranges between 0% - 17%.  The updated projections 
exclude Design and Engineering estimates for Fire Stations #47 and #53, which 
are substantially completed.  The budgets of these actual expenses are 
incorporated into the construction expense category.  This issue is addressed in 
the Project Tracking and Internal Control sections of this Report.  In total, initial 
projection Design and Engineering expense assumptions are $865,000 higher 
than the updated projections.   

Table 2 
Design and Engineering Assumptions 

(Represents design and engineering costs as a % of total construction costs) 
Fire 

Station # Initial Bond (1) Updated (2) Variance Initial Bond (1) Updated (2) Variance
8 410,000$            435,000$      (25,000)$      8.9% 13.1% -4.2%

29 410,000 435,000 (25,000) 11.6% 15.8% -4.2%
47 410,000 0 410,000 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
53 410,000 0 410,000 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
46 410,000 535,000 (125,000) 14.2% 15.2% -1.0%
49 410,000 520,000 (110,000) 13.8% 17.0% -3.2%
54 410,000 170,000 240,000 4.5% 14.3% -9.8%
3 410,000 435,000 (25,000) 11.6% 15.8% -4.3%

13 410,000 170,000 240,000 3.8% 14.9% -11.1%
35 410,000 535,000 (125,000) 11.9% 14.4% -2.6%

4,100,000$         3,235,000$   865,000$     10.3% 10.5% -0.3%

$ Projections % Projections

 
1. Initial Bond projections as shown on Exhibit A, Bond Resolution #04-145; July 13, 2004. 
2. As of October 2007, Design and Engineering includes construction, inflation, and contingency categories.  

Inflation and contingency categories were not broken out in the initial bond projections. 
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ASSUMPTIONS (CONT'D) 
 

 Construction Costs per square foot - The initial construction projections assumed 
$250 per square foot, and represents a $50 variance from the $200 per square foot 
used by City staff initially for estimating and sizing purposes.  Based on interviews 
with City staff and applicable documents, this variance between the initial and 
updated projections appears to be a result primarily of reporting differences in the 
identification of expense categories as shown below.  As a result, the initial 
projection and updated projection assumptions are both approximately $250 per 
square foot.  

− Initial projections – Construction costs consists of one category - construction.  
Inflation, contingency, and equipment costs are not separately identified but 
assumed to be included in the initial projects. 

− Updated projections – Construction costs consist of three categories - construction, 
inflation, and contingency. 

 Temporary Facilities - Temporary facilities for the initial projections were $225,000 
per Fire Station.  The updated projections include temporary facilities expenses for 
only three of the ten Fire Stations.  Temporary facilities are not tracked as a 
separate cost center.  The reasonableness could not be established. 

 Furniture/Equipment – Initial furniture expenses shown in Exhibit A of the Bond 
Resolution were estimated at $150,000 per Fire Station, with the budget for 
equipment was presumably included in the project’s construction budget and the 
$250 per square foot estimating factor.  The budget for equipment expenses cannot 
be identified or validated.  The current estimate for furniture and equipment is 
$365,000 per Fire Station and its components are shown on Table 3 below. 

Table 3 
Current Furniture and Equipment Budget 

 
Furniture/Equipment Items Cost per Station 

Roll up Doors $40,000 

Alert System $50,000 
Communications $10,000 

Furniture $150,000 

Information Technology (IT) $40,000 

Audio/Visual $10,000 
Access Control $65,000 

TOTAL $365,000 
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ASSUMPTIONS (CONT'D) 
 

 Total Fire Station costs – As shown on Table 4, the initial projection expenses by 
Fire Station location has been materially redistributed in the updated projection.  The 
updated total budget is $655,000 less than the initial projection.  The viability of 
maintaining this budget is discussed later in this section. 

Table 4 
Total Project Costs 

Fire 
Station # Initial Bond (1) Updated (2) Variance % Variance

8 4,885,000$          6,114,914$         (1,229,914)$     -20.1%
29 3,760,000 3,650,060 109,940 3.0%
47 3,760,000 4,031,000 (271,000) -6.7%
53 3,535,000 5,740,000 (2,205,000) -38.4%
46 3,760,000 4,423,071 (663,071) -15.0%
49 3,760,000 4,360,527 (600,527) -13.8%
54 3,760,000 1,359,366 2,400,634 176.6%
3 3,760,000 3,547,448 212,552 6.0%

13 4,510,000 1,309,526 3,200,474 244.4%
35 4,510,000 4,809,088 (299,088) -6.2%

40,000,000$        39,345,000$       655,000$         1.7%

$ Projections

 

1. Initial Bond projections as shown on Exhibit A, Bond Resolution #04-145; July 13, 2004. 
2. As of October 2007, Design and Engineering includes construction, inflation, and contingency 

categories.  Inflation and contingency categories were not broken out in the initial bond projections. 
 
SERIES 2005 FUNDING GOALS 
 
The funding goals of the $20 million Series 2005 Bonds were to finance the following: 

 The first three years of expenses for The Project – As shown in Appendix 1, the first 
three years of expenses have been funded with the Series 2005 Bonds ($20 million).  

 The completion of three Fire Stations – The first two projects are nearing completion.  
It is likely that the third Fire Station will be completely funded with the Series 2005 
Bond proceeds, but not within the three-year timeframe as originally planned.  As 
shown in Appendix 1, the current balances of the expended and obligated funds total 
approximately $11.5 million, leaving a balance of approximately $8.5 million. 

 The design and/or commencement of three additional Fire Stations – This goal has 
been achieved.  The designs for Fire Stations #29, #46, and #49 are nearing 
completion. 
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SERIES 2005 FUNDING GOALS (CONT’D) 
 
Observation 1: There is material volatility in the assumption categories per 
Fire Station as well as total costs per Fire Station.  As a result, these costs 
should be proactively monitored and reported in order to maintain the 
viability of the $40 million budget or plan for additional funding if required.  
As discussed above, square footage, design and engineering, 
furniture/equipment, and total Fire Station costs were materially revised between 
initial and updated projections.  In some instances, specific documentation for the 
initial projections such as construction costs per square footage was not 
available.  Industry standards as well as other reports were used to analyze 
assumptions. 
 
Management Response:  Management concurs with Observation with comment  
 
Management recognizes the volatility of the market and proceeds accordingly.  
This was specifically highlighted early in the Fire Bond Program.  The initial bid 
for Fire Station 47 was recommended to be rejected due to high costs (see CAR 
06-1076 attached).  Fire Station 47 was rebid and lower bids were received and 
the project awarded (see CAR 06-1274 attached).  In the report to the City 
Commission on October 2, 2007, management identified the volatility of the costs 
associated with the Fire Bond Program and recommended specific actions to 
minimize the potential cost increases.  
 
The Public Works and Fire Departments meet regularly to review costs and 
schedules.  Formal meetings are held monthly with URS, the Fire Chief, Public 
Works Director and Assistant City Managers to discuss costs and schedules.  In 
addition, the City’s Construction Manager completes a thorough review of all 
construction documents. 
 
In addition, staff has on-going discussions and meetings on project progress 
including reviews of costs and schedules.  Any potential variance is brought to 
the attention of the Fire Chief and/or Public Works Director and discussed at the 
monthly meeting. 
 
Implementation:  Complete 
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SERIES 2005 FUNDING GOALS (CONT’D) 
 
Observation 2:  The reasonableness of the square footage for a majority of 
the Fire Stations cannot be validated. As shown above, seventy-percent (70%) 
of the Fire Stations’ current size projections significantly vary from the updated 
projections.  These variances could materially impact the viability of remaining 
within the projected $40 million budget. 

Management Response:  Management concurs with this Observation with 
comment. 
 
The Fire Chief and his managers, as technical experts, are responsible for the 
administrative and operational needs of the Fire Department.  The Fire Chief and 
management staff reviewed the current and future needs of the Fire Department 
and reported the staffing and equipment needs at each station.  Per direction of 
the Fire Department, the Public Works Department sized each station to meet 
the Fire Department needs.  
 
This was reported in management’s report to City Commission October 2, 2007 
(see CAR 07-1599 attached). 
 
Implementation:  None Required. 

 

D.  Review of Completed Projects 
The review of completed projects is broken into three areas:  1) approach, 2) results of 
the review, and 3) the impact on the Financial Model.   
 
APPROACH 
 
Since the Fire Bond Program does not have any completed projects at this time, the 
approach of this portion of the review is to compare the Original Budget and the projected 
final cost of the two active construction projects - Fire Stations (FS) 47 and 53.  The Original 
Budget for each of the ten Fire Stations was ascertained from Exhibit A, dated July 13, 2004, 
of Resolution 04-145, the resolution providing for the issuance of City of Ft. Lauderdale 
General Obligation Bonds.  This exhibit provides the underlying assumptions of square 
footage; construction costs per square foot; design fees; temporary facilities; furnishings and 
total cost for each station (see Appendix 2 and Reference Section).   
 
In addition, since the Fire Bond Program was re-baselined in October 2007, this review 
will also look at the impact of the re-baselining (station size and scope) to the Original 
scope and budget (see Section E below).  Appendix 3 reflects the current re-baseline 
budgets for all 10 projects, including the final estimated costs for FS 47 and 53. 
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RESULTS OF THE REVIEW FOR THE TWO ACTIVE PROJECTS 
 
The results will be reviewed at three specific points in their lifecycle: 1) design/scope changes 
before construction award, 2) construction bid results, and 3) change orders during 
construction.  For comparison purposes, as discussed above, $250 per square foot for 
construction will be used since it was stated in Exhibit A (dated July 13, 2004) of the Bond 
Resolution.  It is assumed that this estimating factor included inflation, contingency, and 
equipment - some of which will be purchased by the City under the current implementation 
approach.  SBC has received subsequent documents that reflect construction costs at $200 
per square foot, with inflation and equipment as separate cost items.  Using $250 versus 
$200 per square foot will not affect the overall results of the analysis for each Fire Station, but 
will skew the results within the specific focus points in their lifecycle as demonstrated later in 
this report. 
 
Design/Scope Changes before Construction  
 
The original scope and budget for FS 47 was a 12,000 square foot facility at a total cost of 
$3.5 million.  FS 53 was also identified as a 12,000 square foot facility, but with a total budget 
of $3.7 million (See Appendix 2).   
 
FS 47 currently being constructed is a 15,242 square foot facility; however, $1,000,000, or 
approximately 20% of its estimated final costs being paid with non-Fire Bond funds.  
Therefore, if 80% of the Fire Station is funded with Fire Bond proceeds, then approximately 
12,200 square feet of the facility is funded by the Fire Bond Program.  This 200 square foot 
difference represents less than a 2% change in size than originally scoped and a $50,000 
cost increase during design based on $250 per square foot. 
 
FS 53 currently being constructed is a 27,310 square foot facility; however, only 
approximately 16,900 of the area is designated for the Fire Station, specifically the 
garage/apparatus bay; the hazardous materials area; the second floor sleep rooms; and 
business/recreation areas.  This 4,900 square foot difference (from 12,000) represents a 41% 
increase in size and a $1.2 million increase using the $250 per square foot. 
 
Construction Bid Results  
 
As discussed in the assumptions section of this review, construction bid results for the two 
Fire Stations were higher when compared to the original budget of $250 per square foot.  FS 
47’s bid came in at $254 ($4 difference) per square foot and FS 53 came in under $264 ($14 
difference).  When multiplying these differences by the adjusted square footage paid by the 
Fire Station Bonds (12,200 and 16,900 respectively), the bid results reflect a $48,000 (2%) 
and $236,600 (6%) increase, respectively.  Looking at the results in greater detail, $68,600 of 
the $236,600 bid impact for FS 53 was due to the additional 4,900 square feet and $10,800 
of the $48,800 impact for FS 47 for the additional 200 square feet. 
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RESULTS OF THE TWO ACTIVE PROJECTS (CONT'D) 
 
Change Orders during construction   
 
As discussed in the Change Order Report and shown in Table 5 below, the combined 
percentage of cost for the eight approved change orders is 3.9% of the base contract values.  
Further, change orders are currently being prepared for both FS 47 ($14,732) and FS 53 
($98,930) that will increase this percentage to approximately 5% of the base construction 
value.  Since both FS 47 and 53 are still under construction and are not expected to reach 
substantial completion until early 2008, additional change orders may be identified and 
processed.  Budget for these risks have been set aside within the contingency of the current 
budgets for FS 47 and 53 (see Appendix 3). 

 
Table 5 

Fire Bond Program Change Order Information 
Total Contractor Costs 

Category Fire Station 
47 

Fire Station 
53 

Total  
FS 47 & 53 

Base Contract Value $3,866,700 $7,204,000 $11,070,700 
    
Number of Change Orders 4 4 8 
Approved Change Orders $222,154 $   212,472 $434,626 
% of Base Contract 5.7% 2.9% 3.9% 
    
Pending Change Orders $14,732 $98,931 $113,663 
Number of Pending Changes 1 1 2 
% of Base Contract 1.4% 1.4% 1.1% 
    
Total Changes (Actual & Pending) 236,886 311,403 548,289 
% of Base Contract (pending and approved Changes) 6.1% 4.3% 5.0% 
 
The cumulative affect of design/scope changes, bid results, and change orders are 
summarized in Table 6 below.  
 

Table 6 
Summary of Changes for Active Projects 

Fire Bond Program Costs Only 
 

Fire Station FS 47 FS 53 Totals 
Original Budget $3,760,000 $3,535,000 $7,295,000 
    
Scope Changes ($250/sq. foot) 50,000 1,225,000 1,275,000 
Bid Results ($250/sq. foot) 48,800 236,600 285,400 
Change Orders (Approved + Pending) 236,886 311,403 548,289 
Other Changes* (64,686) 431,997 367,311 
Total Increases/(Decreases) $271,000 $2,205,000 2,476,000 
    
Current Budget (Reforecast) $4,031,000 $5,740,000 $9,771,000 
 *Other changes include engineering, equipment, temporary facilities, Program Management and contingency. 
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RESULTS OF THE TWO ACTIVE PROJECTS (CONT'D) 
 
Observation 3:  More than half of the $2.5 million cost increase for Fire 
Stations 47 and 53 is due to building larger Fire Stations.  As reflected in 
Table 6 above, the total costs for FS 47 and 53 have increased by $2.5 million, of 
which approximately 51% ($1.275 million) of the increase resulted from designing 
larger Fire Stations than originally plan.  If the unfavorable bid results on the 
additional square footage in included, the impact would be $1.34 million or 54.3% 
of the total increase.  As a check, even if $200 per square foot were used as the 
comparison rather than $250, the additional square footage would have the same 
$1.34 million to the Program (see Table 7 below). 
 

Table 7 
Cost impacts Attributable to Larger Fire Stations 

Fire Stations 47 and 53 Only 
 

Item FS 47 FS 53 Total Impact 
Additional Square feet 200 4,900  
Cost @ $200/sq. foot $40,000 $980,000 $1,020,000 
Bid Results Differential $54 $64  
Bid Results $10,800 $313,600 $324,400 
TOTALS $50,800 $1,293,600 $1,344,400 

 
Management Response:  Management concurs with Observation. 
 
Both Fire Station 47 and 53 were under final design before the Bond Referendum 
was approved in November 2004.  Fire Station 47 was increased in size after the 
City annexed parts of unincorporated Broward County.   Fire Station 53 includes 
effectively three operations:  two fire stations (53 and 88) merging into one 
station and the City’s Emergency Operations Center (EOC).  All housed in one 
facility located near Executive Airport. 
 
In its October 2, 2007 presentation to City Commission, management 
recommended the reduction in Fire Station size, based on staffing and 
equipment requirements of the Fire Department. 
 
Implementation:  None Required. 
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E.  Review of Re-Baselined Stations 
Because the costs for FS 47 and 53 are expected to come in $2.5 million higher than 
originally budgeted, and an additional $0.6 million of costs were not included in the 
original budget for Bond Issuance Costs and other related costs ($3.1 million total), the 
Program was forced to be re-evaluated in order to stay within the $40 million budget.  
The re-baseline developed in October 2007 identified that four of the remaining eight 
new stations (FS 29, 3, 35 and 8) will be designed to be smaller stations, FS 46 and 49 
will remain at approximately 12,000 square feet, and the remaining two stations (FS 54 
and FS 13) will be refurbished rather than constructing new stations.  Appendix 4 
provides a comparison of the Original and Re-baseline budgets and station sizes for the 
remaining eight Fire Stations.  As reviewed in the assumptions section, the current 
budget developed for the remaining eight Fire Station Bond projects include the 
following components:  Construction, Property, Equipment, Engineering, Temporary 
Facilities, Program Management, Inflation, and Contingency.  The inflation component 
is to address bid risks; whereas, contingency has been established for change orders 
and other unforeseen issues.  The re-baseline also updates the equipment/furniture 
estimate for each station to match the current City purchase strategy. 
 

Observation 4:  The City has taken steps and included appropriate risk 
factors for the remaining six “new” Fire Stations.  Although SBC does not 
assure that the current estimates for the remaining six new Fire Stations will be 
met, we believe that City staff have taken appropriate steps to establish 
reasonable budgets for the remaining six new Fire Stations (FS 8, 29, 46, 49, 3, 
and 35).  The City has addressed the potential risks by: 1) increasing the 
construction cost per square foot for the remaining stations to $255; 2) providing 
over $2.2 million (13.1% of construction costs) for escalation/bid risk, 3) including 
$0.5 million (2.7%) for contingency/change order risk; 4) increasing the 
anticipated property cost for FS 8, and 5) building in some contingency within the 
size of the Fire Stations by using 10,000 square feet for estimating purposes on 
the three of the resized stations when the designs for these stations are 
approximately 9,000 square feet.  The result of re-baselining the Program and 
including the appropriate risk factors on the remaining six “new” stations was that 
the budget for these stations were increased by $2.5 million (see Appendix 4). 
 
It must be noted that SBC is not making any judgments or opinions whether the 
smaller stations will affect response times or the City’s ability to meet Fire and 
Rescue needs, both now and in the future. 
 
Management Response:  Management concurs with Observation. 
 
This Observation reviewed the information presented to City Commission on 
October 2, 2007, and found the information appropriate (see CAR 07-1599 
attached). 
 
Implementation:  Complete 
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REVIEW OF RE-BASELINE (CONT'D) 
 
Observation 5:  The greatest risk for the Fire Station Bond Program to 
remain within the $40 million budget is the City’s ability to refurbish FS 54 
and 13 for under $1.3 million each.  The premise of the October 2007 Program 
Re-baseline is that the City can save $5.6 million by refurbishing FS 54 and 13 
instead of building new ones.  By doing so, the City can offset the $2.5 million 
cost increase on FS 47 and 53, as well as the $0.6 million Bond issuance costs 
and the $2.5 million increase for the six new stations noted in the observation 
above.  SBC believes that the greatest risk for the Fire Station Bond Program to 
be completed under $40 million lies within these two refurbished Fire Stations 
(FS 54 and 13). The current re-baseline estimates that FS 54 and 13 can be 
refurbished for $1.3 million each ($1.0 million for construction and $0.3 million for 
engineering, management, and inflation).  For these stations to be modern, state-
of-the-art, and 50-year structures as delineated in the Fire Station Bond’s Official 
Statement, they will likely need structural, mechanical, electrical, and other 
upgrades since they are 38 (built in 1970) and 37 years old (built in 1971), 
respectively.  It is a formidable challenge, and a significant cost risk, to do these 
upgrades while these Fire Stations are active without interfering with operations. 
 
At the time of this Report, the City is undertaking a structural, mechanical and 
electrical review of these two Fire Stations to get a better understanding the effort 
and costs necessary for the refurbishment.  While it is possible that the studies 
may state the stations can be refurbished for $1.3 million, or slightly higher, it 
may show that the refurbish costs would be significantly more than $1.3 million.  
If this occurs, the most viable and economically feasible option may be to build 
new stations.  Under this scenario, the Program would need an additional $6 
million to complete the Fire Bond Program (see Table 8).  This cost estimate is 
based on building stations comparable to the current “satellite” and “battalion” 
station sizes of 10,000 and 12,000 square feet, rather than their original 
budgeted size of 12,000 and 15,000 square feet.  Costs may differ if the two 
stations are sized differently or due to their implementation schedule. 
 

 
Table 8 

Potential Cost increase of the Program 
 

 FS 54 FS 13 Total 
Original Budgeted Square Footage 12,000 15,000  
Type of Station Satellite Battalion  
    
Estimated Size of Station (based on current approach 

for station sizes) 10,000 12,000  

    
Estimated Cost (new Station) $4.0 million $5.0 million  
Less:  Re-baseline Estimate ($1.3 million) ($1.3 million)  
Additional Funds Required $2.7 million $3.7 million $6.4 million 
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REVIEW OF RE-BASELINE (CONT'D) 
 
Management Response:  Management concurs with Observation. 
 
Management’s October 2 report and presentation stated that part of the re-base 
lining plan was that Fire Stations 54 and 13 would be renovated (see CAR 07-
1599 attached).  Management informed the FSBBRC and City Commission that 
an in-depth analysis of renovation verses replacement of the two stations would 
be completed. 
 
The cost effectiveness of renovating or building two new fire stations is currently 
under review by management.   
 
The review includes costs associated with the findings of (for each station): 
 
• Structural evaluation to all relevant current building codes 
• Mechanical, Electrical and Plumbing evaluation to current Building Codes 

plus those needed for current Fire operations. 
• Architectural and interior improvements necessary for Fire operational needs. 
 
These reviews are underway and expected to be completed in April 2008. 
 
Implementation:  Detailed renovations costs will be presented at which time 
further decisions will need to be made by the Commission. 
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INTERNAL CONTROLS REVIEW 

A.  Objectives 
This review is focused specifically on the internal controls (checks and balances) the 
City and URS has implemented to assure that the Program expenditures stay within the 
$40 million Fire Station Bond Program budget. 

 

B.  Methodology and Process 
In order to accomplish the objective, SBC’s work plan included: 

 Obtain an understanding of all the internal controls used on the Program,  
 Evaluate each of the internal controls, 
 Obtain an understanding of the Fire Station Bond and its inter-dependencies 

with the established internal controls, 
 Conduct interviews with key City, Fire Station Bond Blue Ribbon Committee 

members, and URS management personnel.  

 

C.  Internal Controls Utilized on the Fire Station Bond Program 
There are a significant number of internal controls (checks and balances) that have 
been implemented to assure program expenditures stay within budget.  The internal 
controls are documented in the City’s Construction Management Procedures Manual 
(CMPM) dated July 31, 2007 and define the roles and responsibilities of the people to 
perform the internal controls, the purpose of the control, and the forms to be used to 
perform the controls.  These checks and balances have been established at many 
different levels, take very different forms, and focused on different elements of a 
project’s scope and budget.  The best way to review these controls are to review their 
focus and demonstrate how they overlap to add redundancy (the check and balance).  
To do so, the levels have been delineated into two areas of control:  1) management 
level and 2) project level.   
 
In order to stay within the $40 million Program, the Program was recently re-baselined 
(October 2007) as follows:  six of the remaining eight new stations (FS 49, 29, 46, 3, 35 
and 8) will be designed to be smaller stations, and the remaining two stations (FS 54 
and FS 13) will be refurbished rather than constructing new stations.    
 



C - 2 of 11 

INTERNAL CONTROLS UTILIZED – MANAGEMENT LEVEL 
 
1.  Management Level Controls 
 
Management level controls have been established that represent the check and balance 
of the day-to-day decisions and management of City and Program Management staff.  
 
City Commission 
 
The City Commission is the ultimate decision maker of the Fire Station Bond Program’s 
scope and budget.  The Commission approves all scope changes before projects are 
awarded; all contract awards and change orders; and consultant work authorizations.  
Because of their role, it is critical that all items presented to the Commission, identify the 
impacts of their approval on the Program.  Furthermore, reports presented to the 
Commission and City staff should identify status, cost and schedule variances from the 
current baseline, trends, and projections as to the estimated final value of the Program. 
 

Observation 1:  Commission Agenda Reports (CARs) presented to the City 
Commission should identify the cost impact of design and construction 
awards vs. the current baseline budget.  CARs presented to the Commission 
should include a comparison of the contract award amount vs. the current 
baseline budget when presented to the City Commission.  This very useful 
comparison will add transparency to the costs of the Program by allowing the 
City Commissioners and Fire Station Bond Blue Ribbon Committee to 
understand and analyze the impact of their award on the Program.  Since 
inflation and contingency set-asides are established in the remaining eight 
projects, their use, and, in worst case, depletion is an important control element 
and baseline for the City Commission. 
 
Management Response:  Management does not concur with this Observation. 

 
The Commission Agenda Reports (CARs) detail funding requirements and the 
source of the funding and are reviewed by the City’s Public Works, Finance and 
Budget Departments, as well as the City Auditor’s Office, before being presented 
to City Commission for approval. 
 
The details in the CARs are insufficient detail to meet the requests of the City 
departments and City Auditor’s office, as well as City Commission.  Change 
Order forms are attached to CARs for City Commission approval.  As City 
Commission requests additional detail in CARs, management implements these 
requests.  Attached is a sample CAR for change order approval. 
 
Implementation: As needed to meet City Commission direction. 
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INTERNAL CONTROLS UTILIZED – MANAGEMENT LEVEL (CONT’D) 
 
Fire Station Bond Blue Ribbon Committee (FSBBRC) 
 
The FSBBRC “Committee” is an appointed 10-member committee made up of residents 
of the City of Fort Lauderdale.  The Mayor and City Commissioners each appointed two 
members to serve on the Committee and consideration was given to appoint persons 
with building, construction, or development experience.   
 
The duties of the Committee, as stated in Section 2 of Resolution No. 04-220 (see 
Reference Section) is:  “…to make recommendations to the City Commission 
concerning the expenditure of bond funds of the proposed Fire-Rescue Facilities Bond 
Issue, the purposes for which the bond issue funds should be utilized consistent with 
the ballot language approved by the electorate, and such other related duties as the 
City Commission may prescribe from time to time.”   
 
The Committee, along with the City’s Director of Public Works, and others associated 
with the Program meet monthly to discuss the progress and status of all 10 fire stations, 
as well as other issues that may affect the Fire Station Bond Program.   

 
Observation 2:  The Fire Station Bond Blue Ribbon Committee should have 
additional information made available to it to better enable them to make 
recommendations as it relates to expenditure of bond funds.  Given the 
background and experience of its members, and its purpose as stated in its 
Resolution (Resolution No. 04-220), the Committee can provide enhanced 
checks and balances on the Fire Station Bond Program. First, the information 
presented to the FSBBRC should be enhanced by providing additional 
information regarding items that impact station costs and schedules.  The 
additional information should enable the Committee to have a better 
understanding of cost and schedule issues as they develop and be in a better 
position to review the Program at its monthly meeting with City staff. 
 
Second, the Committee also has only a limited role in items that affect cost and 
schedule on the Program and is often not in a position to make recommendations 
to the Commission.  Items are either not presented at all or are often presented 
to the Committee as a “high-level discussion of options” before they are taken to 
the City Commission for approval as a fully developed plan.  Examples of these 
items include change orders and the recent re-baselining of the Program’s scope 
and implementation approach (see Organization Report for more details). 
 
Management Response:  Management concurs with this Observation. 
 
Management will provide detailed additional information reports on all Fire 
Station Projects, beginning in March 2008.  Previously, detailed reports were 
provided on the two Fire Stations under construction, 47 and 53. 
 
Implementation: Complete 
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Change Order Review 
 
As discussed in the Change Order Review Report, change orders are initiated by the 
contractor; diligently discussed at bi-weekly meetings between the Contractor, the City, 
and URS; then reviewed by the City Engineer and the Director of Public Works.  If the 
justification and negotiated cost and schedule are acceptable, the City Manager will 
present them, with his recommendation, to the Commission for formal approval.  

 
Observation 3:  The Fire Station Program should consider enhancing the 
change review process.  Given the fact that several factors have recently forced 
the scope and approach of the Fire Bond Program to be re-baselined, a formalized 
Change Control Board (CCB) should be created.  The CCB would become the 
epicenter of decision making of the Program where all issues which affect cost and 
schedule are evaluated and debated by the significant players of the Fire Bond 
Program before they are presented to the Blue Ribbon Committee and the City 
Commission.  The CCB’s scope should include change orders, bid results, project 
closeouts, and any changes in scope or approach necessary to stay within the $40 
million Fire Bond Program.  The stakeholder requesting a change should present a 
standard package of data, information, and justification to the CCB and be prepared 
as though the presentation was to the Commission.  The membership the CCB 
could comprise of members of the City and URS who currently review change 
orders and Program scope, and include representatives from the Office 
Management and Budget (OMB), Contracts, and the Legal department.  With the 
structured and thorough review of changes from many different perspectives, the 
City Commission and the Blue Ribbon Committee, should have greater confidence 
that due diligence was performed on changes. 
 
Management Response:  Management does not concur with this Observation. 
 
See Management Response to Observation A2. 
 
 
Observation 4: Changes to baseline scope and assumptions should be 
reviewed by the newly formed CCB and the Fire Station Bond Blue Ribbon 
Committee, and reported to the City Commission.  Program controls (checks and 
balances) work best when baseline information are constantly and diligently checked, 
verified, and analyzed.  These checks become the vehicle for identifying variations 
and trends and the foundation for proactive decision making for timely mitigation and 
help ensure that all Program goals are met.  Whenever changes to baseline 
information occur, whether its project scope, costs, schedules, risks or assumptions, 
it’s critical that their change is properly reviewed, analyzed, and communicated to all 
stakeholders (Observation 3). 
 
Two examples where baseline changes that had significant cost or risk impacts 
to the Program, but were not fully analyzed or communicated to stakeholders 
were: 1) the increase in size of FS 53 and 2) the construction cost factor of $200 
per square foot being used for sizing future fire stations. 
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INTERNAL CONTROLS UTILIZED – MANAGEMENT LEVEL (CONT’D) 

 
As discussed in the Completed Projects Report, FS 53 was designed as a 
27,310 Fire Station/Emergency Operating Center/Fire Training Center, with the 
16,900 square feet being the fire station area and funded with Fire Station Bond 
proceeds.  However, the size of this station in the Bond Resolution was 12,000 
square feet.  This additional 4,900 square feet represents a 41% increase in size 
and approximately $1 million cost increase before the project was even awarded.  
This increase also reduced the amount of funds available for the remaining nine 
fire stations.  Before this design change was implemented, the change in size 
and cost was not formally presented or deliberated by the City Commission nor 
were the downstream risks fully vetted. 
 
Further, SBC received several documents that show that the baseline 
construction cost factor was changed from $250 per square foot to $200 per 
square foot.  As a result, the City increased the size of the remaining six 
“satellite” stations under design from 12,000 to 13,500 square feet, but 
maintained the respective baseline budgets.  By doing so, the City essentially 
transferred the built-in construction contingency into additional square footage.  
When the bid results for FS 47 and 53 came in at $253 and $264 per square foot 
respectively, the City realized that the costs of the bigger satellite stations would 
come in higher than budgeted.  As a result, The October 2007 Re-baselining 
effort identified that these stations had to be redesigned or resized smaller – 
some of which are smaller than the sizes identified in the Bond Resolution.  In 
addition, two other stations were identified to be refurbished instead of being built 
new in order to maintain the Program’s $40 million budget. 
 
Management Response:  Management concurs with this Observation with 
reservation. 
 
As stated in Management Response to Observation A2, management does not 
concur with the formation of a Change Control Board. 
 
However, management will continue to update the City Commission and 
FSBBRC on the changes to the baseline scope and assumptions of the Fire 
Station Program as they are developed. 
 
Implementation: Complete and on-going. 
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Reporting 
 
There are four primary reports being generated by the City and URS for internal and external 
stakeholders:  1) project reports for FS 47 and 53; 2) the high-level Fire Station Bond 
Program Report; 3) various ad hoc reports from the PWD Excel spreadsheet, and 4) Blue 
Ribbon Committee Annual Report.  The project reports for FS 47 and 53 are prepared by 
URS for the Fire Station Bond Blue Ribbon Committee and City Commission and provide a 
brief status of each project.  These reports highlight monthly progress, status; project issues, 
and other pertinent project information.  The high-level Fire Station Bond Program Report is 
prepared by the City from the PWD Excel spreadsheet and provides a summary of the 
appropriation, expenditures, encumbrance, and balances for each fire station.  Ad-hoc 
reports, typically prepared by PWD staff and generated from the PWD spreadsheet, can 
provide limited or detailed information for each fire station.  These reports can contain 
summarized information at the Engineering, Construction, and Furniture & Communications 
sub-object level, or provide detailed information at the Engineering, Construction, Permitting, 
Administration, Testing, Surveying, Equipment, and other building costs. 
 

Observation 5: Reporting can be enhanced to more informative for internal and 
external stakeholders.  The purpose and intent of reports is to provide accurately the 
status of the Program to an audience that is not involved in day-to-day developments.  
Program and project-level reports should be enhanced to provide a better overall 
picture of the Fire Bond Program.  From a cost perspective, basic project information 
such as Original Budget, Baseline (Current) Budget, Summary of Approved Changes, 
and Base Schedule information could be included in the reports.  By having this 
information presented along with the Appropriation, Actual Expenditures, and Current 
Schedule information that are already provided, a better representation of each 
project’s status will be presented (see Tracking System Report). 
 
From a project reporting perspective, individual project reports for all 10 stations 
should be prepared, not just for the two stations that are currently under construction.  
These reports can provide basic information for each station such as Original and 
Current Budget; Original and Current Square Footage; Current and Baseline 
Schedule; Project Status; Issues; and Concerns.  The Tracking System Report 
provides additional information regarding possible report enhancements. 

 
Management Response:  Management concurs with this Observation. 
 
Management will provide detailed additional information reports on all Fire 
Station Projects beginning in March 2008.  Previously, detailed reports were 
provided on the two Fire Stations under construction, 47 and 53.  Samples of 
these monthly reports are attached. 
 
Implementation: Complete 
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Project Tracking System (PTS) 
 
The primary cost tracking system being used on the Fire Bond Program is FAMIS.  The 
appropriated costs, contractual commitments, expenditures, and encumbrances for the 
Program’s 10 fire stations are contained and tracked in FAMIS.  In the past, the PWD fully 
maintained a detailed Excel spreadsheet to supplement the information contained in FAMIS.  
The supplemental information included Current Budget and detailed vendor information for 
each phase of work.  The PWD still maintains parts of this Excel spreadsheet, but only as a 
reporting tool.  The Excel spreadsheet is used to summarize Program-level cost information 
for the monthly Fire Safety Bond Program Cost Report for the Commission and the Blue 
Ribbon Committee. 
 
In FAMIS, appropriations can only be changed using a Request for Engineering Project 
Action (M-143) Form submitted to the Finance Division with the City Manager’s 
approval.  Currently, M-143 forms can only increase funding in one Fire Station by 
removing funds from another Fire Station.    
 
Fire Station obligations (commitments) can only be changed three ways:  1) change 
orders for awarded construction work; 2) contract award; and 3) work authorizations for 
service contracts.  Since all of these changes are approved by the City Commission, the 
City Finance Division inputs these approvals directly into FAMIS after the Commissions’ 
approval. 
 
The Change Order and Work Order processes being utilized for the Fire Station 
Program are the City’s respective processes.  As discussed in detail in SBC’s Change 
Order report, Change Orders are evaluated and generated by URS’ Project Manger; 
and reviewed by the URS Program Manager, City’s Engineering Manager, the Director 
of Public Works and the City Manager; and approved by the City Commission.  During 
the review, the merit, compensation amount, and impact to the project are analyzed and 
evaluated.  

 
Observation 6:  The Current Budget for all 10 fire stations should be 
inputted and maintained in FAMIS.  FAMIS only contains the current $20 
million appropriation for the 10 Fire Stations of the Fire Bond Program.  As a 
result, four issues arise:  1) appropriations do not match current budget 
information; 2) only a fraction of the current budget has been appropriated for 
most projects; 3) FAMIS does not provide overall picture of the $40 million Fire 
Station Program; and 4) it is difficult to assess the effects to downstream projects 
when changes in appropriations are made.  If FAMIS is going to be used as an 
effective, stand-alone cost tracking system, it needs to contain the Program’s $40 
million budget as it is currently forecast.  By doing so, FAMIS will be able to 
provide an overall picture (status, commitments, performance...etc) of each 
project and the overall Program.  
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Management Response:  Management concurs with this Observation with 
comment. 
 
The City Finance Department uses FAMIS as its accounting control system.  The 
current level of detail within FAMIS is sufficient for municipal government 
accounting controls. 
 
Therefore, Fire Station Budgets will not be maintained in FAMIS.  Public Works 
will maintain the details in a separate Excel spreadsheet.  Public Works will 
reconcile its Excel spreadsheets with FAMIS on a monthly basis. 
 
In future budget years, Management will implement a project tracking system that 
identifies budget and costs in major project components. 
 
Implementation: October 2008 
 
 
Observation 7:  FAMIS only appropriates (budgets) Fire Station Costs at the 
Construction Sub-Object Level.  To be an effective stand-alone cost tracking 
system, FAMIS needs to track appropriations at the same level that they are 
budgeted and executed.  FS 47 and 53 show negative encumbrances in FAMIS 
because the budgets are in the construction sub-object, but the expenditures are 
coded to the appropriate sub-object codes.  By appropriating costs only in the 
construction sub-object level, it becomes difficult to assess Program 
performance, as well as its status and trends for costs.  PWD will need Finance’s 
approval (buy-in) since this is not the City’s practice and will require additional 
Finance support.  This approach would generate a greater number of M-143 
forms to be processed in order to track the movement of appropriations between 
sub-objects of a project – especially since inflation and contingency usage within 
a project will be tracked.  
 
If the City decides that FAMIS won’t maintain the $40 million Current Budget 
since only $20 million of bonds have been issued, and hold the $40 million at the 
appropriate sub-object level, SBC recommends that the PWD Excel spreadsheet, 
or something similar, be used as the primary tracking system for the Program 
despite requiring some duplicative effort to maintain.  The PWD spreadsheet 
should be reconciled to FAMIS on a monthly basis to ensure data integrity and 
hold its cost information at the sub-object level.  Given the dollar value and 
complexity of each project and the Program, the PWD spreadsheet will be a 
sufficient tracking system for the Fire Station Bond Program.   
 
Management Response:  Management concurs with this Observation with 
comment. 
 
The City Finance Department uses FAMIS as its accounting control system.  The 
current level of detail within FAMIS is sufficient for municipal government 
accounting controls. 
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Therefore, Fire Station Budgets will not be maintained in FAMIS.  Public Works 
will maintain the details in a separate Excel spreadsheet.  Public Works will 
reconcile its Excel spreadsheets with FAMIS on a monthly basis. 
 
In future budget years, Management will implement a project tracking system that 
identifies budget and costs in major project components. 
 
Implementation: October 2008 

 
INTERNAL CONTROLS UTILIZED – PROJECT LEVEL 
 
2.  Project Level Controls 
 
Project level controls have been established that represent the check and balance of 
the day-to-day management of projects whether the projects are in the design phase, 
under construction, or are completed and closed out.  These controls are performed by 
various levels of the PMT and have been established to ensure that projects stay within 
budget and schedule.  Some of these checks and balances, like the invoice review, 
cover all phases of a project’s lifecycle, while others are specific to the phase that the 
project is currently in.  The project level controls work in conjunction with and are tied 
closely with the aforementioned Management Level controls. 
 
Invoice review 
 
Before an invoice is officially submitted, a preliminary review, called a “Pencil Copy” review, 
is conducted with representatives from the contractor, the URS Project Manager, URS 
Construction Manager (CM), and the Architect/Engineer. This preliminary review allows the 
contractor and the URS CM an opportunity to review a draft invoice, during which, they can 
confirm work completed during the month, as well as address any errors, mistakes and 
concerns before an original is submitted. If done diligently, this review should allow for an 
efficient and expedited review of the original invoice when submitted. 
 
The Invoice Review process officially begins when the contractor submits an “Original” 
invoice for payment, which incorporates all discrepancies identified in the Pencil Copy 
review. Upon arrival of the original invoice to the URS Project Manager, the document 
begins the review process and starts the State mandated 25-day Prompt Pay clock.  The 
invoice is reviewed by four reviewers (the URS Project Manager, Designer of Record, City 
Construction Manager, and City Construction staff) and all are tasked with reviewing 
specific aspects of the invoice.  The four reviewers have roles that check and balance each 
other in terms of earned value (amount of work that has been performed) and whether the 
designer/contractor invoice is accurate and the work was performed in compliance with the 
contract.  Once all four reviewers are satisfied, the invoice is sent to the City’s accounting 
department and the contractor is paid. 
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Observation 8:  Payment Application document does not contain basic 
contractual information necessary for proper invoice review.  Basic 
contractual information such as Notice to Proceed (NTP), Original Completion 
Date, Current Completion Date, and Progress Percent Complete are not shown 
on the invoice.  By not having these standard details, it makes the review 
process more difficult or time consuming for staff.   
 
Management Response:  Management concurs with observation. 
 
While the standard Payment Request Form contains a wealth of information, in 
the future, Public Works will attach documentation to include additional 
contractual information such as, Notice to Proceed, original and current 
completion dates, and completion percentage to date.    
 
Implementation: Complete 
 
 

Design 
 
There are several checks and balances within the design phase to assure program 
expenditures stay within budget; specifically design and constructability reviews.  The 
primary purpose of these reviews is to ensure that the design can be efficiently built, all 
City and State requirements are met, identify possible value engineering opportunities, 
and to verify the project construction estimate is within the budgeted amount.  Efficient, 
constructible designs are the first line of defense in minimizing change orders and 
identifying possible bid risks. 
 
Two other control measures being used are: 1) having similar sizes and designs for the 
Fire Stations and 2) staggering the construction of stations.  Although there isn’t one 
“cookie cutter” size and design that can be used because of the differences in the site 
locations and configurations, the City is developing one - and two-story designs with 
standard design features.  Once good design features and designs have been 
developed and gone through the design and constructability review, it will underpin the 
design of the remaining stations.  Further, by not constructing the fire stations 
concurrently, any necessary design changes identified as fire stations are constructed 
can be incorporated into the design of the future stations. 
 

Observation 9:  City should consider peer reviews on Fire Station designs.  
Since the one-story and two-story designs have standard design features and will 
used throughout the remainder of the Program, the City should consider a peer 
review for these designs.  Peer reviews provide an opportunity to review 
alternatives and additional value engineering opportunities because different 
prospective or additional industry knowledge can be applied.  SBC understands 
that there is a potential cost associated with a peer review, but the value of 
getting the designed reviewed and checked by others outside the City and URS 
could add value by minimizing construction change orders and any redesign 
efforts in the future. 
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Management Response:  Management concurs with observation. 
 
Peer reviews of Fire Station design have been implemented since URS was 
contracted as the Program Manager.  Between the City’s Construction 
Management staff and the URS Program Managers, peer review of all future Fire 
Station design are being implemented. 
 
Additionally, outside engineering consultants are engaged to review and 
ultimately design the mechanical, electrical and plumbing systems for each 
station. 
 
Implementation: Complete 
 
 

Construction 
 
There are several cost control measures that have been implemented to address the 
construction phase of projects.  To keep budgets in check, these controls include pre-
construction, during construction, and post-construction activities.  The pre-construction 
controls include using qualified and experienced contractors and awarding contracts 
using a competitive bidding process.  During the construction phase, the checks and 
balances being utilized include: independent inspection and bi-weekly construction 
meetings.  The bi-weekly construction meetings are attended by the contractor, URS, 
the City (City Construction, Fire Department, and Executive Airport, if necessary), the 
Architect/Engineers, and the inspectors.  Each of these checks ensure that the 
contractor is performing the work as designed, as scheduled, and that field issues are 
identified and mitigated in a timely manner.  Finally, the post-construction check and 
balance is claims resolution.  Claims can be controlled with sound construction 
management techniques and an understanding and analysis of the project’s critical path 
schedule.  
 
Project Closeout 
 
Since no projects have reached the closeout phase yet, SBC understands that the City 
will follow its closeout procedure to close these projects.  The close-out of a project is 
the last process that determines the final costs of a project.  The closeout procedure 
essentially includes a final check of the schedule of values; the final value of work 
performed by the contractor; confirmation of the payments made to the contractor; 
assurances that the contractor has paid the subcontractors; the contractor does not 
have any claims; and ends with the release of retention and final payment.  In most 
cases, the closeout is accompanied with a closeout change order to adjust the contract 
value to the agreed upon final cost. 
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URS CONTRACT AND INCENTIVES REVIEW 
 
A.  Objectives 
 
The objectives of this review are to identify any contractual incentives between the City 
and URS to motivate URS to have contractors/sub-consultants complete projects under 
budget and in a timely manner. 
 
 
B.  Methodology and Process 
 
In order to accomplish the objective, SBC’s work plan included: 

 Review both URS contracts and approved task orders to review to understand 
scope of work, 

 Determine if either of the URS contract contains any completion incentives, 
 Review and obtain an understanding of the current performance metrics being 

utilized by the City on URS, 
 Review and outline options for possible contractual incentives to motivate URS 

to have the contractors/subcontractors complete projects in a timely manner and 
under budget. 

 
C.  Review Contractual Incentives 
 
At the time of the review, URS has two active contracts on the Fire Station Bond 
Program listed below.   
 
URS Contracts and Task Orders 
 

 Construction Management Services for Fire Stations 47 and 53; approved by the City 
Commission on March 7, 2006; Item M-21; PO No. EP03091, ($910,822) 

 Master Construction Management Consulting Services for Fire Stations 29, 8, 46, 49, 
54, 3, 13, and 35; approved by the City Commission on July 17, 2007, Item M-15. 

 Task Order No. 1 for Pre-Construction Management Services; approved by 
the City Commission on July 17, 2007, Item M-27 ($835,413) 
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REVIEW OF CONTRACT INCENTIVES (CONT'D) 
 
The Construction Management Services contract is specific for Fire Stations 47 and 53; 
whereas, the Construction Management Consulting Services contract requires Task Orders 
that detail the scope of services (and costs) to be performed by URS. These task orders must 
be authorized by the City and require City Commission approval.  At this time, only one task 
order has been written for pre-construction activities on the remaining eight fire stations (see 
above).   Neither of URS’ contracts contains any completion or performance incentives for 
Program Management or Construction Management services.  Instead, the contracts have 
deliverables with time/cost parameters that serve as performance measures. 
 
 
PERFORMANCE MEASURES 
 
Performance measures provide an objective and consistent method for measuring 
performance, as well as the basis for improved performance, which benefits both the City and 
URS.  Since each contract has different scopes and unique performance measures, they will 
be identified separately below. 
 
Construction Management of FS 47 and 53 
 
In the scope of services (Exhibit A) of the contract, there are no specific measurements or 
methods that will be used to measure performance for this contract.  Exhibit A delineates the 
scope and responsibilities of URS and there are references within the Articles of the contract 
that address general performance standards.  For instance, Article 10.8 states: 
 

“The Consultant shall perform its duties, obligations, and services under this 
Agreement in a skillful and respectable manner.  The quality of Consultant’s 
performance and all interim and final products provided to or on behalf of the City shall 
be comparable to the best local and national standards.” 

 
Further, there is a provision within the contract that the City has the right to review the 
performance of the contractor (Article 10.30) that states: 

 
“The City maintains the right to periodically review the performances Scope of 
Services, Task Orders, the quality of work performed, the cost to the City and the good 
faith efforts made by the Consultant to maintain MBE/WBE participation in City 
projects.  Any deficiencies in performance will be described in writing and an 
opportunity afforded, where practicable, for the Consultant to address and/or remedy 
such deficiencies.” 
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PERFORMANCE MEASURES (CONT'D) 
 
Pre-Construction Activities – remaining Fire Stations (Task Order #1)  
 
The Master Construction Management Consulting Services for the remaining fire stations 
also has the same general performance measure Articles that the Construction Management 
Agreement (Articles 11.8 and 11.30 respectively).  However, Task Order 1 does have a few 
specific performance measures that have been identified.   As delineated under Job #5 in the 
Scope of Services (Exhibit A), the following performance measures have been established: 
 

 General milestones or goals for completion of the program manual shall be 
accomplished within an agreed upon time with completion due within 2 years, 

 Station(s) design/contract change orders shall not exceed 3% of the contract amount 
(except for unforeseen conditions), 

 Performance factors considered will consist of three main areas, scope, cost, and time 
as found within the Pre-design phase and development of preliminary and final 
design, planning, scheduling, quality, documentation, and construction. 

 Resubmission of work shall be limited to one to avoid schedule delays.  Excessive 
resubmissions shall constitute and reflect on the Consultants errors and omissions. 

 
 

POSSIBLE PROGRAM MANAGEMENT INCENTIVES 
 
The goal of an incentive program is to:  
 
 1) Reward performance that exceeds goals, or 
 2) To improve performance.   
 
In order for a reward program to be effective, the rules must be clearly understood by all 
parties involved and fairly administered by the client or owner.  Furthermore, results must be 
measurable and the performance factors should be within the control of the party receiving 
the incentive.  When determining possible contract incentives, it is assumed that any 
incentive introduced will be a financial incentive – in the form of a bonus, shared savings, or 
additional work.   
 
After reviewing the URS contract and the way the Program has been structured, it appears 
that there are limited incentive possibilities to promote better performance from URS to 
increase the probability of project completion on time and on budget.  This conclusion is 
driven by the fact that URS currently does not control most key aspects of the Program’s cost 
and schedule.  There are a significant number of external factors that URS cannot be 
expected to control as discussed below. 
 
The largest component of cost on the Fire Bond Program is construction, which represents 
approximately 69% ($27.4 million / $40 million) of the total Program cost (see Appendix 3). 
Since URS does not control the design, scope, or the bid results, they have minimal influence 
over construction costs on the Program. As a result, construction budget performance in this 
case is not an indicator of good or poor performance by URS; hence developing an incentive 
program based on costs is not viable. 
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POSSIBLE PROGRAM MANAGEMENT INCENTIVES (CONT'D) 
 
Incentives on managing change orders below the 3% threshold as delineated in Task Order 
#1 do not provide opportunities to keep the Program’s delivery timely and within budget.  
Since the threshold does not include unforeseen conditions (by contract language) and 
presumably owner-requested changes, the only type of change being measured would be 
Errors & Omissions.  Errors & Omission are directly related to the designer’s performance, 
not URS.  Further, it seems illogical to provide URS an incentive on reducing Errors & 
Omissions when they are already being paid for their design oversight services.  Finally, even 
in their design oversight role, URS only has a limited level of control since the City is 
performing most of the design services on the Program.  For this oversight relationship to 
work effectively, URS would be required to dictate the tasks, performance, and schedule of 
the City’s deliverables.  Since will likely not occur, an incentive does not seem feasible.  This 
organizational issue is further discussed in the Program Organization Report. 
 
From a schedule perspective, there are two issues that make it difficult to provide viable 
incentives for URS to complete the Program timely.  First, URS is not necessarily able to 
control the designer’s schedule because, as stated above, the City is often the designer.  
Second, URS does not control the other processes required to complete fire stations, most 
notably, the Permitting, Bidding, Contract Negotiation, and Award processes.  The only 
schedule control URS has some influence is provided in their Construction Management role 
and managing the contractor’s ability to bring the project within the agreed-upon schedule.  
URS does not have a task order(s) to provide Construction Management services on the 
remaining fire stations. 

 
Observation 1:  A different execution approach could be undertaken in 
order to ensure the timely delivery of the Fire Station Program on budget.  
The City should re-consider a Design/Build execution approach for several of the 
remaining stations.  Design/Build is a construction project delivery system where 
the design and construction aspects are contracted for with a single entity known 
as the design-build contractor.  Even though a Design/Build approach does not 
guarantee lower costs or savings, its does reduce risks to the City in several 
ways; 1) relieves any potential resource issues the City may have designing the 
fire stations; 2) potentially reduces escalation risks by compressing the schedule; 
3) effectively eliminates Errors & Omissions change orders; and 4) increases the 
accountability by having a single project contractor. 
 
Even though the “window of opportunity” of fully utilizing the Design/Build 
approach to control risks may have passed on the Fire Station Bond Program, 
the City should still consider reviewing this approach a viable project delivery 
method for the stations currently scheduled at the tail end of the Program.  
Program escalation represents over 5% of the total Program budget ($2.2 million) 
and accelerating the schedule of some of these latter projects could assist in 
maintaining the Program’s budget.  In fact, the value of inflation budgeted for the 
last three Fire Stations (FS 54, 35, and 8) are $1.375 million (see Appendix 3). 
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POSSIBLE PROGRAM MANAGEMENT INCENTIVES (CONT'D) 
 
Management Response:  Management does not concur with this Observation. 
 
The Observation is centered on Design/Build project delivery.  The Observation 
clearly states reasons Design/Build are not going forward: 
 
• “…Design/Build approach does not guarantee lower costs or savings…” 
• “…The “window of opportunity” of fully utilizing the Design/Build approach 

may have passed…” 
 
In 2005, Public Works reviewed contracting options with the Fire Rescue Blue 
Ribbon Committee and determined that Prequalification of general construction 
contractors was the best approach.  In addition, the October 2 report to City 
Commission identified Design/Build as an alternative contracting method to be 
considered. 
 
Public Works continues to review contracting options such as Construction 
Management At Risk. 
 
Implementation: None Required 
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PROJECT TRACKING SYSTEM (PTS) 
REVIEW AND EVALUATION 

A.  Objectives 
The objective of this review is to evaluate the City’s Project Tracking System (PTS). 
 
B.  Methodology and Process 
 
In order to accomplish this objective, SBC’s work plan included the following activities: 
 

 Review and understand the technology that underpins the Project Tracking 
System (PTS); 

 Review who has access to the system and who is authorized to input data and 
make changes; 

 Review and understand what information the PTS tracks such as: 
 Base (Original) Budget and Schedule, 
 Current Budget and Schedule, 
 Approved Cost (and Schedule) Changes, 
 Commitments, 
 Actual Expenditures, 
 Contingencies; 

 Review and understand how data is obtained and inputted into the system; 
 Review and understand the reliability and timeliness of the data inputted; 
 Review and understand the system’s report generating capabilities, which 

includes, but not limited to a review of the following: 
 What reports are currently being generated? 
 How often are certain reports generated? 
 Do the reports accurately capture the items being reported? 

 Review and understand what other systems interface with PTS and the 
information being exchanged. 

 
Note that SBC limits its observations to the extent that the information provided to the 
SBC by the City of Ft. Lauderdale and URS, the Construction Manager of the Fire 
Station Bond Program.  

 
C.  Project Tracking System (PTS) Review 
 
To accomplish the review’s objective and follow the PMT methodology and process, the 
SBC divided the review of the PTS into four distinct areas: 1) technology, 2) project 
tracking, 3) reporting, and 4) system interfaces.  These areas were reviewed through 
direct observations, interviews and discussions with key City and URS project team 
members, and review of project documentation.  Any findings or weaknesses are 
identified at the end of each of these distinct areas. 
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TECHNOLOGY 
 
The primary cost tracking system being used on the Fire Station Bond Program is 
FAMIS, the City’s Financial and Accounting Management Information System.  The 
appropriated costs, contractual commitments, expenditures, and encumbrances for the 
Program’s 10 Fire Station (FS) are contained and tracked in FAMIS.  In the past, the 
Public Works Department (PWD) fully maintained a detailed Excel spreadsheet to 
supplement the information contained in FAMIS.  The supplemental information 
included current budget and detailed vendor information for each phase of work.  The 
PWD still maintains parts of this Excel spreadsheet, and uses it for reporting purposes.  
The Excel spreadsheet is used to summarize Program-level cost information for the 
monthly Fire Safety Bond Program Cost Report for the City Commission and the Fire 
Station Bond Blue Ribbon Committee. 
 
Input access to FAMIS is permitted only to designated City Finance personnel who input 
and modify all information contained in the system.  PWD staff and other city staff have 
read-only access to FAMIS and can print very basic reports and screen shots.  URS 
staff does not have access to FAMIS.  Security, system maintenance, data backup and 
data integrity for FAMIS are managed in accordance to the City’s procedures. 
 
Only one member of the Department of Works has access and updates the PWD Excel 
spreadsheet at this time.   
 
PROJECT TRACKING 
 
The Project Tracking section is divided into three areas of investigation:  1) projects, 2) 
project status, and 3) project funding. 
 
Projects 
 
The definition of a “project” is simply a fire station.  The Work Breakdown Structure 
(WBS) being maintained in FAMIS is by fire station and by phase of work.  The phases 
of work for a fire station are consistent with the City’s sub-object costs used in FAMIS.  
For Fire Stations 47 and 53, the sub-object codes being used include:  Construction; 
Testing, Engineering, Permit Costs, and Administration.  Appendix 5 lists the City’s sub-
object codes that are currently established by the City.  These sub-object codes, as well 
as any new sub-objects deemed necessary could be used for the Program. 
 
There are three additional “pseudo-projects,” or cost centers, that is included in the 
Program and is being tracking in FAMIS:  1) Shared Project Costs; 2) Temporary FS 29 
Modifications; and 3) Bond Costs.  Shared project expenses are costs that affect all fire 
stations such as the purchase of design software that will be used by all stations.  
These costs could be allocated to each fire station, but it’s easier to track and report 
them under a single cost center.  Temporary Fire Station 29 Modifications are expenses 
necessary to upgrade a training center for it to be used as a temporary housing facility 
for the FS 29 personnel.  These costs may be combined with FS 29 costs in the near 
future.  Bond Costs are all associated expenditures of the issuance of the bonds. 
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PROJECT TRACKING (CONT’D) 
 
Project Status 
 
Project information being tracked by FAMIS includes:  appropriated costs, obligations 
(contractual commitments, change orders and work authorizations), expenditures, and 
encumbrances (to-go balance of obligations less expenditures).  Funding information is 
maintained at the project level by using different source indicators in the project’s index 
code.  For instance, FS 53 (Project Number P10363) has three index codes, 
P10363.331, P10363.336, and P10363.468 that represent CIP Capital, Fire Station 
Bond, and Executive Airport funds.  Each entity’s participation is maintained by 
establishing and tracking the unique index codes with separate appropriations, 
obligations, and expenditures.  Invoices for FS 53 break down the costs to these three 
index funds to ensure the appropriate participation level of the entity. 
 
The PWD spreadsheet included the same information as FAMIS at the high level, but 
also contains information such as original budget, current budget, approved changes 
and payment history for each fire station.   
 
Original appropriation information inputted by the City Finance was based on the 
breakdown of the $20 million that the City Commission approved and received as the 
first installment of the authorized $40 million Fire Station Bond.  This breakdown funded 
the estimated costs for Fire Stations 47 and 53, plus provided the approximate costs of 
early work (design, surveying, permitting…etc) for the remaining eight fire stations.  The 
appropriation for each fire station was placed at the construction sub-object only.  Actual 
costs are being cost coded and recorded at the appropriate sub-object level.  In cases 
where actual costs have been recorded against non-construction sub-object codes; a 
negative encumbrance is reflected against that sub-object code.   
 
In FAMIS, appropriations can only be changed using a Request for Engineering Project 
Action (M-143) Form submitted to the Finance Division with the City Manager’s 
approval.  Currently, M-143 forms can only increase funding in one Fire Station by 
removing funds from another fire station.    
 
Fire Station obligations (commitments) can only be changed three ways:  1) Change 
Orders for awarded construction work; 2) contract award; and 3) work authorizations for 
service contracts.  Since all of these commitments are approved by the City 
Commission, the City Finance Division inputs these approvals directly into FAMIS once 
the meeting minutes of the Commission meeting are approved and posted on the City’s 
website.  Currently, there is an approximate 3-week lag time from the Commission’s 
approval (date of the meeting) and the time the meeting minutes are posted. 
 
The Change Order and Work Order processes being utilized for the Fire Station 
Program are the City’s respective processes.  As discussed in detail in SBC’s Change 
Order report, change orders are evaluated and generated by URS’ Project Manger; and 
reviewed by the URS Program Manager, City’s Engineering Manager, and the Director 
of Public Works; and approved by the City Commission.  During the review, the merit, 
compensation amount, and impact to the project are analyzed and evaluated.  
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PROJECT TRACKING (CONT’D) 
 
Project Status (cont'd) 
 
In order to stay within the $40 million, the Program was recently baselined in October 
2007 as follows:  six of the remaining eight new stations (FS 49, 29, 46, 3, 35 and 8) will 
be designed to be smaller stations, and the remaining two stations (FS 54 and FS 13) 
will be refurbished rather than constructing new stations.   The current budgets 
developed for the remaining eight Fire Station Bond projects include the following 
components:  Construction, Property, Equipment, Engineering, Temporary Facilities, 
Program Management, Inflation, and Contingency (see Appendix 3).  The inflation 
component is to address possible bid risks of construction; whereas, contingency is 
earmarked for change orders or other unforeseen issues.  These current budgets are 
not reflected in FAMIS or in the PWD spreadsheet at the time of this writing.  
 
As a result of the re-baselining, and the fact that only $20 million of the authorized $40 
million Fire Station Bond has been issued, current appropriations do not equal PWD’s 
Re-baseline (Current) Budget – even for FS 47 and 53.  As of November 26, 2006, the 
Fire Station Bond funds appropriated for FS 47 and 53 are $3,687,870 and $5,684,104 
respectively (see Appendix 1).  The PWD Current Budget for FS 47 and 53 are 
$4,031,000 and $5,740,000 respectively (see Appendix 3). 
 
Currently, MS Project (FS 47) and Primavera Suretrak (FS 53) are being used to 
maintain project schedules by the Contractors, the City, and URS.  The City and URS is 
considering using P3 as the scheduling software to maintain both project and Program-
level schedules for the remainder of the Program.  P3 is a more comprehensive 
scheduling system and is especially effective for larger, more complex projects.  If P3 is 
going to be used at the Program level, all contractors and the City would be required to 
use P3 to enable easy integration of project level and program level schedules. 

 
Observation 1:  The Current Budget for all 10 fire stations should be 
inputted and maintained in FAMIS.  FAMIS only contains the current $20 
million appropriation for the 10 fire stations of the Fire Bond Program.  As a 
result, four issues arise:  1) appropriations do not match current estimated 
budget for each fire station; 2) only a fraction of the current budget has been 
appropriated for most projects; 3) FAMIS does not provide an overall picture of 
the $40 million Fire Station Program; and 4) it is difficult to assess the affects to 
other projects when changes in appropriations are made.   
 
If FAMIS is going to be used as an effective, stand-alone cost tracking system for 
the Program, it needs to contain the Program’s $40 million budget as it is 
currently forecasted (see Appendix 3).  This change can be accomplished 
through the City’s Budgetary Process with the City Commission’s approval.  By 
changing the $20 million appropriation to match the Program’s $40 million 
budget, the City will able to provide an overall picture (status, commitments, 
progress, performance...etc) of each project and the overall Program.  
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PROJECT TRACKING (CONT’D) 
 
Project Status (cont'd) 
 

The benefits of having the full $40 million budget inputted in FAMIS and how it 
allows for better understanding of the Program and Program impacts can be 
shown with a simple example.  As costs of FS 47 and 53 came in higher due to 
unusually high escalation after the 2005 hurricanes, M-143 forms were 
processed to fund the cost increases from other stations.  As funds were taken, 
FAMIS did not reflect how much budget for the affected projects remained or 
whether the projects can be built with the amount of remaining funds available.  
All FAMIS reflected was that the partial appropriation for the affected stations got 
smaller. 
 
Management Response:  Management concurs with this Observation with 
comment. 
 
The City Finance Department uses FAMIS as its accounting control system.  The 
current level of detail within FAMIS is sufficient for municipal government 
accounting controls. 
 
Therefore, Fire Station Budgets will not be maintained in FAMIS.  Public Works 
will maintain the details in a separate Excel spreadsheet.  Public Works will 
reconcile its Excel spreadsheets with FAMIS on a monthly basis. 
 
In future budget years, Management will implement a project tracking system that 
identifies budget and costs in major project components. 
 
Implementation: October 2008 
 
 
Observation 2:  FAMIS only appropriates (budgets) Fire Station Costs at the 
Construction Sub-Object Level.  To be an effective stand-alone cost tracking 
system, FAMIS needs to track appropriations at the same level that they are 
budgeted and executed (see Appendix 3).  FS 47 and 53 show negative 
encumbrances in FAMIS because the budgets are in the construction sub-object, 
but the expenditures are coded to the appropriate sub-object codes.  By 
appropriating costs only in the construction sub-object level, it becomes difficult 
to assess project or Program performance, as well as its status and trends for 
costs.   
 
To budget at the sub-object level, PWD will need Finance’s approval (buy-in) 
since this is not the City’s practice and would require additional Finance 
Department support.  Budgeting at the sub-object level would generate a greater 
number of M-143 forms to be processed in order to track the movement of 
appropriations between sub-objects of a project – especially since inflation and 
contingency usage within a project will be tracked.  
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PROJECT TRACKING (CONT’D) 
 
Project Status (cont'd) 
 

Management Response:  Management concurs with this Observation with 
comment. 
 
The City Finance Department uses FAMIS as its accounting control system.  The 
current level of detail within FAMIS is sufficient for municipal government 
accounting controls. 
 
Therefore, Fire Station Budgets will not be maintained in FAMIS.  Public Works 
will maintain the details in a separate Excel spreadsheet.  Public Works will 
reconcile its Excel spreadsheets with FAMIS on a monthly basis. 
 
In future budget years, Management will implement a project tracking system that 
identifies budget and costs in major project components. 
 
Implementation: October 2008 
 
 
Observation 3:  If FAMIS cannot maintain the Current Budget for all 10 fire 
stations at the sub-object level, the PWD spreadsheet should be used as 
the primary tracking system.  If the City decides that FAMIS won’t maintain the 
$40 million Current Budget because only $20 million of bonds were issued, and 
won’t hold the $40 million at the appropriate sub-object level, SBC recommends 
that the PWD Excel spreadsheet, or something similar, be used as the primary 
tracking system.  This spreadsheet could be reconciled to FAMIS on a monthly 
basis to ensure data integrity and hold its cost information at the sub-object level.  
Given the dollar value and complexity of each project and the Program, the PWD 
spreadsheet should be a sufficient tracking system for the Program.  Despite 
possibly creating some additional or redundant work for the Program, the 
Program will greatly benefit by having a concise and comprehensive picture of 
status, commitments, progress, and performance of each project and the overall 
Program.  

 
Management Response:  Management concurs with observation with comment 
 
Public Works will continue to track costs through its Excel spreadsheet.  Public 
Works will reconcile the spreadsheet with FAMIS on a monthly basis. 
 
In future budget years, management will implement a project tracking system that 
identifies budget and costs in major project components. 
 
Implementation: October 2008 
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PROJECT TRACKING (CONT’D) 
 
Project Funding 
 
Fire Stations 47 and 53 are funded with a mix of Fire Bond, Executive Airport, FDOT, 
and City Capital Improvement Program (CIP) funds.  For Fire Station 47, the current 
forecasted cost is $5,031,000, of which $4,031,000 is being funded with Fire Station 
Bond funds and $1,000,000 funded with City CIP funds.  For Fire Station 53, the current 
forecasted cost is $10,117,597, of which $5,740,000 is funded with Fire Station Bond 
funds, $675,000 of CIP funds, $960,000 of FDOT funds, and $2,742,597 of Executive 
Airport funds. Respective participation levels for each source were established based 
on the scope of work funded by each funding source.  As contracts were released or 
change orders written, the nature, reason, and purpose of the change was analyzed 
and each source contributed their respective share.   
 
The remaining eight projects are expected to be 100% Fire Bond funded. 
 
 
REPORTING  
 
There are several reports being generated by the City and URS for internal and external 
stakeholders.  The primary reports being generated are: 1) project reports for FS 47 and 
53; 2) the high-level Fire Station Bond Program Report; 3) various ad hoc reports from 
the PWD Excel spreadsheet, and 4) the Blue Ribbon Committee Annual Report.  The 
project reports for FS 47 and 53 are prepared by URS for the Fire Station Bond Blue 
Ribbon Committee and City Commission and provide a brief status of each project.  
These reports highlight monthly progress and status; project issues; work anticipated for 
next month; financial status including change orders and contractor payment history; 
safety information; and other pertinent project information.  The high-level Fire Station 
Bond Program Report is prepared by the City from the PWD Excel spreadsheet and 
provides a summary of the appropriation, expenditures, encumbrance, and balances for 
each fire station.  Ad-hoc reports, typically prepared by PWD staff and generated from 
the PWD spreadsheet, can provide limited or detailed information for each fire station.  
These reports can contain summarized information at the Engineering, Construction, 
and Furniture and Communications sub-object level, or provide detailed information at 
the Engineering, Construction, Permitting, Administration, Testing, Surveying, 
Equipment, and other building costs (including property costs). 
 
The Fire Station Bond Blue Ribbon Committee Annual report provides Program 
information of issues and concerns of the Committee. 
 

Observation 4: Reporting can be enhanced to be made more informative for 
internal and external stakeholders.  The purpose and intent of reports is to 
accurately provide the status of the Program to an audience that is not involve in 
the day-to-day developments.  Program and project-level reports can be 
enhanced to provide a better overall picture of the Fire Bond Program. 
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REPORTING (CONT’D)  
 

 Based on their respective roles, the FS 47 and 53 project reports that are 
presented to the City Commission and the Fire Station Bond Blue Ribbon 
Committee should be enhanced to provide more information on status, 
issues, and changes. 

 Individual project reports for the eight fire stations not currently under 
construction are not being formally prepared.  If prepared, these reports 
can provide basic information such as Original Budget; original square 
footage; Current (Baseline) Budget; current square footage; Current 
Schedule, Project Status; Issues; and Concerns.  (Note: the City 
Commission and the Fire Station Bond Blue Ribbon Committee receive 
project information on these stations as an oral report at their respective 
meetings). 

 The high-level Fire Station Bond Program Report and the various ad hoc 
reports could include basic project information such as Original Budget; 
original square footage of the stations; Current (Baseline) Budgets; current 
square footage of the fire stations; Summary of Approved Changes, and 
Base schedule and Current schedule information could be included in the 
reports.  By having this information presented along with the Current 
Budget, Appropriation, Actual Expenditures, and Current Schedule 
information that are already provided, a better representation of each 
project’s status will be presented. 

 
SBC understands that the enhancement of these reports would require additional 
PWD staff effort and would have to be jointly prepared by the City and URS. 

 
Management Response:  Management concurs with this Observation. 
 
Management will provide detailed additional information reports on all Fire 
Station Projects beginning in March 2008.  Previously, detailed reports were 
provided on the two Fire Stations under construction, 47 and 53. 
 
Implementation: Complete 
 
 

SYSTEM INTERFACE 
 
There are currently no system interfaces between FAMIS, the PWD Excel 
spreadsheets, or any other systems used on the Fire Bond Program (MS Project, 
Suretrak, and P3).  Given the relatively low volume of data, information from FAMIS is 
manually inputted into other systems. 
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CHANGE ORDER REVIEW 

A.  Objectives 
This review focuses specifically on the Change Order Review process.  This review will 
analyze requests for changes to ensure: proper control; adequate change order 
documentation is obtained from the contractor; change order amounts are appropriate 
and reasonable; change order pricing is adequately reviewed by the City; and change 
orders or variations from contract obligations and specifications do not result in an 
underserved benefit to the contractor and corresponding detriment to the City. 
 

B.  Methodology and Process 
In order to accomplish this objective, SBC’s work plan included the following activities: 
 

 Collect change order documentation on the two fire stations under construction; 
 Analyze change orders; and 
 Document observations and establish risk. 

 

C.  Change Order Review 
There is only two ways that a contract can be changed:  1) by amendment, and 2) by 
change orders.  This review focus this review is the change order procedure (Section 
7.5 of the Program Manual) and the guidelines for implementing contract Change 
Orders that affect contract price and time.  Any stakeholder can initiate contract 
changes, whether it’s the contractor, the city, the design engineer or the end user; 
however, the Project Manager (PM) for the project has the primary responsibility for the 
substantiation and administration of all change orders.  The PM is also responsible to 
ensure that a complete back-up package is provided by the contractor.  Negotiation 
between the PM and the contractor is not binding, but serve as a recommendation to 
the City Commission with sufficient backup. 
 
The process outlined below is an outline for contract changes and does vary slightly 
with different types of changes and change terms (Force account, time and material). 
 
The change order review process outline is as follows: 

 Change Order Initiation; 
 Cost Negotiation; 
 Time Extension; 
 Review and Approval; and 
 Current Change Orders. 
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CHANGE ORDER DOCUMENTATION INITIATION 
 
The majority of eight change orders approved by the City Commission and reviewed by 
SBC included were generated from errors & omissions, owner requests, or unforeseen 
conditions identified during the construction process.  The process usually began with 
the contractor submitting a Request for Interpretation (RFI) to clarify an issue that is not 
clearly defined on the project’s drawings or specifications.  The Engineer/Architect 
(A/E), or others, may directly answer the RFI, or choose to respond with an Architect’s 
Special Instruction (ASI) or an Engineering Special Instruction (ESI).  An ASI or ESI are 
written directions and clarification when the A/E feels that there is no time or money 
involved.  If the contractor views the RFI, ASI, or ESI response as a change in scope, 
the contractor will issue a Request for Change (RFC), also referred to as a Change 
Proposal Request (CPR) or a Pending Change Order (PCO) that states their position, 
along with justification and a complete breakdown of cost and schedule impacts.  Upon 
receipt of the contractor’s CPR, the PM must review the request and determine if, in 
fact, it is a change in scope according to the contract documents.  Concurrently, the PM 
will request that the A/E provide comments on the contractor’s CPR.   
 
Submitted CPRs are also discussed at each contractor’s bi-weekly meeting with URS, 
City representatives, and the A/E firm as open action items.  If the PM concurs that a 
change order is warranted, a change order will be prepared by the contractor. At the 
time of this review, FS 47 had 36 CPRs initiated and Station 53 had 87 CPRs. 
 
 
COST NEGOTIATIONS 
 
As mentioned above, the cost impact of the change was identified by the contractor in 
its CPR.  The cost impact is supported by an estimate, which includes a detailed 
breakdown of the pricing proposal.  As part of their Construction Management scope of 
work for Fire Stations 47 and 53, URS provides an independent cost estimate for all 
changes when necessary.   
 
The PM reviews the contractor’s cost proposal and compares it to the independent 
estimate.  The contractor’s estimate is checked against the contract’s general conditions 
and Division One requirements to ensure the contractor has provided the proper 
markups, profit, and overhead and has limited pricing for equipment, material and labor 
in accordance with the terms of the contract.  If there are material differences between 
the contractor’s proposed price and the independent estimate, the PM will hold a 
negotiation session with the contractor to achieve the equitable price.  Once this 
agreed-upon price has been reached, the PM will complete a record of negotiation to 
summarize the negotiation and to document and explain the variances from the 
contractor’s and the independent estimate.   
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TIME EXTENSION 
 
Similar to the cost negotiations, schedule impacts are identified on the CPR and a 
justification is provided by the contractor.  This justification must demonstrate the 
impact the change has on the project’s critical path.  The PM reviews the contractor’s 
schedule impact and it will be discussed at the cost negotiation session.  Once 
concurrence has been met, the final decision will also be documented in the 
negotiations summary report. 
 
 
REVIEW AND APPROVAL 
 
Once the scope, cost, and schedule impacts have been identified and agreed, and 
the action item is reviewed and closed at the contractor’s bi-weekly meeting and a 
formal change order is prepared using the appropriate City’s Change Order Form.  
Since there are typically several CPRs being processed at any given time, it is 
common that agreed-upon CPRs will be batched together to form one change order.  
For example, the four change orders approved for FS 47 comprise of 19 agreed-
upon CPRs. Likewise for FS 53, where the four change orders comprise of 26 
agreed-upon CPRs.  If any of these CPRs are greater than $10,000, or the 
cumulative value of the batched CPRs is greater than $10,000, the change order 
must be presented to the City Commission for approval; otherwise the City 
Manager’s approval is sufficient and a different City Change Order form will be 
processed.   
 
The change order, complete with full documentation for each CPR, is signed by the 
contractor, reviewed and recommended by the City Engineer, and presented to the 
City Manager for approval.  If the Change Order is less than $10,000 based on the 
criteria above, the City Manager’s signature will formally approve the change order.  
If the change order must be presented to the City Commission, the proposed change 
order must be submitted to the City’s Office Supervisor so a Commission Action 
Request (CAR) can be generated and the item can be placed on the City 
Commission Agenda. 
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REVIEW AND APPROVAL (CONT’D) 
 
Change Order Results 
 
As shown in Appendix 6 and Table 1 below, the combined percentage of cost for the eight 
approved change orders is 3.9% of the base contract values ($434,626 / $11,070,700).  
Further, change orders are currently being prepared for both FS 47 ($14,732) and FS 53 
($98,930) that will increase this percentage to approximately 5% of the base construction 
value. 
 

Table 1 
Fire Bond Program Change Order Information 

 
Category Fire Station 

47 
Fire Station 

53 
Total 

FS 47 & 53 
Base Contract Value $3,866,700 $7,204,000 $11,070,700 
    
Number of Change Orders 4 4 8 
Approved Change Orders $222,154 $   212,472 $434,626 
% of Base Contract 5.7% 2.9% 3.9% 
    

Pending Change Orders $14,732 $98,931 $113,663 
Number of Pending Changes 1 1 2 
% of Base Contract 1.4% 1.4% 1.1% 
    

Total Changes (Actual & Pending) 236,886 311,403 548,289 
% of Base Contract (pending and approved Changes) 6.1% 4.3% 5.0% 

 
Since both Fire Stations 47 and 53 are still under construction and are not expected to reach 
substantial completion until late February or March 2008, additional change orders may be 
identified and processed. 
 

Observation 1: Change orders were properly supported. The eight change orders 
reviewed comprised of 45 CPRs and all but three of the CPRs had a complete set of 
documentation provided to SBC.  Complete documentation consisted of the signed 
change order, contractor’s estimate and support, URS independent estimate, and 
schedule update and narrative describing the impact, if necessary.  In most cases, 
additional information was provided such as transmittals, emails, the originating RFI, 
bi-weekly contractor meeting minutes, or the Request for Proposal letter from the PM.  
The three missing items from the change orders were:  1) the independent URS 
estimate for CPR #5 on FS 53 (apparatus bay slab on grade thickness), 2) copies of 
the schedule and narrative for the 8-day time extension for Change Order #3 for FS 
53, and 3) copies of the schedule and narrative for change order #4 on FS 47.  These 
omissions from the change order file were not deemed material by SBC since these 
documents were found elsewhere in the project’s files.  Further, these schedule 
changes and justifications were also discussed at the contractor’s bi-weekly meetings 
and during the invoicing process. 
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REVIEW AND APPROVAL (CONT’D) 
 
Management Response:  Management concurs with observation.   
 
Public Works Construction management in conjunction with URS has established 
a thorough change order review process that this Observation supports.   
 
Implementation: None Required 
 
 
Observation 2: Change order pricing was adequately reviewed by the City and 
appear to be appropriate and reasonable.  As mentioned in Observation 1, all 
but one of the CPRs contained both the contractor’s proposal and URS’ 
independent estimate.  Given that these CPRs were reviewed and discussed by 
the City at the contractor’s bi-weekly meeting and before going to the City 
Manager and the Commission, SBC is comfortable that change order pricing was 
adequately reviewed by the City and appropriate and reasonable and don’t result 
in an underserved benefit to the contractor and corresponding detriment to the 
City.  Further, the variances between the contractor’s proposal and the 
independent estimate were not significant and the lower number was typically 
used to price the change.  
 
The only concern that SBC has is that the City’s participation in these bi-weekly 
meetings is not mandatory, certain key members were absent, or that other 
divisions of the City, such as Legal and Contracts, were not represented. 
 
Management Response:  Management concurs with observation.   
 
Public Works Construction management in conjunction with URS has established 
a thorough change order review process that this Observation supports. This 
includes the utilization of counter estimates to insure that the final cost is 
appropriate and reasonable. 
 
Implementation: None Required 

 
 

Observation 3:  The Fire Station Program should consider enhancing the 
change review process.  Given the fact that cost escalation, change orders 
risks, and other factors have recently forced the scope and approach of the Fire 
Bond Program to be re-baselined, a formalized Change Control Board (CCB) 
should be created.  The CCB would become the epicenter of decision making of 
the Program where all issues which affect scope, cost and schedule are 
evaluated and debated by the significant players of the Fire Bond Program 
before they are presented to the Blue Ribbon Committee and the City 
Commission.  The CCB’s scope should include change orders, bid results, 
project closeouts, and any changes in scope or approach necessary to stay 
within the $40 million Fire Bond Program.  The stakeholder requesting a change 
should present a standard package of data, information, and justification to the  
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REVIEW AND APPROVAL (CONT’D) 
 
CCB and be prepared as though the presentation was to the Commission.  The 
membership the CCB could comprise of the members of the City and URS who 
currently review change orders (City Engineer, Public Works Director, City 
Construction Manager, Assistant City Engineer, City Architect, Fire 
Department…etc), and include representatives from the Office of Management 
and Budget (OMB), Contracts, and the Legal department.  With a structured and 
thorough review of changes from many different perspectives, the City 
Commission and the Fire Station Bond Blue Ribbon Committee should have 
greater confidence that due diligence was performed on these changes. 
 
Management Response:  Management does not concur with this Observation. 
 
See Management’s Response to Observation A2. 
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BIDDING AND PURCHASING REVIEW 

A.  Objectives 
The SBC team was engaged to review and audit the Fire Station Bond Program in 
relation to the 16 scope and factors outlined in the Request for Proposal (RFP).  The 
focus of this review is two-fold:  1) to evaluate the Program documents bidding process, 
compare to both generally accepted procurement methodologies and best practices and 
2) to evaluate the process used for materials purchasing in the Program.  
 
 

B.  Methodology and Process 
In order to accomplish this objective, SBC’s work plan included the following activities: 
 

 Review and analyze the Program’s bidding process, 
 

 Review and analyze the material purchase process, 
 

 Compare bidding process with generally accepted methods. 
 
 

C.  Bidding Process Review 
The two awarded construction projects issued bid packages to tender construction 
contracts and both followed the classic design/bid/build approach.  It is expected that 
the remaining eight fire stations will be issued following this approach as well.  For the 
two active projects, as well as the future projects, the City wants to draw the interest of 
the largest potential pool of contractors and ensure a competitive bidding climate.  As a 
result, the construction manager assesses the probable response and advises the City 
Engineer the appropriate timing for advertising and bidding.  Further, the City advertises 
the project on the City’s website, trade periodicals, and may actively solicit known 
qualified contractors to bid on the work. 
 
The bid package itself typically consists of a specification package describing the 
conditions of the work and a set of drawings showing the scope of the work. The 
specifications are grouped into two major categories: “Bidding and Contract 
Requirements” and “Technical Specifications”. These bid packages are released for 
bidding to all interested pre-qualified bidders.  Pre-bid meeting will take place, questions 
will arise from the bidders, and addendum may be release in response to these 
questions.  Most importantly adequate time must be given to the bidders to analyze and 
price the work. Usually a period of 30 days is given to contractors to price the work. 
Once the bids are open and a contractor is selected, it is not uncommon in the industry 
for the process of procuring the contract to take another 30 days. In the construction  
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BIDDING PROCESS REVIEW (CONT'D) 
 
industry, the bidding process typically takes two to three months before notice to 
proceed can be issued. 
 
The Bid and Contract Requirements serve as an instruction to bidders outlining the 
requirements needed to submit the bid proposal to the Program. Typical items outlined 
are the bid forms, insurance requirements, and any special conditions that may alter the 
conditions commonly used in the Program. The Technical Specifications outline the 
requirements of the contract.  It describes the scope of the work, the expectations from 
both the owner and contractor, and may at time indicate the expected method for 
performing a part of the work. 
 

Observation 1:  The Program bidding process is consistent with 
methodologies commonly used for these types of projects.  For these types 
of construction projects - buildings that are $3 million to $6 million, the design/ 
bid/build approach and the City’s bidding process are consistent with generally 
accepted procurement and best practices.   
 
The City should continue to advertise the Fire Station bid packages to the largest 
audience possible to attract the largest number of possible qualified bidders.  
Given the current construction climate, the City should solicit reputable 
contractors, particularly those in Ft. Lauderdale and South Florida that are not 
currently pre-qualified, to go through the pre-qualification process. 
 
Management Response:  Management concurs with observation.   
 
The City’s Procurement and Public Works Departments have established a 
prequalification process for contractors on the Fire Bond Program.  This process 
was used on Fire Stations 53 and 47. 
 
The prequalification process ensures contractors: 
 

• Are financially secure; 
• Have successfully completed numerous projects on time and within budget; and 
• Have previous experience in public safety projects. 

 
This process will continue for the remaining Fire Rescue Bond Projects. 
 
Implementation: None Required 
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D.  Purchasing Materials Review 
Another important component of the bidding process is the methodology used for 
material purchase.  When purchasing these items, the City follows established City 
Procurement processes. 
When the City directly purchases items, rather than the contractor, there is an 
opportunity to yield cost savings to the Program.  The City potentially can save money 
in three basic ways: 1) pays no sales tax (6% savings); 2) receives a better price due to 
bulk purchasing; and 3) does not pay any contractor markup.  However, when directly 
purchasing material, its easy for potential savings can be reduced or lost completely.  
Potential savings are reduced since the City must manage the direct purchase, store 
the material, transport and receive the materials on the construction site on time and in 
a manner not to interfere with the contractor.  
 
For the City to consider directly purchasing material on the Fire Bond Program, and to 
maximize potential savings from the direct purchase, the materials purchased should 
meet the following basic requirements: 

 
 Commodity items that are readily available; 
 Limited storage required; 
 No risk of damaged during storage; 
 Defective qualities can easily detected; and 
 Materials not susceptible to theft. 

 
The City has decided to purchase specific items directly on the Fire Bond Program.  The 
items to be purchased include, but are not limited to: furniture, lockers, beds and 
bedding, specialty signage, weight room equipment, televisions, and computers.  These 
items appear to meet the requirements listed above and should maximize potential 
savings realized by the City.   
 

Observation 2:  The Fire Station Bond Program is effectively purchasing 
materials directly.  As mentioned above, the City is purchasing, or plans to 
purchase, specific items directly on the Fire Bond Program that should maximize 
potential savings.  The items include furniture, lockers, beds and bedding, 
specialty signage, weight room equipment, televisions, and computers.  For FS 
47 and 53, as well as the other six new stations that will be built as defined in the 
current Program, the City will purchase approximately $2.9 million of materials 
directly.  This value represents 11.5% of the estimated construction value of the 
eight new stations and 7% of the overall Fire Bond Program (see Appendix 3). 
 
 
Management Response:  Management concurs with Observation.  

  
The City’s Fire, Procurement, and Public Works Departments work closely 
together to ensure City funds are used efficiently and effectively. 
 
Implementation: None Required 
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INVOICE PROCESSING REVIEW 

A.  Objectives 
This review focuses specifically on the invoice review process. SBC will review the 
contract billing procedure to determine if it is adequate and identify any cost exceptions, 
potential contract control deficiencies, potential overcharge exposures on future contract 
billings, and recommend control improvements. 
 

B.  Methodology and Process 
In order to accomplish the objective, SBC’s work plan included obtaining an 
understanding of the current process by reviewing the City’s Invoice Review Procedure 
and conducting interviews with key reviewers and approvers from the 
Construction/Construction Manager (URS) and the City.  These interviews were focused 
on the following information: 

 Roles and responsibilities of the reviewers; 
 Segregation of duties between the other reviewers/approvers; 
 Compliance with State and City requirements;  
 Dispute or error correction frequency and involvement; and 
 Key metrics (i.e. invoice volumes, review durations, etc.). 

 
 

Note that the objective of this report does not include a review of invoices for fraudulent 
activities or misrepresentations from contractors or professional service (consultant) 
firms; a review of the City of Ft. Lauderdale’s payment process (after the City’s Director 
of Public Works signs off); confirmation of payment to the contractor/consultant; nor a 
review of the qualifications of all resources performing the invoice processing activities. 

 

C.  Invoice Review Procedure and Process 
To accomplish this objective and follow the City’s methodology and process, the SBC 
Team divided the review of the Invoice Review Process two distinct areas: 1) the 
Invoice Review Procedure and 2) the Invoice Review Process.  These areas were 
reviewed through direct observations, interviews and discussions with key City and URS 
project team members, and review of invoices and supporting documentation.  Any 
findings or weaknesses, as well as any recommended improvement, are identified at 
the end of each area. 
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INVOICE REVIEW PROCEDURE 
 
The Invoice Review Procedure (Section 7.7 of the Program Manual) is essentially 
comprised of: 1) a write-up outlining the process and review’s focal points; 2) a sample pay 
application. The Invoice Review Process Section below briefly describes the forms and the 
role and responsibility of the respective review focus for Construction contractor invoices.    
 

Observation 1:  Payment Application document does not contain basic 
contractual information necessary for proper invoice review. Basic 
contractual information such as Notice to Proceed (NTP), Original Completion 
Date, Current Completion Date, and Progress Percent Complete are not shown 
on the invoice.  By not having these standard details, it makes the review 
process more difficult or time consuming for staff.  This information is necessary 
for several of the key compliance tests such as to test:  1) the schedule and cost 
affects of change orders; 2) whether the work was performed within the 
timeframe of the contract; and 3) whether the work was performed within the 
approved value of the contract.  
 
Management Response:  Management concurs with Observation.   
 
While the standard Payment Request Form contains a wealth of information, going 
forward Public Works will attach additional document that will include additional 
contractual information, such as notice to proceed, the original and current completion 
dates, and percentage complete, as well as any other required information. 
 
Implementation: Complete 
 
 

INVOICE REVIEW PROCESS 
 
Invoices passing through the review process consist of construction and consultant 
invoices and all, regardless of their dollar amount or scope of service, go through the 
review process as outlined below.  The process actually has two phases: A) a Pencil 
Copy Review and B) the Invoice Review. Both phases are critical to the diligent and 
timely review of every Fire Station Bond invoice. 

 
A) Pencil Copy (Preliminary) Review 
 
Before an “Original” invoice is officially submitted, a preliminary review, called a 
“Pencil Copy” review, is conducted with representatives from the contractor, the 
URS Project Manager, URS Construction Manager, and the Architect/Engineer 
(A/E) of record. This preliminary review allows the contractor and the URS 
Construction Manager an opportunity to review a “Draft” invoice, during which, they 
can confirm work completed during the month (Earned Value), as well as any 
errors, mistakes and concerns with the invoice before an original is submitted. If 
done diligently, this review should allow for an efficient and expedited review of the 
original invoice when submitted. 
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INVOICE REVIEW PROCESS (CONT’D) 
 

B) Invoice Review 
 
The Invoice Review process begins when the contractor submits an “Original” 
invoice for payment which incorporates all discrepancies identified in the Pencil 
Copy Review. Upon arrival of the original invoice to the URS Project Manager 
(PM), the document begins the following review process and starts the State 
mandated 25-business day Prompt Pay clock.  The PM will forward the payment 
application to the A/E to start the review process. 
 
The invoice, in order to be a valid invoice, must contain the follow back-up 
information before it is reviewed and processed:  1) signed invoice, 2) approved 
Schedule of Values, 3) copy of the Notice to Proceed, 4) Consultant’s Letter of 
Certification, 5) current Certificates of Insurance, 6) Release of Liens, 7) executed 
Change Orders, 8) current Construction Schedule (w/CD), 9) monthly progress 
pictures (w/CD), 10) project specific back-up information, and 11) stored materials 
required backup (if applicable). 

 
 
A/E OF RECORD 
 
The A/E is the first to review the Payment Application and verifies that the work was 
performed according plans and specifications, as well as well progress.  If the amount 
invoiced accurately reflects these criteria, the A/E will sign off the approval of the invoice 
on the Payment Application and pass it back to the URS PM.  If discrepancies are found 
during this review, the A/E will not sign the invoice and return it to the URS PM, who’s 
responsible for mitigating any of the discrepancies with the Contractor.  For Design or 
Services invoices, this step is not necessary and the invoice will begin with the Assistant 
City Engineer. 
 
 
URS PROJECT MANAGER 
 
The URS Project Manager (PM) has the ultimate responsibility to ascertain that the 
payment request is accurate and complete.  The PM reviews the invoice to ensure all of 
the required items for a complete invoice are present; verifies that there are no 
mathematical errors; that the amount billed equals the agreed amount from the Pencil 
Copy review; and that all other agreed-upon changed identified during the Pencil Copy 
review are incorporated.  The URS Construction Manager (CM) will also review the 
invoice.  If there are discrepancies in the pay application, efforts will be made by the PM 
to identify and obtain all missing information from the Contractor.  After signing the 
invoice, the PM will pass the invoice to the City’s Construction Manager. 
 
For Design Engineering invoices, this task is performed by the Assistant City Engineer. 
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INVOICE REVIEW PROCESS (CONT'D) 
 
CITY’S CONSTRUCTION MANAGER 
 
The City’s Construction Manager is responsible for the contractual and financial compliance 
reviews.  The contractual compliance review has three primary areas of focus:  1) to ensure 
that the payment meets the terms and conditions of the contract; 2) that all change orders 
and tasks are properly authorized; and 3) all contractual requirements are supported by the 
appropriate documentation.  This verification includes a confirmation that an executed 
contract exists, a Notice to Proceed (NTP) was issued, insurance and surety certificates are 
in effect; Monthly Schedule Update is provided; and all other required authorizations are 
attached. 
 
The financial compliance review involves a verification that all calculations in the invoice are 
correct; retainage has met contractual requirements; retention releases are accompanied by 
an authorization for release; stored materials are supported; and that previous billed-to-date 
values are correct.  Staff also creates the Financial and Accounting Management Information 
System (FAMIS) excel coversheet.  The coversheet provides the Finance Department 
pertinent project information such as: project number; project description; purchase order 
number; funds encumbered on the purchase order; the date the contract was approved by 
the City Commission; the pay request number; and the Contractor’s name and address.  To 
perform this task, staff will check FAMIS to ensure that the purchase order and all change 
orders are posted and the contractor’s name and address match the information in FAMIS. 
 
Once the contractual and financial reviews are completed and the FAMIS cover sheet is 
prepared, the City’s Construction Manager will sign the invoice and the coversheet and pass 
the invoice to the Accounting Department for payment processing.   
 
During the time of this review, the payment process was temporarily modified due to the 
short-term vacancy of the City Construction Manager’s position.  As a result, the City’s 
Director of Public Works, City Engineer, or Construction staff have performed the invoice 
review function and have attending contractor and field meetings. 

 
Observation 2:  The application of costs to approved funding sources 
weren’t consistent from invoice to invoice.  Fire Stations 47 and 53 are both 
under construction and have multiple funding sources.  SBC observed that a 
standard percentage of cost for each funding source wasn’t applied to invoices 
processed.  For instance, FS 53 has a total appropriation of $10,101,741, of 
which $5,724,144 (57%) is funded by Fire Station Bond proceeds; $3,702,597 
(36%, which also includes FDOT funds) is funded by the Executive Airport, and 
$675,000 (7%) is funded by General Capital funds.  Neither these percentages, 
nor adjusted percentages to accommodate change orders, are being applied 
consistently to invoices.  For example, the percentage of costs applied to each 
funding source for Invoices 10, 11 and 12 from West Construction (the construction 
contractor) varied for each invoice even though the approved contract value for each 
of these invoices was $7,398,125.66.  During this time, no change orders were 
processed or invoiced that could have affected the percentage. 
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INVOICE REVIEW PROCESS (CONT'D) 
 

SBC recommends that a funding breakdown sheet be prepared and included in 
the invoice when the FAMIS excel coversheet is prepared.  This will provide 
more consistent control of the use of project funding and ensure that established 
funding participation will be adhered to. 

 
Management Response:  Management concurs with this Observation with clarification. 
 
The Observation is only for Fire Station 53.  Station 53 is funded from four 
sources: Fire Bond; Florida Department of Transportation Airport Grants; Airport 
Enterprise Capital; and General Fund.  At the beginning of Fire Station 53 
project, specific percentage of costs for Airport related costs and the Fire 
Bond/General Fund costs were established and fund transfers. Appropriations 
and encumbrances were made per those established percentages.  
 
Individual monthly payment estimates may vary due to the amount of work the 
contractor performed that month.  For instance, if the majority of the work 
completed were associated with the new Emergency Operations Center (EOC), a 
higher percentage of Fire Bond/General Fund would be charged since the EOC 
is not for Airport Fire Operations. 
 
Furthermore, each contract change order is evaluated for its preoperational costs 
associated with Airport or Fire Bond/General Fund, and each fund is charged for 
its appropriate cost. 
 
Completion of Fire Station 53 will establish final cost appropriations that will be 
approved by City Commission. 
 
Implementation: Construction contract completion. 
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APPENDIX 1
Current FAMIS Appropriations
FIRE SAFETY BOND PROGRAM - BOND FUNDED

11/26/07

LOCATION APPROPRIATIONS EXPENDITURES ENCUMBRANCES BALANCES

P10766 Fire Station 47 3,687,870.00 3,051,121.00 643,397.00 (6,648.00)
P10363 Fire Station 53/88 5,684,104.00 4,305,200.00 1,283,911.00 94,993.00
P10912 Fire Station 49 504,541.00 178,577.00 169,467.00 156,497.00
P10905 Fire Station 29 3,039,054.00 340,251.00 193,981.00 2,504,822.00
P10914 Fire Station 54 428,457.00 86,283.00 147,597.00 194,577.00
P10911 Fire Station 46 854,198.00 2,350.00 107,741.00 744,107.00
P10916 Fire Station 03 425,257.00 44,737.00 195,284.00 185,236.00
P10918 Fire Station 13 109,741.00 0.00 99,741.00 10,000.00
P10919 Fire Station 35 109,741.00 2,850.00 99,741.00 7,150.00
P10909 SE Fire Station - Fire Station 8 2,870,038.00 0.00 103,620.00 2,766,418.00
P10910 SE Fire Station Land Acquisition 1,857,000.00 9,500.00 0.00 1,847,500.00

Total Stations 19,570,001.00 8,020,869.00 3,044,480.00 8,504,652.00
P11024 New Fire Stations Shared Project Costs 30,000.00 3,702.00 0.00 26,298.00
P11238 Temporary Fire Station 29 Modifications 50,000.00 47,848.00 0.00 2,152.00
P00274 Bond & Other Financial Expenses 298,423.50 298,424.00  0.00 0.00

Total Fire Bond 19,948,424.50 8,370,843.00 3,044,480.00 8,533,102.00

RE SAFETY BOND PROGRAM - GENERAL FUND CIP FUNDED

LOCATION APPROPRIATIONS EXPENDITURES ENCUMBRANCES BALANCES

P10766.331 Fire Station 47 1,000,000.00 133,416.00 865,660.00 924.00
P10363.331 Fire Station 53/88 675,000.00 526,246.00 74,251.00 74,503.00

Totals 1,675,000.00 659,662.00 939,911.00 75,427.00

AIRPORT FUNDED STATION 53/88

P10363.468 Fire Station 53/88 3,702,597.00 2,776,512.00 516,840.00 409,245.00



APPENDIX 2

FIRE STATION BOND
Original Cost per Fire Station

No Phase
Fire 

Station
Size (sq 

ft)
Design & 

Engineering Construction Right of Way
Temporary 
Facilities Furniture

Total Station 
Cost

Assumption 
Gap Bond Cost

1 1 8 12,000   410,000            3,000,000        1,350,000       225,000          150,000       5,135,000       (250,000)        4,885,000     
2 1 29 12,000   410,000            3,000,000        225,000          150,000       3,785,000       (25,000)          3,760,000     
3 1 47 12,000   410,000            3,000,000        225,000          150,000       3,785,000       (25,000)          3,760,000     
4 1 53 12,000   410,000            3,000,000        225,000          150,000       3,785,000       (250,000)        3,535,000     
5 2 46 12,000   410,000            3,000,000        225,000          150,000       3,785,000       (25,000)          3,760,000     
6 2 49 12,000   410,000            3,000,000        225,000          150,000       3,785,000       (25,000)          3,760,000     
7 2 54 12,000   410,000            3,000,000        225,000          150,000       3,785,000       (25,000)          3,760,000     
8 3 3 12,000   410,000            3,000,000        225,000          150,000       3,785,000       (25,000)          3,760,000     
9 3 13 15,000   410,000            3,750,000        225,000          150,000       4,535,000       (25,000)          4,510,000     
10 3 35 15,000   410,000            3,750,000      225,000        150,000     4,535,000     (25,000)        4,510,000     

Totals 4,100,000         31,500,000      1,350,000       2,250,000       1,500,000    40,700,000     (700,000)        40,000,000     

Notes and Assumptions:
1)  The cost breakdown is based on Exhibit A, dated July 13, 2004, from the Fire Rescue Facilities Bond Issuance Resolution (Resolution No. 04-145)
2)  Construction costs are estimated at $250 per square foot.  It is assumed that this figure includes inflation, contingency and most equipment (not furniture).
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Current Station Cost (Re-baseline)
October 2007

Fire Station Construction Property Equipment Engineerng
Temp 

Faciltity
Prog. 

Mngmt Inflation Contingency Total Budget
47 $3,366,000 $365,000 $300,000 $4,031,000
53 $5,075,000 $365,000 $300,000 $5,740,000
49 $3,060,000 $365,000 $415,000 $200,000 $105,000 $165,000 $50,527 $4,360,527
29 $2,550,000 $365,000 $330,000 $100,000 $105,000 $135,000 $65,060 $3,650,060
54 $1,000,000 $170,000 $146,000 $43,366 $1,359,366
46 $3,131,000 $365,000 $430,000 $105,000 $320,000 $72,071 $4,423,071
3 $2,550,000 $365,000 $330,000 $105,000 $130,000 $67,448 $3,547,448

13 $1,000,000 $170,000 $100,000 $39,526 $1,309,526
35 $3,131,000 $365,000 $430,000 $200,000 $105,000 $515,000 $63,088 $4,809,088
8 $2,550,000 $2,000,000 $365,000 $330,000 $105,000 $714,000 $50,914 $6,114,914

Total Station $27,413,000 $2,000,000 $2,920,000 $2,605,000 $500,000 $630,000 $2,225,000 $1,052,000 $39,345,000
Costs $5,000
Temp FS29 Modifications $50,000
Bond Costs $600,000
Total Fire Bond $40,000,000

General Fund
47 $1,000,000

53/88 $675,000
Total General Fund $1,675,000

Notes and Assumptions:
Airport

53/88 $3,702,597
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Remaining Eight Fire Stations
Original Budget Current Estimate Difference

(Current less Original)

Fire 
Station

Size (sq 
ft)

Construction 
Cost        

($250/sq ft) 
(1)

Other 
Original 
Costs (2)

Total Bond 
Cost       

(All Costs)
Proposed 
Size (sq ft)

Construction 
Cost        

($255/sq ft) Inflation Contingency

Subtotal 
Inflation & 

Contingency
Other Current 

Costs (3)
Current Estimate  

(All Costs)

Square 
Footage 

Difference
Difference in 

Cost
8 12,000   3,000,000     1,885,000  4,885,000   10,000       2,550,000      714,000              50,914           764,914              2,800,000           6,114,914              (2,000)        1,229,914     
29 12,000   3,000,000     760,000     3,760,000   10,000       2,550,000      135,000              65,060           200,060              900,000              3,650,060              (2,000)        (109,940)       
46 12,000   3,000,000     760,000     3,760,000   12,200       3,111,000      320,000              72,071           392,071              920,000              4,423,071              200            663,071        
49 12,000   3,000,000     760,000     3,760,000   12,000       3,060,000      165,000              50,527           215,527              1,085,000           4,360,527              -             600,527        
54 12,000   3,000,000     760,000     3,760,000   N/A N/A 146,000              43,366           189,366              1,170,000           1,359,366              N/A (2,400,634)    
3 12,000   3,000,000     760,000     3,760,000   10,000       2,550,000      130,000              67,448           197,448              800,000              3,547,448              (2,000)        (212,552)       
13 15,000   3,750,000     760,000     4,510,000   N/A N/A 100,000              39,526           139,526              1,170,000           1,309,526              N/A (3,200,474)    
35 15,000   3,750,000     760,000     4,510,000   12,200       3,111,000      515,000              63,088           578,088              1,120,000           4,809,088              (2,800)        299,088        

TOTALS 102,000 25,500,000   7,205,000  32,705,000 16,932,000  2,225,000         452,000       2,677,000           9,965,000         29,574,000          (3,131,000)  
% of Construction Cost 13.1% 2.7% 15.8%

Check
Net increases for the six new fire stations: 2,470,108   

Net decreases from the 2 refurbished fire stations: (5,601,108)  
(3,131,000)  

Notes and Assumption:

2) Other Original Costs include Design & Engineering, Temporary Facilities, Right-of-way, and Furniture.

3) Current Current Costs include Design & Engineering, Temporary Facitlities, Right-of-way, Furniture and Equipment, and Program Management costs.

4) Stations designated as "Battalion" typically have 3 bays (FS 47 and 53 have 4 bays), while "satellite" stations typically have 2 bays (FS 46 has 3 bays).

1) The Original Cost estimated for Fire Stations 47 and 53 is based on Exhibit A, dated 7/13/04, from Resolution No. 04-145.



APPENDIX 5
Current FAMIS Sub-object Codes

CLASSIFICATION KEY DESCRIPTION START DATE END DATE
60 CAPITAL OUTLAY

60  610 LAND
60  610 6101 LAND ACQUISITION 01/01/90 01/01/99

60  620 BUILDINGS & STRUCTURES
60  620 6201 BUILDING ACQUISITION 01/01/90 01/01/99
60  620 6204 BUILDING RENOVATION 01/01/90 01/01/99

60  630 IMP OTHER THAN BLDGS
60  630 6301 IMPROVEMENT ACQUISITION 01/01/90 01/01/99

60  640 EQUIPMENT
60  640 6401 COMMUNICATIONS EQUIP 01/01/90 01/01/99
60  640 6404 COMPUTER EQUIPMENT 01/01/90 01/01/99
60  640 6405 COMPUTER SOFTWARE 01/01/90 01/01/99
60  640 6407 MACHINERY 01/01/90 01/01/99
60  640 6410 NEW SERVICES/METERS 01/01/90 01/01/99
60  640 6413 OFFICE FURN & EQUIP 01/01/90 01/01/99
60  640 6416 VEHICLES 01/01/90 01/01/99
60  640 6419 VEHICLE ADD-ONS 01/01/90 10/30/00
60  640 6499 OTHER EQUIPMENT 01/01/90 01/01/99

60  650 CONST IN PROGRESS
60  650 6501 FORCE ACCOUNT CHARGES 01/01/90 01/01/99
60  650 6504 LAND ACQUISITION 01/01/90 01/01/99
60  650 6510 SITE IMPROVEMENTS 01/01/90 01/01/99
60  650 6514 SURVEY/APPRAISAL FEES 01/01/90 01/01/99
60  650 6518 OTHER LAND COSTS 01/01/90 01/01/99
60  650 6520 BUILDING ACQUISTION 10/17/97 01/01/99
60  650 6522 BUILDING MODIFICATIONS 01/01/90 01/01/99
60  650 6526 BUILDING MATERIALS 01/01/90 01/01/99
60  650 6530 ARCHITECTURAL FEES 01/01/90 01/01/99
60  650 6534 ENGINEERING FEES 01/01/90 01/01/99
60  650 6538 OTHER BUILDING COSTS 01/01/90 01/01/99
60  650 6542 INSPECTION FEES 01/01/90 01/01/99
60  650 6544 LEGAL SERVICES 07/01/99 01/01/99
60  650 6546 TESTING SERVICES 01/01/90 01/01/99
60  650 6550 ADMINISTRATION 01/01/90 01/01/99
60  650 6551 LEASES & RENTALS 02/01/02 01/01/99
60  650 6554 PERMIT COSTS 01/01/90 01/01/99
60  650 6564 EQUIPMENT PURCHASES 01/01/90 01/01/99
60  650 6568 INTEREST CAPITALIZATION 10/01/96 01/01/99
60  650 6599 CONSTRUCTION 01/01/90 01/01/99

90  990 9950 CONTINGENCIES 01/01/90 01/01/99



APPENDIX 6

CHANGE ORDER REVIEW

Approved Change Orders

FIRE STATION 47 FIRE STATION 53

Base Contract $3,866,700.00 280 days Base Contract $7,204,000.00 260 days

Change Order #1 $52,720.31 0 days Change Order #1 $128,863.13 0 days
Change Order #2 $68,782.14 0 days Change Order #2 ($9,147.49) 0 days
Change Order #3 $2,431.27 0 days Change Order #3 $74,410.02 8 days
Change Order #4 $98,220.01 16 days Change Order #4 $18,346.74 38 days
Total Change Orders $222,153.73 16 days Total Change Orders $212,472.40 46 days
% of Base Cost 5.7% % of Base Cost 2.9%

Total Contract Cost $4,088,853.73 296 days Total Contract Cost $7,416,472.40 306 days

Combined Approved Change Orders
Total Change orders: $434,626.13 3.9%

Base Contract Amount: $11,070,700.00

Pending Change Orders
Proposed CO $14,732.94 0 days Proposed CO $98,930.80 0 days

Pending Value $4,103,586.67 296 days Pending Value $7,515,403.20 306 days
Pending % 6.1% Pending % 4.3%

Combined w/pending Change Orders
Total Change orders: $548,289.87 5.0%

Base Contract Amount: $11,070,700.00
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