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SUMMARY RESULTS AT A GLANCE 
 

What We Did 
We conducted an audit of Palm Beach 
County’s (PBC) Department of Economic 
Sustainability (DES) grants management.  
The audit was performed as part of the 
Office of Inspector General’s (OIG) 2015 
Annual Audit Plan.  
 
Our audit focused on six Disaster 
Recovery Initiative (DRI) grant projects for 
fiscal years (FY) 2013 and 2014.  We 
reviewed selected DRI grant agreements 
and related contracts, compliance 
requirements, policies and procedures 
and tested selected transactions.  During 
the audit we extended the audit scope into 
FY 2015 in order to follow some of the 
grant projects to completion. 
   

What We Found 
We found control weaknesses and 
operational areas that need improvement 
for both DES and grant subrecipients.  Our 
audit identified $175,319 in questioned 
costs1 and $13,691 in identified costs2.   
       Grant Monitoring and Oversight 
We found that DES’ DRI grant monitoring 
and oversight activities need 
improvement.  Adequate monitoring was 
                                                            
1 Questioned cost can include costs incurred pursuant to 
a potential violation of a provision of law, regulation, 
contract, grant, cooperative agreement, or other 
agreement or document governing the expenditures of 
funds, and/or a finding that such costs are not supported 
by adequate documentation, and/or a finding that the 
expenditure of funds for the intended purpose is 

not performed by DES for five of six grant 
subrecipients. 
 
DES and a PBC department reviewed and 
approved documents that resulted in a 
contract not being awarded to the lowest 
bidder.  The difference between the 
contracted amount and the lowest bidder 
was $129,567. 
 
A PBC department generated pay 
applications for construction contractors, 
and did not require contractors to sign or 
submit those pay applications to the 
County. The PBC department presented 
the pay applications to DES for review, but 
DES did not question this process.  
 
Change Orders  
Two grant projects had construction work 
completed prior to the approval of change 
orders.  These change orders totaled 
$30,642. 
 
Davis-Bacon Act 
DES did not properly review, monitor, or 
document compliance with the Davis-
Bacon Act.  Areas needing improvement 
include reviewing  certified payrolls, 

unnecessary or unreasonable in amount.  As such, not 
all questioned costs are indicative of potential fraud or 
waste.  
 
 
2 Identified costs are those dollars that have a potential 
of being returned to offset the taxpayers’ burden. 
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identifying underpayment of wages, 
verifying proper posting of Davis-Bacon 
information, and detecting  and following 
up on deficiencies.  
 
Records Management  
The DRI grant agreements require 
sufficient records be maintained to ensure 
compliance with the terms of the 
agreements.  We noted that certain 
documents were missing or were not 
available in the project files.  Further, we 
found files not systematically organized.  
  
Proper Accounting for Grant Funds 
The PBC Water Utilities Department 
(WUD) did not account for grant funds in 
accordance with PBC Policy and 
Procedure  Memoranda (PPM) # CW-F-
003; Grant Administration. 
 

Additional Matters 
We identified several issues that were not 
directly related to our audit objectives, but 
should be addressed.  Those issues 
include the following: 
 
Expenditure of City Funds 
The City of Riviera Beach (City) expended 
$9,116 on construction work that was 
deemed unacceptable by DES.  
Additionally, DES expended $15,110 to 
complete the unacceptable work. 
 
Further, the City expended funds for 
resident relocation assistance without 

proper justification.  The City paid a total of 
$13,500 for rent on behalf of a resident.  It 
appears that the relocation assistance was 
paid at least six months prior to the grant 
related construction contract.  Lack of 
policies and procedures may have 
contributed to the expenditures. 
 
Additionally, the City made a $191 
overpayment to a construction company, 
and requested reimbursement from the 
contractor on November 24, 2015.   As of 
June 21, 2016, the City has not been 
reimbursed.  
 
Certificates of Insurance 
A PBC department did not ensure that all 
certificates of insurance requirements 
were met for a project.  Additionally, the 
department project insurance tracking 
needs improvement to ensure compliance 
with PBC PPM #CW-F-076, Certificates of 
Insurance. 
 

What We Recommend 
Our report contains 11 findings and 23 
recommendations to assist DES and grant 
subrecipients in improving controls and 
ensuring compliance with grant 
agreements, and related contracts, 
policies, and procedures. The auditees 
concurred with all 23 recommendations 
and indicated that 14 recommendations 
have already been implemented.  
 
 

  



OFFICE OF INSPECTOR GENERAL            AUDIT # 2016-A-0003                           

 
Page 3 of 105 

BACKGROUND 
 
We selected Palm Beach County (PBC) grants management as part of our 2015 Annual 
Audit Plan.  Specifically, we selected the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban 
Development’s Community Development 
Block Grant – Disaster Recovery Initiative 
(DRI), which is administered by the State 
of Florida.  The nature of the DRI program 
is to help cities, counties, and states 
“recover from presidentially declared 
disasters, especially in low- and moderate-
income areas.”  PBC’s Department of 
Economic Sustainability (DES) administers 
programs for business development, 
housing, and community initiatives.  The 
Capital Improvements, Real Estate and 
Inspection Services Section (CIREIS) within DES is responsible for grant funded project 
management, capital improvement projects, and community development projects.  The 
CIREIS Section administered four separate DRI grants within the scope of our audit.3  For 
fiscal years (FY) 2013 and 2014, $14,862,736 passed through to subrecipients for 
expenditures incurred under the DRI grant in PBC.   
 

OBJECTIVES, SCOPE AND METHODOLOGY 
 
The objectives of the audit were to determine whether: 
 

1. Sufficient internal controls were in place to adequately safeguard grant funds.  
 

2. Grant funds were expended in accordance with the grant agreements. 
 

3. Monitoring and oversight activities were effective in achieving the objectives of the 
Community Development Block Grant - Disaster Recovery Initiative.  
 

We selected the following six DRI grant projects and activities for FY 2013 and FY 2014, 
with grant payments to the subrecipients totaling $5,206,281.  Additionally, we extended 
the audit scope into FY 2015 for selected grant activities. 
 

 Pahokee Housing Authority – McClure Village 
 City of Riviera Beach – Housing Rehabilitation  
 City of Delray Beach Fire Station 
 PBC Water Utilities Department (WUD) – Mangonia Park Emergency Generators  
 WUD - Belle Glade Sewer System Inflow and Infiltration Rehabilitation    
 PBC Engineering Services Department – Limestone Creek  

                                                            
3 DRI 2-Agreement Number 07DB-3V-10-60-01-Z07;  DRI 3-Agreement Number  08DB-D3-10-60-01-A07;  DRI 4-
Agreement Number 10DB-K4-10-60-01-K29;  DRI-5-Agreement Number 12DB-P5-10-60-01-K43 
 

U.S. Department of Housing and 
Urban Development Grant 

CDBG Disaster Recovery Initiative 

Florida Department of Economic 
Opportunity (FDEO)

Palm Beach County Department 
of Economic Sustainability (DES)

Subrecipients i.e. municipalities, 
county departments, and  public 
agencies
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Our audit focused on the grant activities of the six grant projects which included 
replacement of public housing, residential rehabilitation, hurricane hardening, lift station 
generators, infrastructure improvement, and storm drainage. Our procedures included but 
were not limited to:  

 
 Reviewing grant contracts and agreements; 
 Reviewing grant policies, procedures, compliance requirements, and evaluating 

compliance; 
 Interviewing appropriate department personnel and grant subrecipients to gain an 

understanding of internal controls; and 
 Selecting a sample of grant reimbursements and performing detailed testing. 

 
This audit was conducted in accordance with generally accepted government auditing 
standards.  Those standards require that we plan and perform the audit to obtain 
sufficient, appropriate evidence to provide a reasonable basis for our findings and 
conclusions based on our audit objectives.  We believe that the evidence obtained 
provides a reasonable basis for our findings and conclusions based on our audit 
objectives. 
 

FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
Finding (1): THE DES CIREIS SECTION’S GRANT MONITORING AND OVERSIGHT 
ACTIVITIES NEED IMPROVEMENT 

 
The grant agreements between the DES and the Florida 
Department of Economic Opportunity (FDEO) state “the 
recipient shall monitor its performance under this Agreement, as 
well as that of its subcontracts, subrecipients, and consultants 
who are paid funds under the Agreement.”  Further, the 
agreements state “such review shall be made for each function 
or activity.”  As a result, DES is required to perform monitoring 
activities for subcontractors, subrecipients, and consultants who 
are paid with grant funds to ensure compliance.   
 

Based on our review of six selected grant funded projects, we determined that DES did 
not adequately perform grant monitoring and compliance activities for five of the six grant 
subrecipients.  More specifically, we found: 
 

 Adequate monitoring was not performed for all DRI grant subrecipients; 
 There was insufficient documentation of monitoring a construction project; 
 A construction contract was not awarded to the lowest bidder (See Finding 2); 
 A PBC  department generated invoices for the contractor, and the invoices did not 

contain the contractor’s signature (See Finding 3); 
 Payments were made prior to approval of construction change orders (See 

Finding 4); and, 
 Multiple issues were identified regarding the Davis-Bacon Act. (See Finding 5).  
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Adequate monitoring was not performed for all DRI grant subrecipients 
 
According to the DRI Program Monitoring Handbook, DES is responsible for ensuring 
subrecipients are performing in compliance with grant requirements, that performance 
goals are achieved, and that corrective action is taken when performance problems arise.  
This is to be achieved by performing a variety of formal monitoring activities as outlined 
in the handbook.4  These activities include such things as reviewing documents and files, 
interviewing subrecipient personnel, and inspecting construction sites.  DES staff are 
required to make written findings when a requirement has been violated, determine what 
steps must take place to improve performance, and issue a monitoring letter to the 
subrecipient within a reasonable time period describing the monitoring results including 
any findings and concerns.  DES was only able to provide us with copies of monitoring 
letters for two of the six grant subrecipients we reviewed.  DES did not thoroughly perform 
monitoring for four of the six grant subrecipients, in accordance with the requirements of 
the DRI Program Monitoring Handbook.  
  
Additionally, the monitoring review letter prepared for the City of Riviera Beach – Housing 
Rehabilitation Project reported four unresolved issues.  The issues identified the need for 
written policies and procedures, written housing rehabilitation standards, a relocation 
policy, and written procedures for third-party monitoring.  However, the City did not 
resolve the identified issues, and DES did not perform any follow-up inquiries.  Not 
adequately performing monitoring activities or following up on reported deficiencies, 
increases the risk of time schedules not being met, required activities not being 
performed, or grant funds not being properly spent.   
 
 
DES did not maintain sufficient documentation to support adequate monitoring or 
on-site visits of a construction project.  
 
The Memorandum of Understanding entered into on July 10, 2012, between DES and 
PBC WUD (a grant subrecipient) stated “the work of the construction contractors requires 
oversight to be provided by assigned staff of WUD”, and “DES shall monitor the progress 
of project implementation and funds expenditure through observation and contact with 
WUD.” 
 
The DES project files for the Belle Glade Inflow Project did not contain sufficient 
documentation to demonstrate adequate monitoring of the project’s progress.  Also, there 
was no evidence that DES staff physically observed the construction site.  It appeared 
that some project meetings were held with WUD staff, but there was no record of what 
transpired at those meetings.   
 

                                                            
4 Palm Beach County Department of Economic Sustainability Disaster Recovery Initiative Program Monitoring 
Handbook 
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A lack of documentation, such as weekly progress reports, site visits, or monitoring letters, 
does not allow for substantiation that DES monitored the progress of the construction 
project or was adequately overseeing the expenditure of grant funds.   
 
Recommendations: 
We recommend that: 
 

(1) DES establish a standard monitoring process which is conducted 
throughout the grant scope of work.  At a minimum, monitoring should 
occur at the beginning, middle and end of a grant project to ensure proper 
execution of the terms of the grant.  

 
(2) DES ensure that written procedures are in place, and followed, to document 

the monitoring of the progress of grant construction projects.   
 
Summary of Management Responses: 
 

(1) This recommendation has been implemented.  DES adopted a revised 
Monitoring Handbook. The Monitoring Handbook establishes 
implementation-phase and post completion monitoring processes that 
ensure compliance with applicable programmatic and contractual 
requirements.  

 

(2) The DES CIREIS Section is continuing development of a Project Manual 
providing guidelines and procedures to CIREIS staff related to project 
management.  Periodic site visits by DES staff will serve to assess overall 
performance toward programmatic goals and to gauge the general level of 
construction progress.  DES files will contain documentation that evidences 
the site visit and construction progress.  Information from the Project 
Manual will begin to be distributed to CIREIS staff over the next six months.   

 
 
Finding (2): A CONSTRUCTION PROJECT WAS NOT AWARDED TO THE LOWEST 
BIDDER  
 
DES made available to the PBC Engineering Services Division (Engineering) 
approximately $1.4 million in DRI grant funds for the Limestone Creek Project.  Sealed 
bids for this project were opened on February 28, 2012.  Engineering tabulated the lowest 
bidder on the construction contract based on the lowest total base bid of $1,012,492.  
However, this amount did not include the cost of “contingent items”.  Upon our inquiry, 
Engineering’s current Director of Roadway Production confirmed that contingent costs 
submitted by bidders are supposed to be included in the bid amounts and taken into 
account when selecting the lowest bidder.   
 
Subsequently, this bid (Bidder 1) was recommended to be awarded by the PBC Board of 
County Commissioners for a contract amount of $1,265,492, which included the 
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“contingent items” totaling $253,000.  As result, the contract was not awarded to the 
lowest bid for all items required by the bid, including “contingent items.” (See Exhibit 1.) 
 
Exhibit 1 

  
Awarded Contract
        Bidder 1           Bidder 2           Bidder 3           Bidder 4 

Total Base Bid  $1,012,492.00 $1,073,655.30 $1,141,115.98  $1,197,749.67

Contingent Items  $253,000.00 $62,270.00 $16,050.00  $73,168.48

Grand Total  $1,265,492.00 $1,135,925.30 $1,157,165.98  $1,270,918.15

 
Also, a document titled “Bidding Information and Contractor Eligibility” was signed by both 
the former PBC’s Engineering Services Division Director and the CIREIS Section 
Manager for submission to the State of Florida Department of Economic Opportunity 
(FDEO) for approval.  The document noted that the award for low bidder was for a contract 
amount of $1,265,492, which included the “contingent items”.  Including the “contingent 
items” in the bid tabulations make Bidder 2 the lowest bidder with a total bid of $1,135,925, 
and not Bidder 1.  Thus, we are questioning costs of $129,567; the difference between 
the contract award of $1,265,492 and the lowest bid inclusive of contingent items which 
was $1,135,925.   
 
In the contract documents Section 3 - Award and Execution of Contract, the definition of 
low bid does not address the term “contingent items”.  Low bid is defined as “the lowest 
amount bid for the ‘Total Bid’, and if any alternates are considered, it shall be the ‘Base 
Bid’ plus the addition for the alternates or alternates which the Owner may select.”  The 
terms “Total Bid”, “Base Bid” and “contingent items” are not defined in the contract 
documents.  Insufficient guidance exists on the treatment of “contingent items” in the 
contract bid process. 
 
Recommendations: 
We recommend that: 
 

(3) DES properly review the procurement process utilized by grant 
subrecipients to ensure that contracts are awarded to the lowest, 
responsible, responsive bidder.    

 
(4) The PBC Engineering Department take steps to ensure staff correctly and 

consistently implement the invitation to bid provisions when awarding 
contracts. 
 

Summary of Management Responses: 
 

(3) In consultation with County construction departments, DES will consider 
development of a PPM to direct staff in the process of review of construction 
procurements.  This action will be implemented over the next six months. 
  

I 

I I 
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(4) PBC Engineering Department concurs with the finding. Currently, the 
Roadway Production Division awards bids based on the total bid, which is 
base bid plus contingencies, so this issue was addressed some time ago.  
However, we have further clarified our contract language.  The standard 
tabulation form clearly indicates all items included in the total bid.  

 
 
Finding (3): A PBC DEPARTMENT GENERATED PAY APPLICATIONS FOR THE 
CONTRACTOR, AND THE PAY APPLICATIONS DID NOT CONTAIN THE 
CONTRACTOR’S SIGNATURE 
      
During our review of the Limestone Creek Project, we identified that PBC Engineering’s 
Construction Coordination Division did not require the construction contractor to provide 
PBC with pay applications.  Instead, the Division’s Project Inspector prepared an estimate 
of work completed in coordination with the contractor.  When the amount was agreed 
upon by both parties, an internally created pay application was generated by PBC 
Construction Coordination Division staff.  After approval by the PBC Engineering 
management, the pay application was sent to the PBC Clerk and Comptroller’s Finance 
Division for processing.    Additionally, the internally created pay applications were not 
required to be signed, verified in writing, or submitted by the contractor.   
 
As stated in the contract documents for the project, “the Contractor will be notified at the 
Pre Construction meeting the manner in which pay requests are to be prepared and 
directed to the County.  For a payment request to be deemed acceptable, the Contractor 
must provide the following:  Pay Request No. 1 …”.  Further, Florida Statute 218.74, 
Procedures for calculation of payment due dates, states “Each local governmental entity 
shall establish procedures whereby each payment request or invoice received by the local 
government entity is marked as received on the date on which it is delivered to an agent 
or employee of the local government entity or of a facility or office of the local government 
entity”.  These procedures are needed to determine the due date for payment, and ensure 
compliance with Florida Statute 218.735, Timely payment for purchases of construction 
services. 
   
In the construction contracting industry it is a common practice for contractors to certify 
on each pay request that the work documented was performed in accordance with the 
contract.  We noted the internally generated pay application is similar to the American 
Institute of Architects’ Document G702, Application and Certification for Payment, with 
the exception of a contractor’s signature block attesting to the completion of work in 
accordance with the contract documents.  
 
Requiring contractors to sign and certify payment requests is a key control to help ensure 
work has been completed in accordance with the contract.  Generating pay applications 
on behalf of contractors, and not requiring contractors to sign pay applications, increases 
the risk of errors, reduces accountability, may result in incorrect payments or payment for 
work not fully completed, and does not allow for determining whether timely payments 
were made in compliance with Florida Statute 218.735.   
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The Memorandum of Understanding between DES and PBC Engineering requires DES 
to review the pay requests submitted by Engineering.  Eleven pay requests totaling 
$1,414,060 were submitted to DES for this grant project, and the internally generated pay 
applications, which lacked the contractor’s signature, were not questioned by DES staff.   
 
In late April 2015, the PBC Clerk and Comptroller’s Financial Services Division questioned 
the pay application process; and as of late November 2015, PBC Engineering now 
requires a contractor’s signature on the application to pay.  According to PBC Engineering 
Construction Coordination management, this process of PBC staff preparing contractor 
pay applications has been on-going for decades.  For FY 2014, contracts totaling 
approximately $11,609,000 were reviewed and processed using this method.   
 
Recommendations: 
We recommend that: 
 

(5) DES closely review the requests for reimbursement of grant funds to ensure 
pay applications are generated by the contractor, and not by County staff.   

 
(6) The Department of Engineering’s Construction Coordination Division 

require all contractors to prepare and sign pay applications.  The use of a 
format similar to the American Institute of Architects’ Document G702 could 
also facilitate the certification that the work performed by the contractor 
was in accordance with the contract documents. 

 
Summary of Management Responses: 
 

(5) DES will review pay applications to ensure that they have been signed by 
the contractor. 

 
(6) The Engineering Department concurs that the contractor was not required 

to sign off on the pay applications for the project.  As noted in your report, 
this was changed in November 2015.  Contractors are now required to sign 
all pay applications prior to payment.  We continue to meet with the 
contractor to jointly prepare the estimates, working together on the 
quantities.  Once agreed to, our staff prepares the estimate, the contractor 
reviews and signs, and we submit for payment.  We will continue to look 
into the method suggested by you with the contractors to see if we can make 
our system even more efficient.  

 
 
Finding (4): CONSTRUCTION WORK WAS COMPLETED PRIOR TO APPROVAL OF 
CHANGE ORDERS 
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Change orders represent a high risk in a construction project because the contractor can 
inflate the cost of work; add scope of work not originally intended, or bill for work that is 
already part of the original agreement.  The lack of proper controls for change orders can 
cause a significant increase in the project cost.  The “Work Program Narrative” section of 
the subrecipient’s grant agreements indicates that the 
subrecipients shall obtain DES’ approval prior to 
executing change orders to any construction 
contracts.  We identified two subrecipient projects for 
which work was performed prior to change orders 
being approved by DES. 
 
During the City of Riviera Beach Housing 
Rehabilitation Project, the City paid the contractor for work that had not yet been 
approved. The City issued a check in the amount of $9,310 on January 11, 2013, for a 
change order that was subsequently approved by DES on February 6, 2013 (26 days 
later).  Thus, we are questioning these costs.  For another change order related to this 
project, the request for payment of $3,820 was submitted prior to the approval of the 
change order.  Thus, we are also questioning these costs, for total questioned costs of 
$13,130.  We noted that the FDEO had also identified that the work had been completed 
prior to the change order being submitted for approval, and they requested that future 
change orders be submitted prior to the work being completed.   
 
Additionally, we noted two instances during the Pahokee Housing Authority’s McClure 
Village Project where work totaling $17,512 was performed prior to the review and 
approval of the change order by DES.  Therefore, we are also questioning these costs.   
 
Change orders should be approved prior to the work being initiated to ensure there is not 
a duplication of work, that work is necessary and appropriate and that the estimated cost 
of the work, including overhead and profit, is reasonable. 
 
Recommendation: 
We recommend that: 

 
(7) DES CIREIS Section enhance their monitoring activities to ensure grant 

subrecipients have proper controls in place for the construction contract 
change order process.  Subrecipients should be made aware of the 
construction change order process, and notified each time the process is 
not properly followed.  This will help ensure proper approval is obtained 
before the contractor performs additional work on a project. 
 

 

Summary of Management Response: 
 

(7) The requirements for the change order approval process will continue to be 
set forth in the subrecipient agreement.  DES will provide technical 
assistance regarding the change order approval process to subrecipients at 
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project initiation and throughout implementation. This recommendation is 
already being implemented.   

 
 
Finding (5): DES DID NOT PROPERLY REVIEW, MONITOR, OR DOCUMENT 
SUBRECIPIENT COMPLIANCE WITH THE DAVIS-BACON ACT  
 
The Davis-Bacon Act requires the payment of prevailing wage rates (which are 
determined by the U.S. Department of Labor) to all laborers and mechanics on Federal 
government construction projects in excess of $2,000.  Attachment (B) State and Federal 
Statutes and Regulations of the signed agreement between the FDEO and DES requires 
DES to comply with the Davis-Bacon Act.  For four of the six grant subrecipients we 
reviewed, DES’ CIREIS Section was responsible for the proper administration and 
enforcement of contract provisions covered by Davis-Bacon requirements.  As the 
contract administrator, DES is to monitor labor standard compliance by conducting 
interviews with construction workers at the job site, reviewing payroll reports, and 
overseeing any enforcement actions that may be required.  

 
We identified that the DES CIREIS section did not adequately monitor or document grant 
subrecipients’ compliance with the Davis-Bacon Act.     
                                                                                                                                                                  
Specifically, DES could not demonstrate:  
 

 Proper placement and posting of the Davis-Bacon poster and wage determination 
at the construction site; 

 Documentation indicating a review of originally submitted certified payrolls; 
 Proper documentation of payroll errors and follow-up on payroll corrections; and 
 Review and follow-up of contractor restitution due to project employees as a result 

of underpayment of wages. 
 

Additionally, we identified numerous errors and issues with the certified payroll 
submissions which went undetected by DES.  We also noted a job site interview 
conducted by DES identified an employee who did not appear on the certified payroll 
report.   
 
Davis-Bacon Poster and Wage Determination 
 
The Federal Labor Standards Provisions listed in the contract agreements between the 
grant subrecipients and the contractors state, “The wage determination and the Davis-
Bacon poster shall be posted at all times by the contractor and its subcontractors at the 
work site in a prominent and accessible place where it can be easily seen by the workers.”  
DES did not visit either of the two projects we selected to confirm that the Davis-Bacon 
poster and wage determination were posted on the job site.  But rather the DES 
representative asked the contractor to send a photo of the posters to their office.  The 
photographic evidence did not sufficiently demonstrate that the wage determination and 
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the Davis-Bacon poster were located at the work sites in a prominent and accessible 
place. 
 
Inadequate Certified Payroll Review – Numerous Issues undetected by DES 
 
The Davis-Bacon Act provision of 20 CFR 5.5(a) (1) states, “All laborers and mechanics 
employed or working upon the site of work will be paid unconditionally … computed at 
rates not less than those contained in the wage determination.”  To ensure that this 
requirement is met, a review of the certified payroll submitted by the contractor is to be 
performed.  According to HUD guidelines, certified payrolls are to be submitted for every 
week the contractor works on the grant project.  Any changes to data on a submitted 
payroll report must be reported on a certified correction payroll.  In no case, should a 
payroll report be returned to the contractor for revision.5 
 
Our review of the City of Delray Beach Fire Station Project noted the following issues:  
 

 There was a 60 hour variance between the number of hours worked as indicated 
on the contractor’s certified payrolls submitted to DES, and the number of hours 
worked as indicated on the certified payrolls the contractor submitted to the city. 
 

 The project files maintained by the city contained 20 “original” certified payrolls for 
the prime contractor.  However, DES’ project files did not contain 12 of those 
“original” certified payrolls.  For those 12 payrolls the word “corrected” was 
handwritten in the upper left corner.  Also, the information on the “corrected” 
payrolls differed from the information on the “original” payrolls.   There was no 
documentation that indicated DES reviewed the originally submitted payrolls to 
ensure compliance with Davis-Bacon requirements, or why the original payrolls 
were corrected. 
 

 A subcontractor submitted an unsigned letter to DES indicating that they provided 
their employees a fringe benefit for life insurance valued at $2.92 per hour.  Wage 
rates may include fringe benefits; however, there was no verification by DES that 
the subcontractor actually provided the fringe benefit.   
 

 For this same subcontractor, there were several copies of restitution checks in the 
project files payable to project employees.  However, there was insufficient 
documentation regarding these checks such as how the amounts were derived, 
and no evidence DES notified the contractor of underpayment of wages as 
required under Davis-Bacon.     
 

Our review of a sample of 21 certified payrolls from the Pahokee Housing Authority’s 
McClure Village Project identified the following types of issues and errors: 
 

 Two subcontractor employees appeared to be underpaid by a total of $140; 
                                                            
5 U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development; Davis-Bacon Labor Standards – A Contractor’s Guide to 
Prevailing Wage Requirements for Federally-Assisted Construction Projects 
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 Incomplete payroll forms and mathematical errors; 
 Inaccurate payroll classifications which were not subsequently adjusted after 

notification from the FDOE; 
 An unidentified job classification on the certified payroll form; and, 
 Missing documents such as the second page of the U.S. Department of Labor’s 

Payroll form that requires the contractor’s signature certifying the payroll.     
 

The above issues indicate that DES did not adequately monitor or review the payroll 
documents for compliance with the prescribed wage rate, and other Davis-Bacon 
requirements.  Requiring reviews may have mitigated some of the numerous errors and 
issues we noted during our audit.  
 
On-site interviews 
 
DES CIREIS Section performed on-site interviews with workers associated with the PBC 
Engineering Limestone Creek Project.  The DES staff representative interviewed a worker 
at the project work site, who did not appear on any of the certified payrolls.  In addition, 
we noted in a correspondence between DES and the contractor’s administrative staff that 
the contractor never had an employee by that name.  Further, there was no 
documentation in the DES project file that addressed resolution of this matter.  As of June 
6, 2016, this matter had not been resolved.  
 
The contract administrator should periodically compare the interview information to the 
payrolls to ensure that labor standards are met.  If discrepancies are identified, the 
contract administrator should contact the contractor with steps to correct the problem.  
 

Recommendations: 
We recommend that DES CIREIS Section Management: 
 

(8) Review and retrain staff on the compliance requirements associated with 
the Davis-Bacon Act. 

 

(9) Develop and implement procedures and controls to ensure compliance with 
the Davis-Bacon Act. 
   

(10) Establish and perform a review process for all applicable grant compliance 
requirements to ensure proper fulfillment of the grant agreement.  
 

(11) Request the contractor to make restitution payments where it was identified 
that grant project workers were underpaid.     

 
 

Summary of Management Responses: 
 

(8) CIREIS staff will continue to take advantage of opportunities for training on 
Davis-Bacon and Related Acts (DBRA) offered by the U.S. Department of 
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Housing and Urban Development and the U.S. Department of Labor.  DBRA 
training is an on-going process. 
  

(9) DES will explore various alternatives for improving DBRA compliance. DES 
will consider development of a PPM requiring that subrecipients share 
responsibility for compliance with DBRA requirements.  Additionally, DES 
will explore utilizing HUD approved DBRA payroll review software to 
evaluate certified payrolls and explore the use of DBRA consultant services.  
CIREIS staff will be provided with DBRA materials to assist in oversight and 
enforcement efforts.  These actions will be implemented over the next six 
months. 
  

(10) The DES Monitoring Handbook and the CIREIS Project Manual establish 
processes for review of applicable grant requirements. DES currently 
utilizes these processes to ensure compliance with applicable 
requirements.  
 

(11) DES staff will review the payroll errors identified in the audit in accordance 
with DBRA requirements, and will request contractor(s) to pay restitution 
determined to be payable to contractor employees.  DES will complete such 
review, and send any applicable notice to affected contractor(s) within six 
months.  

 
 
Finding (6): DES RECORDS MANAGEMENT NEEDS IMPROVEMENT 
 
PBC adheres to the Florida Department of State’s records management standards and 
requirements for managing public records to ensure records are created, used, 
maintained, and disposed of economically and effectively.  Additionally, Section 5 of the 
DRI grant agreement between the FDEO and DES requires PBC to maintain sufficient 

records to ensure compliance with the terms of the 
agreement, as well as the compliance of contractors 
and subcontractors that are paid from grant funds. 
 
Key documents and records pertaining to the DRI 
projects were missing or not readily available.  For 
example, in one instance, the second page of the U.S. 
Department of Labor’s Payroll form was missing; thus, 
the payroll retained by DES lacked the contractor’s 
required signature.  We also noted a required DRI5 

Monthly Status Report for July 2013 was missing from the files.  
  
The files provided by DES were in disarray and not systematically organized.  Some 
folders were not labeled, documents were randomly placed in the folders, and some files 
contained numerous duplicate copies of documents.  The lack of file organization made 
it difficult to locate documents.  Throughout the audit, DES had difficulty locating 
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requested documentation, and informed us that any missing documents may be with the 
subrecipients.    
 
We performed site visits for all of the subrecipients selected under our audit scope.  The 
project files maintained by the subrecipients were well organized and complete, and 
contributed to completion of our audit procedures. 
 
A lack of supporting documentation contributes to the inability to track and monitor grant 
activities and grant disbursements.  Conversely, proper records management ensures 
information is available when and where it is needed.  It allows information to be retrieved 
efficiently to support basic operations, audit, and legal requests.  It also ensures record 
storage is in compliance with statutory regulations.6 
 
Recommendation: 

 
(12) We recommend that DES develop a documented records management 

process and establish, a centralized location for the maintenance of grant 
documentation; this could include: the development of a project folder, 
organizational guide, and document checklist.  These items may facilitate 
the collection and retention of the grant and grant project documents.  

 
Summary of Management Response: 

 
(12) DES will take actions to enhance the organization, uniformity, and 

completeness of DRI records including the use of file organization guides 
and/or file completeness checklists.  CIREIS will review the audited closed 
DRI project files, and prepare file completeness checklists. This action will 
be completed within the next six months.  

 
 
Finding (7): PBC WATER UTILITIES DEPARTMENT (WUD) DID NOT ACCOUNT FOR 
GRANT FUNDS IN ACCORDANCE WITH PBC POLICY AND PROCEDURE  
MEMORANDA (PPM) # CW-F-003; GRANT ADMINISTRATION  
 
For the PBC WUD’s Belle Glade Sewer Inflow and Infiltration Project, we requested 
documentation of grant funds posted to WUD’s financial records in order to reconcile the 
amount of grant expenditures paid, as compared to the amount of grant revenue received 
on the construction project.  The WUD Finance staff had difficulty locating where the grant 
revenue received was posted in their financial records.  Subsequently, we were provided 
with a Crystal report7 which identified the grant revenue posted to Capital Improvement 
Revenues within the WUD Capital Improvement Fund.  We were then able to reconcile 
the revenue amount.  

                                                            
6 Florida Department of State, Division of Library and Information Services, About Records Management - Web 
February 18, 2016 
7 Crystal Report is a business intelligence application.  It is used to design and generate reports from a wide range of 
data sources. 
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The PBC PPM # CW-F-003 Grant Administration, Part III Accounting and Budgeting (A) 
states “Grant funds are to be established in such a manner as to be readily identifiable 
within the County’s Financial System.”  This must be accomplished through the use of 
one of the following methods: 
 

1. A separate fund if required by the grant agreement; 
2. A separate unit code identified as a single grant; 
3. The Cost Accounting – Grant Method which is a combination of unit, subunit, and 

program period or other appropriate fields as necessary.  
            
However, none of these three methods were used by the PBC WUD Finance Department 
for the grant fund. 
 
Further, Part (C) of the PPM states that “grants established in capital funds are to be 
established as separate unit codes as well as identified as projects.”  This procedure was 
also not followed.  The grant revenue in the amount of $1,342,457 for this project was 
comingled in a capital improvement revenue account totaling approximately $34 million.  
Subsequent conversation with WUD management indicated that PPM # CW-F-003 Grant 
Administration has not been fully implemented. 
  
Recommendation:  

 
(13) We recommend that PBC WUD management establish and account for grant 

funds as prescribed in the PBC PPM # CW-F-003 for all grants that they 
administer.  
 

Summary of Management Response: 
 

(13) PBC WUD concurs with the recommendation and began accounting for all 
grants in a separate unit as prescribed by PBC PPM # CW-F-003.  
Additionally, on June 1, 2016, the Department established PPM WUD-F-030.  
This PPM provides that all grants must be accounted for in one of the three 
prescribed methods, thus adhering to County policy and best practices in 
grants administration. 
 
 
 
 
 
 

ADDITIONAL MATTERS 
 
In our review of certain grant related documents and transactions, we identified several 
issues which we are reporting under “Additional Matters.”  The issues are not directly 
related to the expenditure of grant funds and were not related to DRI grant compliance 
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requirements; thus, were not part of our audit objectives.  Nonetheless, these issues 
should be reviewed and resolved by management to ensure safeguarding of assets and 
taxpayer dollars.  
 
 
Finding (8): THE CITY OF RIVIERA BEACH EXPENDED CITY FUNDS ON GRANT  
RELATED CONSTRUCTION WORK THAT WAS DEEMED UNACCEPTABLE BY PBC 
DES 
 
Section D of the agreement between DES and the City details the utilization of a “Program 
Inspector,” and states “The Inspector shall either be an employee of the Municipality or a 
qualified consultant under contract with the Municipality,” and “The Inspector shall, at a 
minimum perform inspections of residential structures for compliance with housing and 
building codes…inspect rehabilitation construction work in progress, and review and 
approve contractor payment requests.”  
 
All construction invoices on the housing rehabilitation project were signed by the City 
consultant/building official and the City’s project inspector who attested to the description 
of work as complete and accurate in conjunction with the contract.  The City sought 
reimbursement under the DRI grant for $35,186.  Prior to approving the reimbursement, 
a DES community development coordinator inspected the construction work completed 
on the residence.  Of the $35,186 amount requested, DES deemed the amount eligible 
for reimbursement to be $26,070, and $9,116 was not eligible because the work did not 
meet the building codes, and was unacceptable.  As a result, DES subsequently entered 
into a construction contract with another contractor to complete the unacceptable 
construction work for a cost of $15,110.  We are questioning the $9,116 the City paid for 
unacceptable work, and the additional net cost of $5,994, ($15,110 - $9,116) that DES 
paid to complete the scope of work and to bring it up to code.  
 
Recommendation: 

(14) We recommend that regularly scheduled thorough on-site inspections take 
place on construction projects to ensure that the work performed is 
adequate.  At a minimum, performing thorough initial and mid-range site 
visits will reduce the likelihood of unsatisfactory work being identified at the 
end of the construction project.  

 
Summary Management Responses: 

 
(14) DES:  Periodic construction project site visits by DES staff will serve to 

gauge the general level of construction progress.  DES files will contain 
documentation that evidences the site visit.  DES will develop and utilize a 
standard form to document site visits performed by DES staff.  This action 
will be completed within six months.  
 

(14) City of Riviera Beach: In the future, City Management will ensure 
acceptability of work performed by City contractors by increasing the 
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amount of contractor oversight.  The City is committed to performing 
building inspections as specified by the Florida Building Code and all 
inspectors are certified as stipulated in Florida Statute 468.  This is an on-
going commitment, and as such, this item is complete. 

  
 
Finding (9): THE CITY OF RIVIERA BEACH EXPENDED FUNDS FOR RELOCATION 
ASSISTANCE WITHOUT APPROPRIATE JUSTIFICATION OR GUIDANCE  
 
The City and PBC approved a City resident for a housing rehabilitation project under the 
DRI Program.  According to City records, a construction contract was entered into on April 
25, 2011, to commence repairs on the property.  The first construction invoice was 
submitted to the City on June 16, 2011.  The City paid a total of $13,500 for rent on behalf 
of the resident from October 2010 through December 2011.  Based on documentation 
provided by the City, it appears that relocation assistance was paid by the City for at least 
six months prior to the grant related construction contract.   
 
Additionally, the City does not have policies, procedures, or eligibility guidelines for these 
types of expenditures.  On February 22, 2012, DES conducted a monitoring of the grant 
award to the City.  The report requested the City to provide a copy of the policies and 
procedures for its relocation project in order to be able to request a grant agreement 
modification for the relocation reimbursement.  Subsequently, the FDEO indicated that 
rent paid on behalf of the DRI grant participant was not an allowable grant reimbursement.  
A HUD letter dated May 24, 2012, stated, “After careful review, HUD concludes that [the 
resident] does not qualify as a displaced person under the URA8 and is not eligible for 
relocation assistance.”  Thus, we included the rental payments of $13,500 paid by the 
City on behalf of a grant participant as identified costs. 
 
Contractor Overpayment 
 
Additionally, a $191 overpayment was made to a contractor on April 19, 2013.  DES did 
not reimburse the City for the overpayment.  When we brought this matter to City staff’s 
attention, the City took action to request reimbursement of the $191 from the contractor 
on November 24, 2015.  As of June 21, 2016, the contractor has not yet reimbursed the 
City for the overpayment; thus, we included this as identified costs. 
 
 
 
 
 
Recommendations: 
We recommend:  
 

(15) City Management ensure that written policies and procedures for relocation 
assistance are developed and communicated to employees.  

                                                            
8 Uniform Relocation Act (URA) 
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(16) City Staff become knowledgeable in all of the requirements, processes and 

procedures related to their grant agreements, especially regarding 
allowable and unallowable expenditures. 

 
(17) City Management consider seeking reimbursement from the resident for any 

unjustified relocation payments paid on behalf of the DRI grant participant. 
 

(18) The City continue its efforts in the recovery of the $191 overpayment made 
to the contractor. 
 

Summary of Management Responses: 

 
(15) As future relocation assistance scenarios unfold, the City will develop 

appropriate written policy/procedure. 
 

(16) As new grant agreements are executed, City Management will ensure that 
City staff responsible for administering grants understands the grant 
requirements. This is an on-going commitment. 
 

(17) The City Attorney’s Office will be asked to determine if the City can seek 
reimbursement, and what amount, if any, the City can likely recover in Court.  
A decision will then be made as to whether it makes economic sense for the 
City to seek the recovery of funds.  The City will try to recover the funds 
through informal means first. 
  

(18) The City received a written commitment from the contractor in question that 
the $191 will be reimbursed.  

 
 
Finding (10): PBC WUD DID NOT ENSURE CERTIFICATE OF INSURANCE 
REQUIREMENTS WERE MET FOR A PROJECT  

 
The certificate of insurance submitted with the bid documents for the Belle Glade Sewer 
System Inflow and Infiltration Rehabilitation Project indicated a policy expiration date of 
January 31, 2015, which was prior to the contract approval date of February 3, 2015.  
Evidence of renewal coverage was not provided prior to execution of the contract as 
required.  Additionally, the certificate of insurance provided to us for the period January 
31, 2015 through January 31, 2016 did not clearly indicate the project name and project 
number as required.   
 
Section 18, Contractor’s Insurance, of the contract states the “Contractor shall deliver to 
Owner Certificate(s) of insurance evidencing that such policies are in full force and effect 
prior to execution of the Contract by Owner and prior to commencement of work on the 
project,” and also states that certificates of insurance “shall clearly indicate the project 
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name and project number to which it applies.”  Not obtaining adequate proof of insurance 
creates a risk that PBC construction projects may not be adequately insured.  
 
Recommendation: 
We recommend: 
 

(19) PBC WUD implement controls to ensure compliance with certificates of 
insurance requirements.  Staff should document applicable requirements 
for each project, and adequately review certificates of insurance for 
compliance.  

 

Management Response: 
 

(19) PBC WUD concurs with this recommendation, The Department has been 
utilizing the Insurance Tracking System (ITS) for compliance of insurance, 
monitoring and tracking since May 2015. 

 
 
Finding (11): PBC WUD PROJECT INSURANCE TRACKING NEEDS IMPROVEMENT 
TO ENSURE COMPLIANCE WITH PBC PPM # CW-F-076, CERTIFICATES OF 
INSURANCE 
 
PBC Risk Management began a process to utilize a third-party vendor, Insurance 
Tracking System (ITS) for the tracking of certificates of insurance on behalf of PBC user 
departments.  This process and system were implemented at WUD on January 23, 2015; 
and was followed by a PBC PPM # CW-F-076, dated April 8, 2015 addressing certificates 
of insurance.  The purpose of this PPM is to ensure that contracts are in compliance with 
insurance requirements through the collection and proper maintenance of the certificates 
of insurance.  Section III of the PPM states, “user departments shall periodically 
monitor/review a contracted vendor’s status 
and/or run reports from the Third-Party Vendor’s9 
web-based system for audit purposes.”  
 
The ITS system allows any user department to 
generate a report which lists all contractor 
projects, and indicates insurance coverage 
compliance or non-compliance as determined by 
ITS.  A November 23, 2015, ITS report did not list a known contractor, or their projects, 
although it appeared that the insurance information for these projects had been initially 
entered into the system for compliance review.  As a result, Risk Management 
communicated with ITS representatives about this matter.  ITS indicated that it was 
unknown as to why the contractor information was missing from their system.  Because 
all construction projects were not in the ITS compliance system, the possibility exists that 
projects may not have all been fully insured.  

                                                            
9 The third party vendor is Insurance Tracking System, (ITS). 
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PBC WUD does not have written procedures that address the input of insurance 
information into ITS, reconciliation of contract projects to required insurance, or the 
periodic review of a contracted vendor’s insurance status through the ITS reports.   
 
Recommendations: 
We recommend: 
 

(20) PBC WUD develop written procedures to provide guidance in processing 
certificates of insurance for compliance review.  This will help ensure that 
all required certificates are input, monitored, and maintained. 

 

(21) PBC WUD implement a reconciliation process to ensure that all projects 
requiring insurance have been entered into the ITS system and are reviewed 
for compliance in a timely manner through the use of ITS reports.  

      
(22) PBC WUD request the Risk Management Department provide additional ITS 

training specifically tailored to WUD activities.  
 

(23) PBC Risk Management research why WUD transactions were missing from 
the ITS report; and if necessary, strengthen internal controls to avoid this 
type of occurrence in the future.   

 
Summary of Management Responses: 
 

(20) PBC WUD agrees and complies with this recommendation.  PBC WUD 
added ITS requirements to the check list for Board of County 
Commissioners (BCC) agenda items dated May 8, 2015.  
 

(21) PBC WUD agrees and complies with this recommendation.  All consultant 
and construction contracts have been entered into ITS. The PBC WUD 
Project Managers are responsible for their projects and maintaining 
compliance.  PBC WUD Management periodically reviews ITS to verify 
compliance.   
 

(22) PBC WUD agrees and complied with this recommendation.  On April 25, 
2016, Risk Management held additional WUD specific training at PBC WUD 
with appropriate Engineering staff in attendance.   

 
(23) PBC Risk Management concurs with the finding and has taken the following 

corrective action.  We requested and verified that ITS modified their internal 
protocols to allow for the viewing of “in progress” contracts and 
certificates.  The new protocol requires them to upload the data (even if 
incomplete or pending) allowing user departments to track progress at all 
times. 
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SUMMARY OF POTENTIAL FINANCIAL AND OTHER BENEFITS 
 IDENTIFIED IN THE AUDIT 

 
Questioned Costs 

 

Finding Description 
 

Questioned Costs
 

                                    DES – Grants Management 
2 Construction project not awarded to the lowest 

bidder 
 

  $129,567 

4 City of Riviera Beach paid for construction work 
prior to change order approval 

 
   $13,130 

4 Pahokee Housing Authority paid for construction 
work prior to approving change orders 

         
           $17,512 

 
  

 

 Additional Matters  
8 City of Riviera Beach paying for unacceptable 

construction work 
     $9,116    

8 Additional cost incurred by DES to correct the 
unacceptable construction work 

   
    $5,994  

 
TOTAL QUESTIONED COSTS  $175,319

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Identified Costs 
 

Finding Description 
 

Identified Costs 
 

 Additional Matters  

9 
Use of City funds for relocation assistance 
without appropriate justification 

$13,500 

 City of Riviera Beach overpaid contractor       $191 
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TOTAL IDENTIFIED COSTS $13,691 

 
 

 
ATTACHMENTS 

 
Attachment 1 – DES Management Response 
Attachment 2 – PBC Engineering Services Division Management Response 
Attachment 3 – PBC WUD Management Response  
Attachment 4 – City of Riviera Beach Management Response 
Attachment 5 – PBC Risk Management Department Management Response 
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ATTACHMENT 1 – DES Management Response 

Department of 
Economic Sustainability 

Strategic Planning & Operations 

100 Auslntliun Avenue - Suite #500 

West Palm Reach, FL 33406 

(561) 233-3600 

lttp:llwww.pbcgov.com/DESI 

Palm Beach County 
Board of County 
Commissionc.rs: 

Ma,y Lou Ilerger, Mayor 

Hal R. Vakche, Vice Mayor 

Paulette Ilurdick 

Shelley Vana 

Steven I •. Abrams 

Melissa McKinlay 

Priscilla A. ·1·aylor 

County Administrator 

Verdeniu C. Oak.er 

"An Equal Opportunity 
Affirmative Action l:::mployer " 

July 20, 2016 

Bob Bliss, Director of Audit 
Office of Inspector General 
Palm Beach County 
P.O. Box 16568 
West Palm Beach, FL 33416-6568 

RE: Draft Audit Report, Palm Beach County Department of 
Economic Sustainability, Grants Management 

Mr. Bliss: 

Thank you for your memorandum dated June 30, 2016, which 
transmitted the Draft Audit Report on Department of Economic 
Sustainability (DES) grants management. DES welcomes your review 
of the Florida Community Development Block Grant Disaster Recovery 
Initiative (ORI) Program. The ORI Program was a great success in 
meeting the disaster recovery and mitigation needs of individuals and 
communities throughout Palm Beach County. 

Please find attached DES Management Response to the Draft Audit 
Report dated June 30, 2016. 

I thank you and your staff for your professionalism throughout the 
course of the audit, and the opportunities for discourse which have 
been afforded. Please do not hesitate to contact me directly at 233-
3602 should you have any questions or require additional information. 

Sincerely, 

Cc: John Carey, Inspector General, PBC 
Shannon LaRocque, Assistant County Administrator, PBC 
Sherry Howard, Deputy Director, PBC DES 
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ATTACHMENT 1 – DES Management Response Continued 

Background 

PBC Department of Economic Sustainability 
Response to Draft Audit Report Dated June 30, 2016 

Between 2005 and 2012, the Florida Department of Economic Opportunity (DEO) 
awarded Palm Beach County over $50 million through five (5) separate funding awards 
under the Community Development Block Grant Disaster Recovery Initiative (ORI) 
Program. The Department of Economic Sustainability successfully invested these funds in 
more than 70 ORI activities undertaken through partnerships with 25 separate entities, 
leveraging nearly $3.4 million from other sources. Infrastructure and public facility 
accomplishments included the construction or rehabilitation of 28 drainage and roadway 
projects, 17 water and sewer projects, and six (6) community facilities. Housing 
accomplishments included the demolition of 206 dilapidated housing units, new 
construction of 54 housing units, rehabilitation of 216 single-family housing units, and the 
rehabilitation of 1,681 multi-family housing units. All together, these projects are 
benefitting over 163,000 Palm Beach County residents. 

In January 2016, DEO notified DES that it had successfully closed out the ORI program. 
During the term of the DRI grants, DEO conducted no less than seven (7) monitoring site 
visits to Palm Beach County. At present, no open findings or concerns remain from these 
monitorings. Additionally, the Palm Beach County Internal Auditor reviewed the ORI 
program with Audit Report 2014-08, dated April 8, 2014. The Internal Auditor's follow up 
report dated, October 16, 2015, concluded that DES had successfully implemented all 
recommendations and corrective actions identified in Audit Report 2014-08. 

The Office of Inspector General scope focused on six (6) Disaster Recovery Initiative 
(ORI) Program activities during Fiscal Years 2013 and 2014 which totaled $7,426,946.85 
under four (4) separate grant allocations. 

DES management responses follow each audit finding and recommendation below. 

Finding 1: DES did not maintain sufficient documentation to supporl adequate 
monitoring or on-site visits of a construction project. 

DES Response: DES monitoring met ORI Program requirements. 

The audit report states: 
The grant agreements between the DES and the Florida Department of Economic 
Opportunity (FDEO) state "the recipient shall monitor its performance under this 
Agreement, as well as that of its subcontracts, subrecipients, and consultants who 
are paid funds under the Agreement." Furlher, the agreements state "such review 
shall be made for each function or activity." As a result, DES is required to perform 
monitoring activities for subcontractors, subrecipients, and consultants who are 
paid with grant funds to ensure compliance. 

The full paragraph taken directly from the agreement with DEO is as follows: 

Page 1 of9 
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ATTACHMENT 1 – DES Management Response Continued 
 

 

PBC Department of Economic Sustainability 
Response to Draft Audit Report Dated June 30, 2016 

(8) MONITORING 
The Recipient shall monitor its performance under this Agreement, as well as that 
of its subrecipients, subcontractors and/or consultants who are paid from funds 
provided under this Agreement, to ensure that time schedules are being met, the 
Schedule of Deliverables and Scope of Work are being accomplished within the 
specified time periods, and other performance goals are being achieved. A review 
shall be done for each function or activity in Attachment A to this Agreement, and 
reported in the quarterly report. 

In accordance with the Agreement , DES monitored its performance, as well as that of our 
subrecipients. DES ensured that time schedules were successfully met, that the 
Deliverables and Scope of Work were successfully accomplished within the specified time 
periods, and that all performance goals were successfully achieved under the agreements 
as approved and amended by the State. DES completed a review for each function or 
activity undertaken through the ORI program as identified in Attachment A of the 
Agreement as amended, and reported such to the DEO through quarterly reports, and 
then through monthly reports beginning in 2012. 

Regarding the Belle Glade Inflow and Infiltration project referenced in the audit report, 
PBC Water Utilities staff observed the contractor working on site and conducted 
interviews of contractor employees in support of Davis-Bacon compliance efforts. The 
interviews contained in the file serve to document that that staff was on site, and 
observed contractor activities. DES staff monitored construction progress through 
communication with Water Utilities, including documented recurring monthly grant project 
coordination meetings. 

Recommendation 1: DES establish a standard monitoring process which is 
conducted throughout the grant scope of work. At a minimum, monitoring should 
occur at the beginning, middle, and end of a grant project to ensure proper 
execution of the terms of the grant agreement. 

DES Response: This recommendation has already been implemented. Palm Beach 
County Internal Audit Report 2014-08, dated April 8, 2014, identified the need for 
improvement in DES monitoring. Subsequently DES adopted a revised Monitoring 
Handbook which sets forth policies and procedures for monitoring. The Monitoring 
Handbook establishes implementation-phase and post-completion monitoring processes 
that ensure compliance with applicable programmatic and contractual requirements. 
Further, the Handbook establishes standards for maintenance of adequate 
documentation to evidence monitoring efforts. The Internal Auditor's follow-up review 
dated October 16, 2015, indicated that DES had implemented all recommendations and 
corrected all conditions identified in the Internal Audit Report 2014-08. 

Recommendation 2: DES ensure that written procedures are in place, and 
fol/owed, to document the monitoring of the progress of grant construction 
projects. 

Page 2 of 9 
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ATTACHMENT 1 – DES Management Response Continued 
 

 

PBC Department of Economic Sustainability 
Response to Draft Audit Report Dated June 30, 2016 

DES Response: As Identified in DES response to Internal Audit Report 2014-08, DES 
Capital Improvements, Real Estate, and Inspection Services (CIREIS) Section is 
continuing development of a Project Manual providing guidelines and procedures to 
CIREIS staff related to project management. Topics include procedures for construction 
site visits, review of construction progress reports, and communications with the 
implementing entity. Periodic site visits by DES staff will serve to assess overall 
performance toward programmatic goals and to gauge the general level of construction 
progress. DES files will contain documentation that evidences the site visit and gauges 
the general progress of construction. At no time will DES staff be responsible for 
determining construction work has been performed to design specifications, permit 
requirements, or applicable building codes as these requirements fall outside our 
jurisdiction legally. It is envisioned that development of the Project Manual will continue to 
be a work in process, with continual updates as programs evolve, new materials are 
developed or become available, and new forms of documentation are designed and 
utilized. Information from the Project Manual will begin to be distributed to CIREIS staff 
over the next six (6) months. 

Finding 2: A construction project was not awarded to the lowest bidder 

DES Response: The Engineering Department responded to this finding under separate 
cover dated July 15, 2016. 

Recommendation 3: DES properly review the procurement process utilized by 
grant subrecipients to ensure that contracts are awarded to the lowest, 
responsible, responsive bidder. 

DES Response: CIREIS Section currently reviews subrecipient procurements prior to 
award to ensure that grant-funded contracts are awarded to the lowest responsible, 
responsive bidder, or are otherwise awarded in compliance with applicable federal, state, 
and local requirements. DES is not a County construction department, meaning that it is 
not authorized to procure and contract for construction services. However, in consultation 
with County construction departments, DES will consider development of a PPM to direct 
staff in the process of review of construction procurements. This action will be 
implemented over the next six (6) months. 

Recommendation 4: The PBC Engineering Department take steps to ensure staff 
correctly and consistently implement the invitation to bid provisions when 
awarding contracts. 

DES Response: The Engineering Department responded to this recommendation under 
separate cover dated July 15, 2016. 

Finding 3: A PBC department generated pay applications for the contractor, and 
the pay applications did not contain the contractor's signature. 
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DES Response: The Engineering Department responded to this finding under separate 
cover dated July 15, 2016. 

Recommendation 5: DES closely review the requests for reimbursement of grant 
funds to ensure pay applications are generated by the contractor, and not by 
County staff. 

DES Response: DES will review pay applications to ensure that they have been signed 
by the contractor. 

Recommendation 6: The Department of Engineering's Construction Coordination 
Division require all contractors to prepare and sign pay applications. The use of a 
format similar to the American Institute of Architects' Document G702 could also 
facilitate the certification that the work performed by the contractor was in 
accordance with the contract documents. 

DES Response: The Engineering Department responded to this recommendation under 
separate cover dated July 15, 2016. 

Finding 4: Construction work was completed prior to approval of change orders. 

DES Response: County subrecipient agreements for construction projects typically 
require that the subrecipient obtain DES approval of change orders to construction 
contracts prior to the execution of the change order. If a change order does not meet 
DES approval, regardless of timing of submission, expenses incurred thereunder may not 
be reimbursed by the County. Therefore, subrecipients execute change orders at their 
own risk when doing so without DES approval. 

DES concurs that work was completed prior to approval of a change order in two (2) 
instances with the City of Riviera Beach Housing Rehabilitation project for work totaling 
$13,130 and in two (2) instances with the Pahokee Housing Authority McClure Village 
project for work totaling $17,512. 

DRI subrecipients were required to complete projects within deadlines under threat of 
funding recapture. In certain instances where a subrecipient was faced with delay in DEO 
approval of a change order which was necessary to keep construction progressing 
towards completion within deadlines, the subrecipient may have approved the change 
order under the risk of not being reimbursed with DRI funds, and despite knowing that 
such action was not in accordance with process required by the agreement. It should be 
noted that all change orders associated with the ORI projects in question were ultimately 
reviewed and approved by DES and DEO. 

Recommendation 7: DES CIREIS Section enhance their monitoring activities to 
ensure grant subrecipients have proper controls in place for the construction 
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contract change order process. Subrecipients should be made aware of the 
construction change order process, and notified each time the process is not 
properly followed. This will help ensure proper approval is obtained before the 
contractor performs additional work on a project. 

DES Response: The requirements for the change order approval process will continue 
to be set forth in the subrecipient agreement. DES will provide technical assistance 
regarding the change order approval process to subrecipients at project initiation and 
throughout implementation. Nevertheless, despite best efforts in this regard, DES cannot 
prevent a subrecipient from executing a contractor's change order before obtaining DES 
approval. This recommendation is already being implemented. 

Finding 5: DES did not properly review, monitor, or document subrecipient 
compliance with the Davis-Bacon Act. 

DES Response: DES acknowledges that there were a limited number of errors in Davis
Bacon and Related Acts (DBRA) review related to miscalculation, misclassification, or 
misidentification that resulted in restitution due to workers in the amount of $140. 

Recommendation 8: Review and retrain staff on the compliance requirements 
associated with the Davis-Bacon Act. 

DES Response: CIREIS staff will continue to take advantage of opportunities for training 
on DBRA offered by the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development and the 
U.S. Department of Labor. The level and frequency of CIRIES staff participation in DBRA 
training will be guided not only by training availability but by availability of financial 
resources for such training, and in consideration of ongoing work priorities. DBRA 
training is an on-going process. 

Recommendation 9: Develop and implement procedures and controls to ensure 
compliance with the Davis-Bacon Act. 

DES Response: DES will explore various alternatives for improving DBRA compliance. 
DES will consider development of a PPM requiring that subrecipients share responsibility 
for compliance with DBRA requirements. In order to enhance the payroll review process, 
DES will consider including language in subrecipient agreements that requires 
subrecipients to review and certify the DBRA contractor certified payrolls prior to submittal 
and review by DES. Additionally, DES will explore utilizing HUD approved DBRA payroll 
review software to evaluate certified payrolls submitted by contractors. DES will also 
explore the use DBRA consultant services to enhance oversight and enforcement efforts. 
Use of DBRA software and consultant services will be evaluated in light of available 
financial resources and as guided by County Administration. DES will continue to exercise 
its authority as administering agency with primary responsibility for the enforcement of the 
DBRA labor standards provisions in its contracts. 
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DES will continue to utilize A Contractor's Guide to Prevailing Wage Requirements for 
Federally-Assisted Construction Projects, January 2012, in providing technical assistance 
to contractors in conjunction with DES DBRA project oversight. DES staff will also 
continue to utilize HUD Handbook 1344. 1 Federal Labor Standards Requirements in 
Housing and Urban Development Programs in its DBRA enforcement efforts. CIREIS staff 
will be provided with these DBRA materials to assist in oversight and enforcement efforts. 
These actions will be implemented over the next six (6) months. 

Recommendation 10: Establish and perform a review process for all applicable 
grant compliance requirements to ensure proper fulfillment of the grant agreement. 

DES Response: The DES Monitoring Handbook and the CIREIS Project Manual 
establish processes for review of applicable grant requirements. DES currently utilizes 
these processes to ensure compliance with applicable programmatic and contractual 
requirements. 

Recommendation 11: Request the contractor to make restitution payments where 
it was identified that grant project workers were underpaid. 

DES Response: DES staff will review the payroll errors identified in the audit review in 
accordance with DBRA requirements, and will request contractor(s) to pay restitution 
determined to be payable to the contractor(s)' employees. DES will complete such review, 
and send any applicable notice to affected contractor(s) within six (6) months. 

Finding 6: DES records management needs improvement 

DES Response: DES acknowledges that DRI Program records were not always 
organized in a uniform manner, nor always immediately available to the auditors. Due to 
the organizational structure of DES being divided in sections along functional lines of 
responsibility, it is operationally advantageous to house functionally separate records 
within the files of the individual sections which require unfettered access to those records 
to perform their respective responsibilities. Additionally, it is more efficient to store certain 
records in electronic format (ex: project photos) while it may remain more efficient to store 
other records in hard copy format (ex: payrolls). Further, because ORI activities were 
implemented through subrecipients, certain records were maintained and housed by 
subrecipients when there was no regulatory or programmatic requirement nor any 
operational advantage for those records to be housed by DES. 

Recommendation 12: We recommend that DES develop a documented records 
management process and establish a centralized location for the maintenance of 
grant documentation; this could include: the development of a project folder, 
organizational guide, and document checklist. These items may facilitate the 
collection and retention of the grant and grant project documents. 
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DES Response: DES will continue to utilize its Enterprise Contract Management 
System, Calyx Point System, and DES server data storage capabilities for purposes of 
records management. DES will also evaluate the use of a project number identification 
system and the expanded use of the PBC SharePoint system for records management. 

DES will take actions to enhance the organization, uniformity, and completeness of DRI 
records including the use of file organization guides and/or file completeness checklists. 
CIREIS will review the audited closed ORI project files, and prepare file completeness 
checklists. This action will be completed within the next six (6) months. 

Finding 7: PBC Water Utilities Department (WUD) did not account for grant funds 
in accordance with PBC Policy and Procedure Memorandum (PPM) # CW-F-003; 
Grant Administration 

Recommendation 13: We recommend that PBC WUD management establish and 
account for grant funds as prescribed in the PBCPPM # CW-F-003 for all grants that 
they administer. 

DES Response: WUD responded to this finding and recommendation under separate 
cover dated July 14, 2016. 

Finding 8: The City of Riviera Beach expended City funds on grant related 
construction work that was deemed unacceptable by PBC DES. 

DES Response: The City of Riviera Beach project was a subrecipient-administered 
housing rehabilitation program, and therefore, all decisions to expend City funds on 
construction work performed were made at the sole discretion of the City. It would not 
have been appropriate nor efficient for DES staff to undertake construction progress 
inspections that duplicated the work of City inspection staff/consultants. The DES 
inspection which resulted in the identification of certain unsatisfactory work was not 
routine or customary, but was in response to concerns raised by the homeowner. 

Recommendation 14: We recommend that regularly scheduled thorough on-site 
inspections take place on construction projects to ensure that the work performed 
is adequate. At a minimum, performing thorough initial and mid-range site visits 
will reduce the likelihood of unsatisfactory work being identified at the end of the 
construction project. 

DES Response: Periodic construction project site visits by DES staff will serve to assess 
overall performance toward programmatic goals and to gauge the general level of 
construction progress. At no time will DES staff be responsible for determining 
construction work has been performed to design specifications, permit requirements, or 
applicable building codes as these requirements fall outside our jurisdiction legally. This is 
rightfully the role of the project's professionally-licensed architect or engineer, and the 
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building official of jurisdiction, respectively. DES files will contain documentation that 
evidences the site visit and gauges the general progress of construction. DES will 
develop and utilize a standard form to document site visits performed by DES staff. This 
action will be completed within six (6) months. 

Finding 9: The City of Riviera Beach expended funds for relocation assistance 
without appropriate justification or guidance. 

Recommendation 15: City Management ensure that written policies and 
procedures for relocation assistance are developed and communicated to. 
employees. 

Recommendation 16: City Staff become knowledgeable in all of the requirements, 
processes and procedures related to their grant agreements, especially regarding 
allowable and unallowable expenditures. 

Recommendation 17: City Management consider seeking reimbursement from the 
resident for any unjustified relocation payments paid on behalf of the DR/ grant 
participant. 

Recommendation 18: The City continue its efforts in the recovery of the $191 
overpayment made to the contractor. 

DES Response: The City of Riviera Beach will respond to the finding and 
recommendations under separate cover. 

Finding 10: PBC WUD did not ensure certificate of insurance requirements were 
met for a project 

Recommendation 19: PBC WUD implement controls to ensure compliance with 
certificates of insurance requirements. Staff should document applicable 
requirements for each project, and adequately review certificates of insurance for 
compliance. 

DES Response: WUD responded to this finding and recommendation under separate 
cover dated July 14, 2016. 

Finding 11: PBC WUD project insurance tracking needs improvement to ensure 
compliance with PBC PPM# CW-F-076, Certificates of Insurance 

Recommendation 20: PBC WUD develop written procedures to provide guidance in 
processing certificates of insurance for compliance review. This will help ensure 
that all required certificates are input, monitored, and maintained. 
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Recommendation 21: PBC WUD implement a reconciliation process to ensure that 
all projects requiring insurance have been entered into the ITS system and are 
reviewed for compliance in a timely manner through the use of ITS reports. 

Recommendation 22: PBC WUD request the Risk Management Department provide 
additional ITS training specifically tailored to WUD activities. 

DES Response: WUD responded to this finding and recommendations under separate 
cover dated July 14, 2016. 

Recommendation 23: PBC Risk Management research why WUD transactions 
were missing from the ITS report; and if necessary, strengthen internal controls to 
avoid this type of occurrence in the future. 

DES Response: The Risk Management Department responded to this recommendation 
under separate cover dated July 7, 2016. 

Ref: H:\Audits\PBC OIG\CIREIS Audit\ Response to PBC O!G Draft Audit Report (FINAL) 
Revised: 7/20/1 6 
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Date: 

To: 

Thru: 

From: 

Re: 

Finding (2) : 

INTER-OFFICE MEMORANDUM 

July 15, 2016 

Bob Bliss, Director of Aud it 
Office of Inspector General 

C '71,.J George T. Webb, PE _____ 

County Engineer 

Tanya N. McConnell, P.E.'11n., ~~ 
Deputy County Engineer WJ.L. 
Draft Audit Report, Department of Economic 
Sustainability, Grants Management 

The Engineering Department concurs with the findings. The Division 
in charge of the bid in question was absorbed into our Roadway 
Production Division several years ago. The Roadway Production 
Division awards bids based on the total bid, which is base bid plus 
contingencies, so this issue was addressed some time ago. 
However, we have further clarified our contract language, a copy of 
which is attached. The standard tabulation form clearly indicates all 
that is included in the total bid. 

Finding (3): 

The Engineering Department concurs that the contractor was not 
required to sign off on the pay applications for the project. As noted 
in your report, this was changed in November of 2015. Contractors 
are now required to sign all pay applications prior to payment. 
However, we continue to meet with the contractor to jointly prepare 
the estimates. This works out to be quicker and more efficient. The 
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Bob Bliss, Director of Audit 
Office of Inspector General 
July 15, 2016 
Page2 

contractor and staff work together on the quantities. Once agreed to, 
our staff prepares the estimate, the contractor reviews and signs, 
and we submit for payment. We will continue to look into the method 
suggested by you with the contractors to see if we can make our 
system even more efficient. 

Thank you for the opportunity to respond. Should you have any 
questions, please call. 

TMC:cp 

Pc: Faye Outlaw, Assistant County Administrator 
Sherry Howard, Deputy Director Economic Sustainability 
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SECTION3 
A WARD AND EXECUTION OF CONTRACT 

3-1 Consideration of Bids · DELETE AND INSERT THE FOLLOWING: 

For the purpose of award, after opening and reading the proposals, the Department will consider as 
the bid the correct summation of each unit bid price multiplied by estimated quantities shown in the 
proposal. On this basis, the Department will compare the amounts of each bid and make the results of 
such comparison available to the public. Until the actual award of the Contract, however, the 
Department reserves the right to reject any or all proposals and to waive technical errors that the 
Department may deem best for the interest of the County. 

Submit bid unit prices for all bid items. Bids submitted without bid unit prices for all bid iten1s will 
be rejected as irregular. 

3-2 A ward of Contract. 

3-2.1 General· DEI.EfEANDINSERTTHEJ<'OU.OWING: 

If the Department decides to award the Contract, the Department will award the Contract to the 
lowest responsible, responsive bidder whose proposal complies with all the Contract Document 
requirements. If awarded, the Department will award the Contract within one hundred twenty (120) 
days after the opening of the proposals, unless the Special Provisions change this time limit or the 
bidder and the Depai1ment extend the time period by mutual consent. 

The ''Notice to Proceed"(see 8.3.3) shall be issued within one hundred twenty (120) calendar days of 
the award of contract, unless otherwise mutually agreed by the Contractor and the Engineer. 

For the purpose of award, the low bid shall be the lowest amount bid for the "Total Bid", and if any 
alternates are considered, it shall be the "Total Bid" plus the addition for the alternate or alternates 
which the Owner may select. In no case will any award be made until all necessary investigations are 
made into the responsibility of the low bidder. 

Prior to award of the Contract by the Department, a contractor must provide proof of authorization to 
do business in the State of Florida. 

3-5 Contract Bond Required. 

3-5.1 General Requirements of the Bond • DELEJ'E AND INSERTlHE FOLLOWING: 

The successful bidder shall furnish a surety bond in the amount of the total bid as security for faithful 
performance of order(s) awarded as a result of this bid and for the payment of all persons perfo1ming 
labor, and on their furnishing material in connection therewith. In the event that any order from this 
bid results in a total outstanding work order amount which exceeds the amount of the initial surety, 
the vendor agrees to provide additional surety in order to maintain the total surety amount in excess 
of total orders. Under no circumstances shall the successful bidder begin work until he/she has 
supplied Palm Beach County Public Constmction Bond. 

GP-8 
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BID PROPOSAL . 
CONTRACT 

PBC PROJECT#' 

ITEM# ITEM DESCRIPTION QTY UNITS UNIT PRICE AMOUNT 

ROADWAY ITEMS 

1 Mot,llizatlon LS $0.00 

2 Maintenance ol Traffic (incl.Pedestrian M.O.T. ) LS $0.00 

3 Maintenance of Traffic ( FL Turnp;ke) LS $0.00 

4 Sediment Barrier (Silt Fence) LF $0.00 

5 Clearing and Grubblng LS $0.00 

6 Selective Clearing and Grubbing LS $0.00 

7 Floating Tufbidity Barrier LF $0.00 

8 Regular E>ecavation CY $0.00 

9 Reshape Existing LWDD Canal Bank LF $0.00 

,o Canal Excavalion (See SP's) CY $0.00 

11 Lake I Pond Excavation (See SP's) CY $0.00 

12 Subsoil Excavation {See SP's) CY $0.00 

13 Embankmenl (Compacted in Place) CY $0.00 

14 canal Embankment (Compacted in Place) CY $0.00 

15 Lal<e Embankmenl (Compacted in Place) CY $0.00 

16 Type B Stabilization (LBR 40) (12'') SY $0.00 

17 Type C Stabil~ation (FBV 75) SY $0.00 

16 Limerock, 4n SY $0.00 

19 Baserock ( 4" ) SY $0.00 

20 \3aserock ( 6" ) SY $0.00 

21 Baserock ( 8" ) ( 2" - 4" Lifts ) SY $0.00 

22 Baserock ( 10·) ( 2 lilts I SY $0.00 

23 Baserock ( 13.5") (3 Litts I SY so.oo 
24 15.S" Baserock {Triple Course) SY $0.00 

25 Optional Base GrO<Jp 1 SY $0.00 

26 Opbonal Base. Base Group 06 (8" Thick Coquinal SY $0.00 

27 Optional Base Group 7 SY $0.00 

28 Optional Base Group 9 SY $0.00 

29 Optional Base Group 11 SY $0.00 

30 Optional Base Gmup 13 SY $0.00 

31 Optional Base Group 14 (Type 8-12.5) SY $0.00 

32 Optional Base Group t 5 SY $0.00 

33 Type S-111 Asphaltic Concrete ( 1.0·) TN $0.00 

34 Asphallic Concrete -Type S-1 (1.25") TN $0.00 

35 Type S-1 Asphaltic Concrete ( 1.50" } TN $0.00 

36 Type S-1 /lsphaltlc Concreto (1 .75") TN $0.00 

37 Type S·III Asphallic Concrete {1.75") TN $0.00 

38 Type S Aspha1tic Concrete Overbuild ( 'Jf:' Avg.) TN $0.00 

39 Typo Ill Asphaltic Concrete (Avg. X") TN $0.00 

40 Mfll Existing Asphalt Pavement SY $0.00 

41 Miscellaneous Asphalt Pavement TN $0.00 

42 Super~ve Asphall Cone<ete (Traffic Level A} l"N $0.00 

43 Superpave Asphalt ConCfete (T ramo Level 8) 1N $0.00 
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44 Sup,erpave Asphalt Concrele (Traffic Level C) TN $0.00 

45 Superpave Asphall Ccncrele (Tratfic Lev~ 0) TN $0.00 

46 StrucIural Overbuild (SP) TN $0.00 

47 Asph. Concrete Friction Course ( 1.5") I FC-6) TN $0.00 

48 Asph. Concrete Friction Course ( 1.5'') ( FC.12.S) Rubber TN $0.00 

49 Asph. Concrele Friction Course ( 1.0" ) I FC-9.5 J Rubber TN $0.00 

50 Asph. Concrete Fricuon Course ( 3/4") I FC-5 J Rubber TN $0.00 

51 Concrete Class I CY $0.00 

52 Class I Concrete (Endwalls) CY $0.00 

53 Class I Concrete (Gravity Wall) CY $0.00 

54 Concrete Class II CY $0.00 

55 Class II Concrete (Endwall) CY $0.00 

56 Class II Concrete (Retaining Wall) CY $0.00 

57 Reinforcing Steel LB $0.00 

58 Class IV CoOCfete, Box Culverts CY $0.00 

59 Control Structures EA $0.00 

60 Inlets ( Curb J I Type P-1 ) EA $0.00 

61 Inlets {Curb){ Type P-1 J ,10 EA $0.00 

62 Inlets { Curb ) { Type P-1 J ( Partial ) EA $0.00 

63 Inlets { Curb l { Type P-2 ) EA $0.00 

64 Inlets { Curb J { Type P-2 ) ( Partial J EA $0.00 

65 Inlets {Curb ) ( T)'l)e P-3 ) EA $0.00 

66 Inlets ( Curb ) ( Type P-4 ) EA $0.00 

67 Inlets { Curb) ( Typo P-5 ) EA $0.00 

68 Inlets (Curb) ( T)'l)e P-5) ,10' EA $0.00 

69 Inlets (Curb) ( Type P-5) ( Partial J EA $0.00 

70 lnlels (Curb) ( Type P-6 ) EA $0,00 

71 Inlets (Curb ) ( Type P-6) >10' EA $0.00 

72 Inlets (Curb) ( Typo P-6) ( Partial) EA $0.00 

73 lnle1s (Curb) ( Type P-7) EA $0.00 

74 Inlets (Curb) ( Type P-7) ( Partial) EA $0.00 

75 Inlet ( Curb l Tops ( Typ,, 6) EA $0.00 

76 lnlels (Curb) ( Type P8) EA $0.00 

77 Inlets (Curb) ( Type PB) (Partial) EA $0.00 

78 Inlets ( Curb )( Type J-1 ) EA $0.00 

79 lnlols ( Curo )( Type J-1 ) > 1 O' EA $0.00 

80 Inlets (Curb) ( Type J-1 )(Partial) EA $0.00 

81 Inlets (Curb) ( Type J-2) EA $0.00 

82 Inlets (Curb) ( Type J-2 ){ Partial) oA $0.00 

IJ:l Inlets (Curb) ( Type J-3) EA $0.00 

84 Inlets ( Curb ) ( Type J-4 ) EA $0.00 

85 Inlets (Curb) ( Type J-4) >10' EA $0.00 

86 Inlets (Curb) ( Type J-5) EA $0.00 

87 Inlets (Curb) ( Type J-5) ,10· EA $0.00 
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88 Inlets ( Cu,b) ( TypeJ-5) (Partial) EA $0.DD 

89 Inlets (Curb) ( Type J -6) EA $0.0D 

90 Inlets ( Curb ) { Type J·B ) > 10' EA $0,00 

91 Inlets ( Curb) ( Type J-6 J ( Partial ) EA $0,00 

92 Inlets (Curb) ( TypeJ-7) EA $0.00 

93 Inlets (Curb) ( Typo J-7 J (Partial) EA $0,00 

94 lnle1s ( Curb ] ( Type J-6 ) EA $0.00 

95 lnle1 Top ( Type 2) EA $0.00 

96 Inlet Top ( Type 5) EA $0.00 

97 Inlet Top ( Typo 6) EA $0.00 

98 Inlet Top ( Type 9] EA $0.00 

99 Inlets ( Ditch Bottom ) ( Type A) EA $0.0D 

100 Inlets ( Ditch Bottom ) ( Type B) > 10 EA $0.D0 

101 Inlets ( Ditch Bottom ) ( Type C ) EA $D.OD 

102 Inlets I Ditch Bottom ) ( Type C ) (Modilied) EA $0.0D 

103 Inlets I Ditch Bottom ) ( Type D ) EA $0.00 

104 Inlets { Ditch Bottom ) ( Type D ) (Modified) EA $0.00 

105 Inlets ( Ditch Bollom ) ( Type D) (Modified) ,10' EA $0.00 

106 Inlets ( Dttch Bollom ) ( Type E) EA $0.00 

107 tnleJs ( Ooch Bottom ) ( Type F ) EA $0.00 

108 lnlels ( Dilch Bottom l( Type F J >1D' EA $0.00 

109 lnlels I Dnch Bottom ) ( Type F) ( Partial ) EA $0.00 

110 Inlets ( Dilch Bottom ) ( Type G ) EA $0.00 

111 Inlets ( Ditch Bottom ) ( Type H ) EA $0.00 

112 Inlets ( Ditch Bollom )( Type H) >10' EA $0.00 

113 Inlets ( Ditch Bottom ) ( Type P·X) EA $0,00 

114 Inlets [ Ditch Bottom ) { Type J-X) EA $0.00 

115 Inlets [ Gu11e,) ( Type S) EA $0.00 

116 Inlets {Gutter) { Type S) EA $0.0D 

117 Inlet (Closed Flume) Type I EA $0.00 

118 Inlet [Closed Flume) Type II EA $0.00 

119 Inlet {Closed Flume] Double Barrel EA $0,00 

120 Inlets ( Barrier Wall) ( C & G) EA $0.00 

121 Manhole Top ( Type p. 7 ) EA $0.00 

122 Manhole ( Type P-7) EA $0.00 

123 Manhole ( Type P·7) >10' EA $0.00 

124 Manhole { Type P•7) { Partial J EA $0.00 

125 Manhole ( Type P-B) EA $0.00 

126 Manhole(TypeP-8) >10' EA $0.00 

127 Manhole ( Type P·B ) ( Partial) EA $0.00 

126 Manhole ( Type J-7 ) EA $0.00 

129 Manhole ( Type J·7) >10' EA $0.00 

130 Manhole ( Type J-7) ( Partial) EA $0.00 

131 Manhole ( Type J-8 ) EA $0.00 

p.4 
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132 Manhole ( Type J-8) ( Partial J EA $0.00 

133 Manhole ( Type J-8 J ( , 10 l EA $0.00 

134 Junction Box ( Typo P-7) EA $0.00 

135 Junclion Box ( Type J-7) EA $0.00 

136 Adjusr Inlets EA $0.00 

137 Adjust Manholes EA $0.00 

\38 Adjust Msnholes - Ulillty EA $0.00 

\39 Adjusl Valve Boxes EA $0.00 

\40 Adjusl Fire Hydrant EA $0.00 

141 RBlocale Fire Hydranl EA $0.00 

142 AdJust Miscellaneous Structures EA $0.00 

143 Adjusl Shouk:ler Guner Inlets EA $0.00 

144 Yard Drains EA $0.00 

145 Adjust Yard Drains EA $0.00 

146 Mod~y Exlsllng lnle1s EA $0.00 

147 Modify Existing Drainage S1ructure EA $0.00 

148 Concrete Pipe Culvert ( 12•) LF $0.00 

149 Concrete Pipe Culvert ( 1 5~ ) LF $0.00 

150 Concrete Pipe Culvert ( 18") LF $0.00 

151 Concrete Pipe Culvert ( 24'') LF $0.00 

152 Concrete Pipe Culvert { 30" } lF $0.00 

153 Concrete Pipe Culll<!rt ( 36" ) LF $0.00 

154 Concrete Pipe Culvert ( 42'' } LF $0.00 

155 Concrele Pipe Culvert ( 48·' ) LF $0.00 

156 Concrete Pipe Culvert ( 54" l LF $0.00 

157 Concrete Pipe Curvert { 60" ) LF $0.00 

158 Concrete Pipe Culvert ( ss· ) LF $0.00 

159 Concrete Pipe Culvert ( 72") LF $0.00 

160 Concrete Pipe CUivert ( 84") LF $0.00 

161 Elliptical Concrete Pipe { 12" x H5" ) LF $0.00 

162 Elliptical Concrete Pipe ( 14" x 23" ) LF $0.00 

163 Elliptical Concre!o Pipe l 19" x 30" J LF $0.00 

164 EllipUcal Concrete Pipe ( 2~" x 38") LF $0.00 

165 Elliptical Concrete Pipe ( 29" x 45" ) LF $0.00 

166 Elliptical Concrete Pipe ( 34" x 53" ) LF $0.00 

167 Elliptical Concrete Pipe { 38" )I 60 .. ) LF $0.00 

168 Pipe CUivert (15") Opllonal Material LF $0.00 

169 Pipe CUivert (18") Oplional Ma\e<ial LF $0.00 

170 Pipe Cutvert (24'") Oplional Material LF $0.00 

171 Pipe CUivert (30") Optional Material LF $0.00 

172 HDPE Pipe CUive rt (18") LF $0.00 

173 HOPE Pipe Culvert (24") LF $0.00 

174 HOPE Pipe Culvert (30") LF $0.00 

175 HOPE Pipe Culvert (36") LF $0.00 

p.; 
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176 HDPE Pipe Culvert (48") LF $0.00 

177 A2000 (PVC Pipe) (12") lF $000 

178 A2000 (PVC Pipe) (1S") LF $0.00 

179 A2000 (PVC Pipe) (24') lF $0.00 

180 A2000 (PVC Pipe) (30") lF $0.00 

181 A2000 (PVC Pipe) (36"') LF $0.00 

182 A2000 (PVC Pipe) (48") LF $0.00 

183 Slorm Sewer Pumping (Exist. ( 24' or Lsss) (See SP's) LF $0.00 

184 Storm Sewa,r Pumping (Exist.)(> 24"To 48"} (See SP's) LF $0.00 

185 Storm Sewer Pumping (Exist.) (,48") (See SP's) LF $0.00 

186 Com,gated Steel Pipo Culvert ( 12" Dia.) LF SO.OD 

187 Corruga1ed s1 ... I Pipe Culvert ( 18" Dia.) LF $0.00 

188 Corrugated Steel Pipe CurYert ( 24~ Oia. ) LF $0.00 

189 Corrugated Steel Pipe Culvert t 30~ Dia.) LF $0.00 

190 Bit. Coated Corr. Steel Pipe Culvert (1 B") LF $0.00 

191 Bil. Coated Corr. Steel Pipe Culvert (42") LF $0.00 

192 Blr. Coa1ed Corr. Steel Pipe Culvert {48") LF $0.00 

193 Sit. Coated and Paved Steel Pipe Culvert { Var. Dia.} LF $0.00 

194 Corrugated Steel Pipe Arch Culvert { Size ) LF $0.00 

195 Bit. Coated Steel Pipe Arch Culvert ( Size ) LF $0.00 

196 Bit. Coated and Paved Pipe Arch Culvert (Dia. ) LF $0.00 

197 Corrugated Alurnlnum Pipe Culvert (18·) LF $0.00 

198 Corrugated Aluminum Pipe Culvert (24·) LF $0.00 

\99 Corrugated Aluminum Pipe Culvert (38") LF $0.00 

200 Corrugated Aluminum Pipe CulV"ert (42~) LF $0.00 

201 Cor,ugated Aluminum Pipe Cutvert (481 LF $0.00 

202 Corrugated Aluminum Pipe Culvert (54") LF $0.00 

203 Co<rugated Aluminum Pipe- Culvert {60") LF $0.00 

204 Corrugated Ah1mlnum Pipe Culvert (72") LF $0.00 

205 Corrugated Aluminum Plpi.? Culvect (84") LF $0.00 

206 Bit. Coated Corr. Alum. Pipe Culvert ( Dia. ) LF $0.00 

207 Corr, Alum. Pipe Arch Culv. ( Var. Dia.) LF $0.00 

208 Bit. Coated Corr. Alum. Pip& AfCh Culv. (Size) LF $0.00 

209 Milered End Section ( Oval ) (14" • 23") EA $0.00 

21 0 Mitered End Section (Oval) {\9" x 30") EA $0.00 

211 Mitered End Section {Round) ( 15") EA $0.00 

212 Mi!ered End Section (Round) ( 18") EA $0.00 

213 Mitered End Section ( Round ) { 24'1 ) EA $0.00 

214 Mitered End Section ( Round ) ( 30") EA $0.00 

215 Mitered End Section { Round ) { 36" ) EA $0.00 

216 M;tered End Section ( Round ) ( 42" ) EA $0.00 

217 Mltere<l End Section (Round) (48") EA $0.00 

218 Mitered End Section ( Round I (72" ) EA $0.00 
219 Flared End Section (Concrete) (Round) ( Dia. ) EA $0.00 

·-6 
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220 flared End Section (Concrete} ( O\lal } (Size ~ EA $0.00 

221 Bituminous FLashboard Riser EA $0.00 

222 Underdrains. LF $0.00 

223 French Drains (15" Dia) ( incl. Ball.isl Reck & FIiier Fabric) LF $0.00 

224 French Drains (18" Dia) ( incl. Ballast Rock & Filter Fabrlcj LF $0.00 

225 French Drains (24" Dia) ( incl. Ballast Rock & Filler Fabric) LF $0.00 

226 French Drains (30" Dia) ( incl. Ballast Rock & Filter Fabric) LF $0.00 

227 French Drains (36" Dia) ( incl. Ballast Rock & Filter Fabric) LF $0.00 

228 French Drains (42" Dia) ( incl. Ballas! Rock & Filler Fabric) LF $0.00 

229 French Drains (Oval 29" X 45" ~ (incl. Ballast Rock. & Filter Fabric) LF $0.00 

230 French Drains (Oval 30" X 19") (incl. Ballast Rock & Filler Fabric) LF $0.00 

231 Concrete Barrier Wall LF $0.00 

232 Concrele Barrler Wall ( Rigid Shoulder) (32" ) LF $0.00 

233 Shoulder Concrete Barrier Wall (Rigid Shoulder) (Special) LF $0.00 

234 Concrete Barrier Wall {Median ) LF $0.00 

235 Concrele Curb ( Type D ) LF $0.00 

236 Concrete Curb & Guile, ( Type E) LF $0.00 

237 Concrete Curb & Gutter ( iypa F) LF $0.00 

238 Concrete Curb LF $0.00 

239 Engraving of Curb Face (See SP's) EA $0.00 

240 Asphallic Concrete Curb LF $0.00 

241 Concrete- Valley Gutter LF $0.00 

242 Special Concrete Gutter LF $0.00 

243 Conctete Ditch Pavement 4" Reinforced SY $0.00 

244 Trallic Separator Cone ( Type IV) ( 4' Wide) SY $0.00 

245 Traffic Separator Cone ( Type IV) ( 6' Wide) SY $0.00 

246 T1allic Separator Cone ( Tyfl<' IV) ( 8.5'Wido) SY $0.00 

247 Tralfic Separator Cone (Special) ( Variable Widlh I SY $0.00 

248 TralHc Separator Cone ( Type IV ) ( 4' Wide) LF 50.00 

249 Trame Separalor Cone ( Type IV) ( 6' Wide I LF $0.00 

250 Traffic Separator Cone ( Type IV I ( 8.5Wide) LF $0.00 

251 TraJflc Separator Cone ( Special ~ ( Variable Widlh ) LF $0.00 

252 Concret{;I Approach Slab ( incl. 8fidge Exp. Joints) EA $0.00 

253 Cone Sidewalk ( 4• Thick ) SY $0.00 

254 Cone Sidewalk ( 6"'Thick) {Driveways/ SY $0.00 

255 Color Traaled & Stamped Concrele (See Sp) SY $0.00 

256 Pipe Guiderail ( Steel) LF $0.00 

257 Pipe Guiderall ( Aluminum ) LF $0.00 

258 Rip-Rap Fabric-Formed Concrete, 8" Filler Points SY $0.00 

259 Rip•Rap ( Sand-Cement ) CY $0.00 

260 Rip.Rap (Articulating) Block SY $0.00 

261 Rip-Rap, Rubble, F&I. Dilch Lining TN $0.00 

262 Rip-Rap ( Rubble ) TN $0.00 

26:l Rip-Rap ( Rubble J CY $0.00 
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264 Bedding Stone (Sect. 530) TN $0.00 

265 Revetment Mat SF $0.00 

266 Guardrail { RQa1'.lway ) LF $0.00 

267 Guardrail ( Thrie Beam) LF $0.00 

268 Guardrail { Double Faced ) LF $0.00 

269 Guardrail ( Shop Bent Panels) LF $0.00 

270 Guardrail Removal LF $0.00 

271 Special Gua(drall Posis EA $0.00 

272 Pole Removal - Deep • Direct Burial EA $0.00 

273 End AnchorA!le Assemblies ( Bridge ) EA $0.00 

274 Guardrail ( Thrie Beam ) EA $0.D0 

275 End Anchorage Assemblies ( Type II ) EA $0.00 

276 End Anchorage Assemblies (Parallel} EA $0.00 

277 Thrie Beam Terminal Connector EA $0.00 

278 End Anchorage Assemlllies ( Type IV ) EA $0.00 

279 End Anchorage Assemblies { Type Crt) EA $0.00 

280 End Anchorage Assemblies { Type Flared J EA $0.00 

281 End Anchorage Assemblies ( Type Melt ) ( <45 Mph ) EA $0.00 

282 End Anchorage Assemblies ( Type SRT-350 I EA $0.00 

283 End Anchorage Assemblies ( ET-2000 ~ EA $0.00 

284 End Anchorage Assemblies ( TRACC ) EA $0.00 

285 End Anchorage Assemblies ( Type G.A.EAT. ) EA $0.00 

286 End Anchorage Assemblies ( Type Quad Guard ) EA $0.00 

287 End Anchorage Assemblies (Parallel Type ) EA $0.00 

286 End Anchorage Assemblies ( Flared Type) EA $0.00 

289 ReseNing Guardrail ( incl. End Anchor Assemblies ~ LF $0.00 

290 Type A Fence LF $0.00 

291 Remove and Reset Fence ( lype A) LF $0.00 

292 Type 8 Fence ( 4' High) (w/Top Rai) Green Vinyl Clad LF $0.00 

293 Type B Fence ( 6' High) (w/Top RaU) Green Vinyl Clad LF $0.00 

294 Type B Fence ( 10' High) (w/Top Rail) Green Vinyl Clad LF $0,00 

295 Fence Gate (Type 8)(6'Wide)( w!Top Rail) Green Vinyl Clad EA $0.00 

296 Fence Gate {Type B){12'Wide)( w/Top Aatl) Green Vinyl Clad EA $0,00 

297 Fence Gate {Type B) (16 Wide) (Green Vinyl Clad) w/Top Rail EA $0.00 

296 Sliding Fence Ga1e (Cantilever) (lype B) Green Vinyl Clad EA $0.00 

299 Temporary Fe11ci11g LF $0.00 

300 Remo\le and Reset Fence I Type B) LF $0.00 

301 Double Rail Wood Fence LF $0.00 

302 Fence G8Ie (14'•Wide Aluminum Stock Gales) EA $0.00 

303 Fencing i3-Ho1a Post & Rail Fence) LF $0.00 

304 Seed & Mulch SY $0.00 

305 SoddinO SY $0.00 

306 l'Aowing (Incidental to ~c & G") AC $0.00 

307 Mowing (incidental to ~c & G") EA $0.00 

•·• 
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308 4' PVC Conduit Irrigation Sleeves (She. BO) ( See SP's) LF $0.00 

309 s~ PVC Condui1 Irrigation Sleeves (She. BO) ( See SP's) LF $0.00 

310 6" PVC Conduit lrrjga.Uon Sleeves (She. 80) \ Directional Bore) LF S0.00 

SUBTOTAL (ROADWAY) $0.00 
SIGNAL~AT/ON PAY rrEMS 

311 1 - 2" PVC Conduits { Sch 40) Traffic F/0 Cable LF $0.00 

312 2 - 2" PVC Conduits ( Sch 40 I Traffic F/O Cable Lf $0.00 

313 3 • 2" ?VC Conduits ( Sch 40) Trattic FiO Cable LF $0.00 

314 2 • 2" PVC Conduits ( Sch 40) Traffic Directional B0te LF $0.00 

315 Trame 48C1 Single MOOe F.O. Ca~e {installed} LF $0.00 

316 2" Galvanized lmc Above Gtound Conduit LF $0.00 

317 4" PVC Conduils (Sch 40) Traffic ( Fiber Optlc Cable ) LF $0.00 

318 Pull Box (Small) EA $0.00 

319 Pull Box (Large) EA $0.00 

320 Relocate Pull BolC EA $0.00 

321 Pull Box, Adjust EA $0.00 

322 Pent'lil Certification (See SP's) LS $0.00 

323 Record Drawings ( See SP's) LS $0.00 

324 Single Post Sign, With Yield Sign EA $0.00 

325 Sign Panels, F&I, 15" or greater EA $0.00 

326 Object Marker Typo 2 (Mile Malkers) EA $000 

327 Bk:ycle Parking Rack (Class ll • Post and Loop) EA $0.00 

328 Pedestria11 Plaza {Small Pavilion) LS $0.00 

SUBTOTAL (SIGNALIZATION) $0.00 
flRIOGE ITEMS 

329 O&molition & Rem011al LS $0.00 

Suporstrucwre 

330 C!ass 11 Concrete (Superstructure) CY $0.00 

331 Cfass IV Concrete (Supers1ructure) CY $0.00 

332 Retnlorclng Steel (Superstructure) LB $0.00 

333 Bridge Deel< Grooving (Deck Thickness 8.5" Ot G..eater} SF $0.00 

334 Composite Neoprene Pads CF $0.00 

335 Prestre.ssed Precast Deck Units LF $0.00 

336 Precasl Concrete Sheol Panels LF $0.00 

337 E.,:pansron Joint LF $0.00 

338 Approach Slabs CY $0.00 

339 Prestressed Beam!. (Type lV) LF $0.00 

340 Concrele Traffic Railing Bridge (32" F-Shape) LF $0.00 

341 Conc;rele Trat1ic Rai\lng With Junction Slab {32" F Shape) LF $0.00 

342 Concrete Traffic Railing Bridge {32" Me~an) LF $0.00 

343 Concrete Traflic Railing Bridge {Shoulder) LF $0.00 

344 Pedestrian I Bicycle Aai!ing LF $0.00 

345 Fencing (Type R • Full Enclosure}(?. 1'. s.o· Height) LF $0.00 

346 Aluminum Bicycle Sullet Barrier Ralling LF $0.00 

,., 
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SUbsmtctum 

347 Ctass II Concrete {Substruc1ure) CY $0.00 

348 Ctas.s IV Concrete (S\JbstrL.1cture} CY $0.00 

349 Class II Concrete (Mass-Subslruchn) CY $0.00 

350 Class IV Concrete (Mass,.Substructt.ire~ CY $0.00 

351 Reinforcing Steel (Substructure) LS $0.00 

352 Prestressed Slab Unils {12" Thick} LF $0.00 

353 Prestressed Slab Units (1 S'' lhick~ LF $0.00 

354 Prestressed Concrete Piling (14ft Square} LF $0.00 

355 Prestressed Concrete Piling (ts· Square) LF $0.00 

356 Steel Sheet Pihng (Temporary • Critical) SF $0.00 

357 FOOT Class 5 Finish SY $0.00 

358 Heltcal Pires/Anchors LF $0.00 

359 Temporary Steel Pmng (HP10x57) LF $0.00 

360 FRP Composite Sheet Piles SF $0.00 

361 Test Piles. P1estreswt1 Concrete (18" SquareJ LF $0.00 

362 Class IV Concrete (Sidewalks. on Approach Slab) CY $0.00 

363 Concrete Slope Pavement (Non-Rei11fotcement 4R) SY $0.00 

364 Concrele Parapet (Pedestdan/Bicycfe} LF $0.00 

365 Mechanical Splices EA $0.00 

366 Pipe Handrail • Guiderail ~Aluminum) LF $0.00 

367 Concrele Sidewalk, 6" Thick SY $0.00 

368 Retain ing Wall System (Permanent) Excluding. Barrier SF $0.00 

369 Fencing (Type R)(5. l' · 6.0' Height){Vertical) LF $0.00 

370 Dynamic Load Test Support (See SP's) EA $0.00 

SUBTOTAL (BRIDGE) $0.00 

STREETSCAPE ITf:MS 

371 Relocation of Existing Palm Ttees (SP'S} 2000502 EA $0.00 

372 Landscape Comprete~ Small Plants LS $0.00 

373 Alexander Palms EA $0.00 

374 Cabage Palms EA $0.00 

375 live Oak EA $0.00 

376 Silver Buttonwood EA $0.00 

3n Green Buttonwood EA $0.00 

378 Dahoon Holly EA $0.00 

379 Oleander EA $0.00 

380 Slash Pines EA $0.00 

381 Irrigation System (Complete) {See TSP's) LS $0.00 

SUBTOTAL (STREETSCAPE) $0.00 

lJnUTY ITEMS 

371 $0.00 

372 $0.00 

373 $0.00 

SUBTOTAL (UTILITY) $0.00 

P·lO 
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CONTINGENCY ITEMS 

382 Class I Concrete (Mscellaneous J CY $0.00 

383 Flowabl<o Fill CY $0.00 

384 Premium for Ccmf!icl Condition (Sri!e SP's) EA $0.00 

385 Premium for Conflict Condllion {See SP's) i11cl Casing For 6'' WM EA $0.00 

386 Premium for Conflict Condition {See SP's) incl Casing For 8" FM EA $0.00 

387 Premium for Conflict Condlllon (See SP's) incl casing For 20·· FM EA $0.00 

388 Premium for Conflict Gon.dition (See SP's) incl Casing For 30" WM EA $0.00 

3B9 Type S-l Asphaltic Concrete ( 1.25") SY $0.00 

390 Type S Asphaltic Concreie ( 2.50" J SY $0.00 

391 ABC-3 Asphallic Concrete (S'"J SY $0.00 

392 Changeable (Variable Message) Sign (Non MOT) ED $0.00 

393 Traffic Control Officer (Non MOT) HR $0.00 

394 Structure Bottom Type J EA $0.00 

395 Stonn Sewer Cleaning (Exist.) ( 24" Or less) (See SP's) LF $0.00 

396 Storm Sewet Cleaning (Exi,t.) (> 24" To 48"1 (See $P"s) LF $0.00 

397 Stotm Sewer Cloaning (Exist.) (>'la") (See. SP's) LF $0.00 

398 littoral Plantings (Seo SP's) LS $0.00 

399 MQnitorlng Reporls (See SP's) EA $0.00 

400 Tree Spade Units (TSU) (See SP~) EA $0.00 

401 Pafm ReJocatiQn Units {See SP's) EA $0.QO 

402 Tree Relocation Units (Sea SP's) EA $0.00 

Water UN/ity Pay Item• 

403 Adjust Utilily Pu~ Box EA $0.00 

404 Adjusl Air Release Valve EA $0.00 

405 Adjust Pewxide Manhole EA $0.00 

406 Adjust Existing x•· P.V.C, Water Main LF $0.00 

407 As Built (PBCWUD) LS $0.00 

408 Valve Survey LS $0.00 

409 Relocate Buried Cable LF $0.00 

410 Support & Prolect Buried Cable LF $0.00 

411 Support a Protect Duct LF $0.00 

412 Support {X) Pair' Buried Cable LF $0.00 

413 Support ( X"} Conduit w.' Fiber Optic Cable Lf $0.00 

414 Support & Protect CATV LF $0.00 

415 Support & Protect ATT Duct LF $0.00 

416 Support & Protect Fibernet Cable LF $0.00 

417 Deflecl W.M. w/Flttings \c12") EA $0.00 

418 Deflecl W.M. w/Flttlngs (>12") EA $0.00 

419 Deflect F.M. w/Fltungs (<12") EA $0.00 

420 Osflecl F.M. w/FitUngs (>12") EA $0.00 

421 Support & Prolect W.M. & Appurtenances ( < 12• J LF $0.00 

422 Support & Protect W .M. & Appurtenances ( > 12·) LF $0.00 

423 Support & Protect F.M. & Appurtenances { < 12"} LF $0.00 

P-11 
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424 Suppon & Protect F.M. & Appu~enances ( > 12" ) LF $0.00 

425 Adjust/ Relocate F.M. & Appurten. 12• Or Greater) LF $0.00 

426 Support & Protect Buried Gas Main LF $0.00 

427 12" Duttile Iron Pipe For Raw Water Main installation LF $0.00 

428 6M Ductile Iron Pipe For Water Main installatjon LF $0.00 

429 4" Duciile Iron Pipe For Force Main installation LF $0.00 

430 Connect To Ex:isling 20· Raw Water Main EA $0.00 

431 Connect lo Existing 12'' Raw Water Main EA $0.00 

432 Connect To Existing 6" Waler Main EA $0.00 

433 Connect To Existing 4" Fo,ce Main EA $0.00 

434 F&I Oucli~ Iron Compact Fittings w/ ReactiOn Blocking or Thrust Restraint for WM. TN $0.00 

435 Furnish, Install, and Removo Sampie Points, Comple1e EA $0.00 

436 20"x12" Tapping Sleeve EA $0.00 

SUBTOTAL (CONTINGENCY) $0.00 

TOTAL BlO $0.00 

TltE COUNTY DOES NOT GUARANTEE TltE ACCURACY OF TltE FORMULAS AND E)(TENSIONS USED IN THIS SPREADSHEET. 

TltE ITEMS AND QUANTITIES ABOVE, SHAtL GOVERN OVER THE PLANS. 

PAV ITEM FOOTNOTES IN CONSTRUCTION PLANS SHALL ALSO BE INCIUOED IN ITEM UNIT PRICE. 

Note# PAY ITEM FOOTNOTES 

1 All c:osls for Maintenance of Traffic (MOT) and mobilization shall be considered incidental to, and shall be included in, unit prices. for the pay items. 

2 All items shall include cost to furnish and install unless otherwise noted. 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 
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water Utilities Department 
A4mlnistration 

P.O. !lox I 6097 

WCstPalm Beach, FL 33416-6097 

(561) 493-6000 

Fax: (561) 493-6008 

www.pbcwater.com 

• 

Palm Beach County 
Board of County 
Cotwnlssioners 

Mary Lou Berger. Mayor 

Hal R. Yaleche, Vice Mayor 

Paulette-Burdick 

ShelleyVana 

Steven L. Abrams 

Melissa McKlnlay 

Priscilla A, Toylor 

County Administrator 

verdenia C. Baker 

uAn nqtud Opportunity 

Affirmative Action Bmpfoyer" 

@printed on recycled paper 

July 14, 2016 

Mr. Bob Bliss, Director of Audit 
Office of the Inspector General 
100 Australian Avenue 
West Palm Beach, FL 33409 

RE: Office of the Inspector General Draft Audit Report 

Dear Mr. Bliss: 

In response to the Office of the Inspector General's Draft Audit Report for Palm Beach 
County Department of Economic Sustainability - Grants Management, please see below 
for Palm Beach County Water Utillties' responses. 

FINDING {7): PBC Water Utilities Department did not account for grant funds in 

accordance with PBC Policy and Procedure Memoranda (PPM) #CW-F-003; Grant 
Administration. 

RECOMMENDATION: 

(13) We recommend that PBC WUD Management establish and account for grant funds 
as prescribed in the PBC PPM #CW-F-003 for all grants that they administer. 

Department Response: The Department concurs with the finding that grant funds were 
not accounted for in accordance with PBC PPM #CW-F-003 as it pertains to grants 
recelved for the Belle Glade Inflow and Infiltration project. Additionally, the Department 
concurs with the recommendation that PBC WUD establish and account for grant funds 
as prescribed in the PBC PPM #CW-F-003 for al! grants administered by the Department. 

After the commencement of this grant but prior to the audit conducted by the Office of 
the Inspector General, Department staff met internally to address and rectify its process. 
As a result, the Department began accounting for all grants in a separpte unit as 
prescribed by PBC PPM #CW-F-003 (See Attachment 1). Additionally, on June 1, 2016, 
the Department established PPM WUD-F-030 (See attachment 2). This PPM provides 
that all grants must be accounted for in one of the following methods: 
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July 14, 2016 
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1. A separate fund If required by the grant agreement. 

2. A separate unit code identified as a single grant. 

3. The Cost Accounting- Grant Method which is a combination of unit, sub-unit, program period, 

program code, or other appropriate fields. 

The Department is committed to utilizing one of the three methods prescribed above to account for 
all grants as part of adhering to County policy and best practices in grants administration. 

FINDING (10): PBCWUD did not ensure Certificate of Insurance Requirements were met for a Project. 

The Department concurs with this finding. 

RECOMMENDATION: 

(19) PBC WU D implement controls to ensure compliance with ce rti.ficates of insurance requirements. 
Staff should document applicable requirements for each project, and adequately revi.ew 
certificates of insurance for compliance. 

Department Response: The Department concurs with this recommendation. Palm Beach County 

Water Utilities Department (PBCWUD) has been utilizing the Insurance Tracking System (ITS) system 

for compliance of insura_nce, monitoring and tracking since May 2015. 

FINDING (10): PBCWUD did not ensure Certificate of Insurance requirements were met for a Project. 

The Department concurs with this finding. 

RECOMMENDATION: 

Department Response: The Department concurs with this recommendation. Palm Beach County 
Water Utilities Department (PBCWUD) has been utilizing the Insurance Tracking System (ITS) system 
for compliance of insurance, monitoring and tracking since May 2015. 

Finding Ill): PBCWUD project insurance tracking needs improvement to ensure compliance with PBC 
PPM# CW-F-076, Certificates of Insurance. 

The Department concurs with this finding. 
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RECOMMENDATION: 

(20) PBCWUD develop written procedures to provide guidance in processing certificates of insurance 
for compliance review. This will help ensure that all required certificates are input, monitored, and 
maintained. 

Department Response: PBCWUD agrees and already complies with this recommendation. PBCWUD 
added ITS requirements to the check list for Board of County Commissioners (BCC) agenda items dated 
May 8, 2015 (See Attachment 3, page 4 of 6). 

(21) PBCWUD implement a reconciliation process to ensure that all projects requiring insurance have 
been entered Into the ITS system and are reviewed for compliance in a timely manner through the use 
of ITS reports. 

Department Response: PBCWUD agrees and already complies with this recommendation. All 
Consultant and construction contracts have been entered into ITS. If the certificates are not in 
compliance with the contract, ITS sends notifications to the Consultant or Contractor and the PBC 
WUD Project Manager. ITS also sends notifications when coverage is expiring and sends notification 
if the renewal of coverage is not in compliance. The PBCWUD Project Managers are responsible for 
their_projects and maintaining compliance. PBCWUD Management periodically reviews ITS to verify 
compliance. Insurance certificate dates are also entered Into the PBCWUD Capital Improvement 
system (CIP) during the BCC agenda process. ff the insurance certificates are expired and renewal has 
not been received, then CIP system locks processing of payments. 

(22) PBC WUD request Risk Management Department provide additional ITS training specifically 
tallored to WUD activities. 

Department Response: PBC WUD agrees and already complies with this recommendation. On April 
25, 2016, Risk Management held additional WUD specific training at PBCWUD with appropriate 
Engineering staff in attendance. 

! 
i 
l 
.. , 
[: 
I 
I 
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February 2, 2015: 

ITS Timeline 

PBCWUD Assistant Director recommended and required the use of ITS for all PBCWUD professional and 
construction services. 

February 4, 2015: 
Initial training was provided by Risk Management. 

February 11, 2015: 
Risk Management provided PowerPoint on ITS, sample contract language and sample letter to vendor 
for utilizing ITS. fnformation was placed in a folder located at G: Engineering/ITS Insurance program. 

March 4, 2015: 

Risk Management requested ITS to create WUD Project Managers and Users login's from ITS. 

March 10, 2015: 
ITS sent login to WUD Project Managers and Users. 

March 24, and 25, 2015 
Consultant and Design-Build Contracts loaded into ITS. 

March 26, 2015: 
Project Mangers instructed to load projects into ITS. G: Engineering/ITS Insurance program. 

April 10, 2015 
Construction Contracts loaded into ITS. 

May 20, 2015 
ITS letters sent to Consultants/Contractors instructing on how to upload insurance renewal certificates. 

l 
i 
i 
I·. 

I·: 
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April 25, 2016 

ITS Timeline 

Risk Management held refreshing ITS t raining and Workshop at PBCWUD. 

April 29, 2016; 

PBCWUD revised construction contract documents to allow the Project Manager to pre-select coverages 
for Builcler's Risk, Inland Marine, Watercraft and Aircraft. This revision was approved by Risk 
Management Department, Contract Development and Control, and County Attorney Office. ,The 
purpose of the construction contract template revision was to minimize the need for Project Managers 
to override these coverages in ITS which then streamlines the process and avoids confusion in 
contractual coverage. 

Please contact me at (561) 493-6000 if you have any questions or concerns. 

Sincerely, 

Jim Stiles, Director 
Palm Beach County Water Utilities Department 

Attachments 

c: Shannon R. La Rocque, P,E., Assistant County Administrator 
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PAW',! BEACH COUNTY, FLORIDA Attachment 1 Page 1 of4 
YTD DETAILED l;)(PENDITURES FOR FlSCAL YEAR 

04/27/2016 BY FUND, DEPARTMENT AND UNIT 
Fund; 4011 Capital Improvements 
Dept 721 Water Utillties-Ca,pftal 

Fund Dep1 Umt Sub Program Program Task Sub Major Obj Fisca.I Fiscal Doc Rec'd Doc Do. ID Number Line Descrjption Amount 
Unit Code Period Task Program Code Year' Month Oat.. Code 

Unit W020 Lake Region Improvement Project 

4-011 T.!l W020 15543 :WJ4 13 Hl/22120)4 IVA l4W\JI<10170000000297 Praj 13--091 Centet!we Utilities pay app f.l .from 24.954.72 

401J 721 W02JJ 6543 2014 " 10/24'12014 IVA 14 WlJl 41 Cl l 70000000297 
WOSS-6543 !or gram: niportioz: pwp:>s-cs 
~ l3-o91 Cemer'.im Utilities PllY app #3 from 196,1!25.09 
W03B~43forgra:it")l<>rtmgpuq,osos 

<<Hl 721 W020 65-43 2014 13 10/22/:2014 IVA 14WU1410I70000000297 Proj 13-091 Ccuwi.ine Utiilt.ieii pay app #3 kt.om 21,869.46 
W038-6543 fur gra:illqlOrticg poql05C~ 

4011 711 W020 6543 20!4 B 10/22/:2D14 JVA l4WIJ1410l 70000000297 Proj 13--091 Cenit.rliwiVtilitics pay app#l from 2,m.15 

4011 >il W02'Ll 6543 20l4 l3 
W038-6S-43 fur gnot reporting purp1m:1 

10/22/2014 IVA L4W\Jl•l0l 70000000297 Proj 13--091 Centerlin~ Utillliespe.y app lt2 from 165,418.44 
W0!&-6543 IDigrantreportingpurpose& 

4Dll 7ll W010 6543 2014 13 lll/22/2014 NA l4ViU14!0170000000297 :F"Nj 13--091 Cea::ttei:tin~ Utilities pay app 12 from 18,179.83 

4011 721 W010 6543 2014 13 
WOl&-6543 for. grant ,cporting purpMCS 

10.1'2m014 IVA 14WU14I0170000000297 L)-091 Centerline Utilities pay apps 1-3 to W020-6:S43 -430,::a:0.29 

40ll 721 W020 6543 2014 13 10127120]4 NA 14WU14102700000D0300 
fQ.rgrADtri:portingpwpos;s 
Concotline7 of'fVA 72014"WU141017-29'i, CRdit 430,220.29 
shauld h1tVe bte:n 10 unit W.038 

401\ 721 W02D V/038 ClP 721 6543 :1.015 2 11/2112014 AD .ADll.2IH000000009716 13-091 WAf07 36,410.01 
~11 721 Vi--020 W03B CIP 711 6543 21l!S 2 ll/21.!2014 AD ADll:zll4000000009?16 13--091WA//-07 32'!~600.04 
40ll m Wll20 WlllS ClP 'rll 6543 2015 2 ll.'211.2014 AD AD!l21!400000D0097l6 13--09L WAJI07 -36,410.01 
40ll 721 W020 WDJI ClP 721 6543 21)15 2 1If.ZlJ2014 AD ADl 12114000000009716 13-091 WA/107 -327,690.04 
40!1 7'2[ W020 W038 Cl[> 721 6543 :ZOIS 2 11/2112014 PRM Pl<MI Jill 400000006463 13-091 WA#07 3~410.01 
4011 721 W020 W038 Cl[> 721 5543 2015 2 U/21/20)4 PRM PRM1!2!1400000006463 13-091 WAJI.D7 321,690.04 
4011 721 W020 W0)8 ClP 121 6543 2015 3 l:Ullll.014 PRM PRM1211t40DOO000S919 13-091 WJ;J/{}7 l86,l6L.67 
40U 721 wow ·wms CIP 721 6543 2015 3 .1.2/12/2014 .PRM PRM12-121400000008919 1:-onwAfm 20,684.63 
4011 721 W020 W038 CIP 721 6543 2!Jl5 3 12112/2014 AD A012)2H000000012900 1J..091WM07 20.6S4.63 
•on 721 WD20 WD38 CIP 721 6543 21ll5 ' 1Zll..2J2014 AD ADU1214000.0000J.2900 l3·09I WN/07 -20,684-63 
4011 721 WD20 W1l3B CIP 721 6543 2015 3 12'12/2Ql4 AD AD1212140000000l:29DO 13-091 WAJf.07 -186',llil.67 
40Ll 721 W02JJ W03B CIP 721 6543 2015 3 !2/12fl014 AD AD12Ill40000000!29DO 13--091 WAff07 186,151.67 
4-0ll 72] W020 W03S ClP 721 6543 2015 4 l.'21/2015 PRM PRM012.ll:S00000012936 13-091 WA#m 8.919.36 
4011 721 W020 WO)! Cl[> m 6543 2015 4 1/1112\llS AD AD01211500000001813I 13--091 WM-07 -8,9l9j6 
4011 m W020 WOl& CTP 7'21 6543 2015 4 1/2.1/2015 AD ADO 12115000000018 l3 l 13-09IWl\l/07 -l!Q,27421 
40ll 72) W020 W03& CIP 121 6543 2015 4 l/2!/2015 AD AD012115000000018131 13--091WA#07 80.274.21 
4~11 721 W02Jl W036 CJP 121 6543 2015 4 l/2l/2Jl1S AD .AD012ll50000000l!U3 l L3.09JWMD1 1,919.36 
411'1 721 V.,1)20 WlllB ClP 121 6543 2JJJ5 4 l/21/2015 PRM PRMD121150000001293:6 H--031W.AJ/iJ7 80,274.21 
4011 n1 W020 W03& CIP 721 6543 2015 s 2/18/2.015 AD AD021815000000022296 ll-091 W.Afl-07 ~183,76&.96 
4011 721 W020 W038 CIP 721 6543 1015 s 2/1812015 AD A:00;!1815000000022296 l3·091WA#C!7 181,768.96 
40ll 721 WQlO W038 ClP 711 654) 2015 5 2/18/20!5 AD AD02I8150000000222%' 13-091WAirYT 20,418.77 
4011 721 W020 W031 CJP 7.21 6543 20i5 5 211sa01s PRM PRM02181500000D16255 13-09IW/\#07 183,768.96 

?:VWUD\Gra:ut.s WUD\FYl.5\04-79--063:27 M:R. ~e:..rpt 

© OFMB 
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PALM BEACH COUNTY, FLORIDA Page2of4 I 
YTD DETAILED EXPENDJTUREs FOR FISCAL YEAR 

04/27/2016 
BY FUND, DEPARTMENT AND UNrr 

Fund: 4011 Capltar Improvements 
Dept: 721 Water UtiHties-Capita:1 

Fund Dept Unit Sub Program Program Task Sub Major Obj Fiscal Fiscal Doc Rec'd Dor:: Doc IC Number' Wne Description Amount 
Unit Code Period Tasl( Program Code Year Month Date Code 

4011 72l W020 \V038 C!P 721 6543 :.iou 5 1/18/.2015 PRM PRM021B1500D00016255 13-091 WA/ffl7 20,418.77 
4011 721 W020 WOJ8 ClP 721 6543 20lS s 2/1812015 Ml .AD021815000000022296 13-0SllWAJl.07 -20,418.71 
4011 72l wm W038 ClP 121 6543 2015 7 419/2015 PRC 04091500000000000209 13-091 W.AJ/07 84,846.72 
4011 721 W020 W038 ctP 721 6543 2015 7 41!l/21lll AD AD04091S000000030206 13..091WAJI07 ~,31.2.34 
4011 7J.l WOlO W038 ClP rn 6543 2015 7 "'9/2015 AD MJ04091S000000030206 13.-091WM07 -4,700.-55 
4011 7ll W020 W038 CIP 121 6543 2015 7 419!'}.()!5 AD AD04091500000D0)0206 13-09lWM07 4,700.65 
401l 721 V/020 WOJS CIP 721 6543 2015 7 4/9!'}.()lS AD A.0040915 00.0000030206 13-09lWM07 89.312.34 
4011 72l W020 W038 C!P 72l •s-i, 2015 7 419/2015 PRC 04C>9l50000000DDD!l209 l3"091 WM07 4,465.62 
4011 721 wozo W038 C!P 121 -654] 2015 7 4/9/2015 PRC 04-091500000000000209 ll-091 WNl-07 235.03 
4011 111 W020 W038 C!P m 6543 2015 7 4/912015 me 04091500000000000209 l3-091WA#I07 4,465.62 
4011 721 W020 6543 2015 7 4123,::,oi, GAX SPM:M.0423150000001505 PERMIT; WUD•El-l"G; SR 7l.5 WMREPLACEMENT; 50.00 

PROJ#13-091 
4-011 721 W020 6543 2015 7 4123/2015 AD A'JJ04.23 J 5000000032449 PERMIT; WUD-llliG; SR 715 WMREPLACEMENT; 50.00 

PRQJ#l3-091 
4011 721 W020 6543 2015 7 4123/2015 AD A.00423]5000000032449 PERMIT; V.'UD-£NG; SR 715 WMREPLACEMENT; -50.00 

PROJ#ll-091 
4011 721 W020 W038 ClP 721 6543 2015 7 411812015 AD AD[)4.2gl5000000rJ..33082 13-09)WNID7 -5,2l239 
40ll 721 WClJ.O W03S CIP '21 6543 201S 7 4/2812015 AD ADD'i,81500000003308'2 13-091 W NI07 -99,03538 
4011 72! W020 W038 CIP 721 6545 2015 ' 4128/2015 Ml AD042815000000033082 13-091 WM07 99,035.38 
401! 721 W020 WD38 CIP 72! 6543 2.015 7 4/2PJ2015 AD AD041'IS000000033082 13--091 WA#07 5,21.239 
40]1 721 W020 W03& CJl' m 6S43 2015 7 4!:z.8/2015 PRC 0428:15000000000002211 l3--091WAf/07 99,035.38 
4011 721 W020 wo~s C!P 721 5543 2015 7 4/.2ii/Z015 PRC 04281 s 0000000000021s 13--091 WAi/07 5,21239 
4011 721 W020 wms CIP 721 6S43 2015' 8 5/1512015 AD MJ051515000000036282 13--091 WAf/07 -4~103.87 
4011 721 W020 W038 C!P 721 6543 2015 8 S/1512015 AD AD05151S00000000.6282 13-09lWAJ/07 48,103.&7 
4011 7ll V/020 W038 C!P 721 6543 2015 g S/15/.2015 AD I.JJOS 151500000003.6282 l3--091W.Aft07 S,344,88 
«Ill 721 W010 W038 CIP 721 6l4l 201s 8 5/151.2015 )J) AD0515l5000000036282 13-091WNI07 -5,344,88 
4011 721 W020 W038 CIP m 6543 2015 8 5/15.12015 PRM l'RM0515150!000027885 13-091 WAJ/07 5,344.88 
4011 721 W020 W03! ClP 721 15513 20U s 5/15/2015 PR.\\! PRMOSlSUiOOOOOfil7885 13-091WM07 4tl03,87 
4011 721 W020 WOlS CIP 721 '"" ZOl~ ' 5/20/2015 PRC 05201500000000000271 13-091WM07 2,672.44 
40ll 111 wow W03& CIP T.11 6543 2015 s S/2012015 PRC 05201500000000000271 13---091 WAJ!07 50,776.31 
4011 7ll W020 W03S ClP 721 6543 2015 ' 5120/ZOlS PRM .PRM05151500000027&85 13-091 WAJ/07 -48,,103.87 
40ll 721 W020 WOJ! ClP 721 6543 2015 ' 5/2D/2015 PRM PRMOH>I500000027'8' 13-091 WAJ#07 -5,344.88 
4'lll 721 VIOZO WQ3g ClP 721 6543 2015 8 S/20/.lOIS AD AD0>151S000000036282 13-091 WAf.07 411,10),87 
4011 721 Wll2ll WOJS ClP 721 6S43 2015 8 5/20/2015 AD ADOS201S000000037059 13-091 WAJl-07 S0,776..31 
4011 721 WD20 W03S CIP 721 6543 l015 8 .5/2012015 AD AD05201SOOD000037069 }3..0SllWA#-Oi -2,672.44 
4011 721 W020 W036 C!P )2l 6543 2015 8 SQ!l-'2015 AD ADOS201.SOODOOOD37069 13-091 WAfi07 ~SD,776.31 
40)1 'f21 wow W038 C1P 721 6543 2015 8 5/2M01S AD AD051Sll0000000,6282 l3--091WAi/07 5)44.88 

F:\WUD\Grants WJD\FYl:i\04-79-06327 RAR Exp=s.rpt 

© OFMB 



O
F

F
IC

E
 O

F
 IN

S
P

E
C

T
O

R
 G

E
N

E
R

A
L

           
 

A
U

D
IT

 #
 2016-A

-0003
                           

 
P

age 55 of 105 

A
T

T
A

C
H

M
E

N
T

 1 – D
E

S
 M

an
ag

em
en

t R
esp

o
n

se C
o

n
tin

u
ed

 
 

 

PALM BEACH COUNTY, FLOIUPA Page3of4 
YTD DETAILED EXPENDITURES FOR FISCAL YoAR 

04/27/2016 

Fuiicl: 
BY FUIIIO, DEPARTMENT AND UNIT 

4011 Capital lmprovemerrts 
Dept: 721 Water Utilities-Capital 

Fund Dept Un~ Sub Program Program Task Sub -- · Major Obj FJ.&cal Fiscal Doc R.eG'd Doc Doc ID Number Llne·oaSCriPliOO --- Amount 
Unit Code Period Task Prog~m Code Year Month Date Code 

4011 721 W020 W03i CIP 721 6543 2015 8 5/20/2015 AD AD0515]5000000036232 13·091 WM07 -5,344,8' 
4011 721 W020 \\'0,8 CIP 721 6543 2015 8 5/20/2{)15 AD AD05151S000000036282 l.3-D9l WAJ!07 -43~103.87 
4011 121 'WOlO W038 ClP 71! 6S•3 2015 ' 5120/2015 Jill .AD05l0150000000;37°'59 lH9l WA/107 2,672.44 
4Dll 721 1'7J20 WOl8 CIP 721 65•] 2015 9 6/9/2015 Jill AD060915000000040lll l.l-09lWM07 80.810.()4 
4011 111 W020 W038 Cll' 721 6543 lDlS 9 619/2015 AD AD060915000000040333 13-0!>1 WA#07 -80,SJ0.04 
4011 721 wooo W038 CIP 721 6543 2015 9 619/2015 PRC 06091500D0000000030S 13--091 WAJJ07 80,8ln.04 
4011 721 Wo;20 WOlS GIP 721 6543 2015 9 619/21Ji5 AD lill0609 IS000000040333 13-091 WM07 -4,253.16 
4011 721 wooo W038 GIP 721 6543 2015 9 61912015 AD A.006091S000000040l3l 13-09IWAJI07 4,253.16 
4011 721 WO>O woos Cll' 721 6543 2015 9 61.>/2015 PRC 06Wl500000D00000305 13-091WA#07 4,253.16 
-<O!I 721 W020 WOl8 ClP 721 6543 2015 lo 712412015 PRC 072415000D0000000391 13-091 WM07 U.,223J.5 
4011 721 W020 'W038 CJP 721 6543 2015 10 7/24/2.0ll AD AD0724l5ODOOOOO4;o,;s l3-o91WM07 -U,223.15 
4011 721 WOlO W038 GIP 721 6543 2015 10 71.2.412015 AD .AD072415D000000.8038 13-091WM07 -232,241.Tl 
4011 721 "W020 11'038 CIP 721 6543 2015 10 7124l2015 Jill AD07'-41SOOD0000480l8 13--091 Wl\J/07 232,241.73 
4011 7ll Wo20 W0>8 CIP 721 6543 2015 10 '1/241.2015 AD AD07141500000004803£ 13--091 WM07 12,2ll.25 
4011 721 Wll20 W03& CIP 721 5543 2D15 JO 712412015 PRC 07241S00000000000392 13--091 WA#07 23.,24!.73 
4011 721 W020 W0.311 GIP 721 6543 2015 ll 8/1412015 PRC 08l4l5000000000004J3 1,-D91 WAf/-O'l 26,836.I~ 
4011 721 W020 11'038 GIP 721 6543 2015 11 8114/2015 AD AlJO&l4-I5000000051826 13-091 WAX07 -.26,$36,19 
4011 721 W020 W038 CIP ·121 6543 20[5 11 8(1-4/Z0I~ AD AD08l415000000051826'. 13--Wl WAJIO'l -1,412.43 
4011 721 = W038 GIP 721 6.543 :Z015 11 1!'14!2015 AD AD081415000000051826 1S-0,9LW.Afl07 I.412.43 
4011 721 W020 W03i CIP 721 6543 2015 II 8/14/2015 AD ADOR1415000000051826 13-o9IWM07 U,836.19 
4011 721 WC120 W038 ClP 721 6542 2015 11 8/1412015 PRC 08141500000000000433 13--091 W.AJI0,7 1,412.43 
4-011 721 W020 W038 ClP 721 6543 2015 12 919/2015 AD .AD0909 l 50000000554-20 13-091WM07 -<l,874.93 
4011 72l W020 W038 CIP 721 6!i43 201, 12 9/9/1.015 AD AD09091 SOOOODOOll420 13-091WM07 15,874.93 
401l 72l W020 Wo3g CIP m 5.543 2'l!l 12 919/2015 Jill lill09091S000000055420 13-091 WA!/07 130,6'-l.60 
4011 711 W02D wo,a GIP 721 6543 20I5 12 919/1015 AD AD0909150000{)0055420 l3·09l WM-07 -130,623.60 
4011 721 wooo woia CIP 721 fi:543 1015 12 919.~0lS PRC 09091S00000000000481! 13-091 WM07 6,874.93 
4011 721 W020 W038 CIP 711 6543 WIS 12 9/9/20l5 PRC 09091500000000000488 l3--091WM07 130,623.60 
4011 m W020 W038 CIP 721 6543 20115 I !0/2212.0tl PRC l 0211500000000000113 l3--09!WM07 2,021.91 
4011 721 W020 W038 CIP 721 6543 2016 1 mw2015 AD AD 102215000000004907 13--091WM07 -2,021.91 
40ll 721 W020 W038 CIP 721 6543 :ZOlS 1 10/2212015 AD AD1022l50000000049D7 13-091 WAJl-07 v3&,411S.5] 
4(]1l 72l waw wo,, GIP 721 6543 2(116 10/.W2015 AD ADl022t5000000004907 13-091 WA.i-07 38,4Ui.3) 
40ll 72l wow WOJS CIP m 6543 2('16 l 10,'22/2015 AD AD102215000000004~7 13~091 WAJl-07 2,021.91 
4011 721 W020 W03£ CIP 721 6543 2<i16 l 10/Xl/2.015 PRC I 022 !50000000D0001l3 13-091WAJl-07 3&,41631 
4011 72l W020 W03i CIP m 6.543 ,.,,. 1 llll/2015 JVA 16WU1510300000000007 Reversal ofFY 2015 .Aa:rual. fm: Cccitcrlin~ Utilitiu -5~796.40 

Prnjo:t 13-091 
4011 721 W020 y,o;1 CIP 711 li:S43 2016 2 ll/101.2015 AD AD11101SOOOOOOD01599 11--091WMI07 -397,3D6.ll 

F:\Wl,1)\0.,n!,; WUD\FYIS,0-1--79-06327 R&RExpcrucupt 
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~u,id.: 4il11 CapitaJ rmprovemeots 
[)<>pt 721 Water UtfHUes-Capita! 

Fuod Dept Ufllt Sub Program Program 
Unit Code Period 

4<lll 721 WT/JJ} W0l8 ClP 
4'lll 1:21 WDZO W038 CJP 
4011 721 W020 W038 ClP 

4011 721 W020 W038 CJ)> 

4'lll 721 WOl.O W038 ClP 

4011 721 W020 wo,s CIP 

4011 72l W020 W038 CiP 

4011 721 W020 W038 CIP 
4011 721 W020 WlJ38 CIP 

4011 721 W020 W03-8 CIP 

4011 721 W020 W038 Cl)' 

4011 721 W020 woos CiP 

4(]11 721 W020 WOJS CiP 

4011 721 W020 W03S ClP 
4011 721 W020 Wll38 C1P 
4011 721 W020 W038 CIP 
4011 72! W020 W038 CIP 
4011 72! W020 W03S C1P 

{JRNL_ACTG.P.ER_DC} <= 13 ar,d 
(I\..PSCD.PSCD_CLOS __ CL_CD) in ['10", 'll"J,nd 
(JJW.~ACW.l/NIT_CDJ-"WPlO" "11 
(JI<NL_ACroDEIT_CD} in r•,21•, '720"] 

Fc\WUD\G=I, WUDIFY!S\0<-79--06327 R&Rb;,"""S.tpt 

@ OFMB 

Task Sub Major 
Task Program 

721 
m 
m 
nl 
721 
'2l 

7ll 
111 

721 

721 
721 
721 
721 
121 
721 
721 
72[ 

m 

PALM BEACtt COU~TY, FLOR1D1\ Page4 of4 
YTD DETAILED EXPENDITURES FOR FISCAL YEAR 04/2712016 

BY FUND, DEPARTMENT AND UNIT 

Obj Fiscal Fiscal Doc Rec'd Doc Doc ID Number Line Description Amount 
Code Year Month Date Code 

6>43 20!6 2 ll/10/.lOlS PRC lllOIS00000000000148 13-091 WM07 397,306.11 

6543 2016 2 ll/10/21Jl5 PRC 11JO!S0000000000014l! 13-091 WAft07 20.910.85 

6543 2016 2 lI/10/2015 AD ADlllOl5000000007599 13-091 WMl-07 39i~06.ll 
6543 20J6 2 ll/10/2015 AD AD1110150D0D0OOD7599 13-091 W.Afl07 20,910.85 

6543 201~ 2 ll/I012Ql5 AD ADll 1015000000007599 l3--091WM07 •W.910.85 
6543 2016 3 12/15"/2015 AD ADI2151 SOOOOOOO 1284.9 13--091 WA#07 -44-0.24 

6543 2016 3 12/15/:2015 AD ADl21515000000012849 13-0.91 WAfl-01 -S,364.68 
6543 l016 3 12/l!W.015 AD At>12151500000D012849 13-091 WA#07 8,364.6!1 

6543 2016 3 12/IS/2.01S ID ADI21515000000012849 l3·091WAJ/07 «-024 
6543 2016 3 12/1S/201S AD AD12ISI5000000012&49 13-<J91WAn07 •871.SO 

6543 2016 3 12/15/2015 AD A1'12tSlS00000001284$1 13...0!H WAJ#07 871.SO 

6543 2016 3 12115/2015 AD ADI21515000000012&49 13--091 WA#07 -l6,S58A7 
6543 2016 3 12/15/2015 /ill AD12151S000000012849 13--091 W.A#07 16,558..4-7 

6543 2016 3 12/15/2015 PRC I 215lS0000000000019 I 13--091 WA#07 16.558,47 

5543 2016 17/1512015 PRC 121515 00000000000191 13--091 WA#07 871.S0 

£543 2016 3 12/15/2015 PRC 12151500000000000192 13-091 WA#07 S,364.68 ,.,., 2016 3 12/15/2015 PRC lll:51:5001J00000000192 ll--091 WM-07 44024 
6543 2IH6 6 3/&f2016 JYA D3081GODOOOOOOOOI445 ta comet payment paid agllinslfucomict co~oc.. ·17,429.97 

Check #2929734 to Ceutcrlinc Utilities 

l'ot.al for Object 6543 Water Traruimisidon M.ainrt 2,458,246.48 

Unit W020 Lake R.t:gion Improvement Project 2,458,246.48 

R.eportGnuid ToCll :Z,458,246.48 
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Fund: 4011 Capital lmproveme.nts 
Dept 721 Water Utilitll!O-Capilal 

PALM BEACH COUNTY, FLORJDA 
YTO DETAILED REVENUES FOR FISCAL YEAR 

BY FUND, DEPARTMENT ANO UNIT 

-FUnd Dept Unit Sub Program Program Task -Sub Major Rev Flscar Fisca! Doc Rec'd Doc Doc ID Number Line Description 
Unit Code Pedoci Task Program Source Year Month Date Code 

Unit W020 

-4011 721 

4011 121 

W020 

W020 

Lake Region Improvement Project 

(JRNL_ ACTG.PBR.JlC] .,._ 13 ""d 
(R_PSCD.P=_Cl..OS_CT,_CO) in ("14", "15") and 
(lJiNI._ACT<l,Ul,lT_CD) = '0W020" and 
(IRNL_ACTG.DEPT_CD} in ["T.11", "720"] 

f ;\"VroD\Orar;ilS Wl"D\FYIS\04.-79-06327 R&R R-:venues.rpt 

@ OFMB 

3139 

3139 

2015 

2015 

2/-4(.20-15 

5/112•15 

NA 

!VA 

1SWU150l040000000071 O!pr'.'al Contribut.iOilS other Govermenls 01/01/?5 v 

0l,131/15 
15WU150428000000013~ Capital Cc:ntributi.Q!l.'J other GoVCJlll]lalts -State 04/-0111$ -

04/30/lS 

l't.ta.1 far Rl!Ve,i:1u~ Snu,r1;e 3139 

Un:it WOZO La.keRegionimprovementProject 

Report Grand Total 

Page 1 of1 

04/27/2016 

ArnOunt 

-362,.243.00 

-637,751.00 

-1,000,000.00 

-l,000,000.00 

-1,000,000.00 
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Attachment 2 

MEMORANDUM 

TO; ALL WATER UTILITIES PERSONNEL 

FROM: JIM STILES 
DEPARTMENT DIRECTOR 

PREPARED BY: FINANCE AND ACCOUNTING/ADMINISTRATION 

SUBJECT: GRANT ADMINlSTRATION (ACCOUNfING & BUDGETING) 

PPM#: WUD-F-030 

ISSUE DATE EFFECTIVE DATE 
June 1, 2016 June 1, 2016 

PURPOSE: 

To establish guidelines for grant reporting and related functtons for funds received by the 
Department from various external sources which are subject to audit requirements. 

DEFINITIONS: 

1. Grant: A payment in cash or in kind made to provide assistance for a specified purpose, the 
acceptance of which creates a legal duty on the part of the grantee to use the funds or 
property made available in accordance with the conditions of the grant. Grants are typically 
authorized and appropriated by a legislative body. 

2. Outside Funding Agency: Feder/ll, state, local, and quasi- governmental agencies, 
foundations or any otl1er external fundi11g source. Also referred to as "grantor agency". 

POLICY: 

Gwnt fund;; are to be established in such a manner as to be readily identifiable within the 
County's Financial System. This must be accomplished through the use of one of the following 
methods: 

1. A separate fund ·jf required by the grant agreement; or 
2. A separate unit code identified as a single grant; or 
3. The Cost Accounting - Grant Method which is a combination of unit, sub-unit, program 

period, program code, or other appropriate fields as necessary and available within the 
accounting system to uniquely identify grant revenue and expenditures. 

A. Grants that are prud in advance by an Outside Funding Agency that require interest to be 
reported and/or remitted to the funding agency must be kept in separate funds from grants 

WUD-F-030/Page 1 of2 
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that are paid on a reimbursement basis or do 110t have requirements for reporting and/or 
remitting interest. 

Grants estabhshed in capital funds are to be established as separate urut codes as well as 
identified as projects. 

B. Grant receipts and ex.pel).ditures must be maintained lu accordance with federal, state, and 
local guidelines/laws applicable -to the agreement (federal statute, 0MB Circular, state 
statute, local laws/ordinances, federal, state, guidelines) and Generally Accepted 
Accounting Principles for Local Governments. If differences ~st between 
guidelines/laws, the department is t-o utilize the most stri11gent requirement (e.g., record 
retention, travei, and inventory). 

Stiles 
Department Director 

WUD-F-030/.Page 2 of 2 

l 
! 
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Attachment 3 

CHECKLIST 

AGENDA ITEM 
PROJECT NAME: ____ _________________ _ 

PROJECT NO.: PROJECT MANAGER:, __________ _ 

AGENDA ITEM NO,;~ BOARD MEETING DATE: ___ _ 

CONTRACTOR'S NAME: ____ ______________ _ 

BUDGET ACCOUNT NO.: _____ ________ ______ _ 

THIS' SECTION TO BE COMPLETED BY THE PROJECT MANAGER & REVIEWED BY 
CONTRACT SPECIALIST; 

1. Is Agenda Item: 

1. Consent? 

2. Regular? 

3. Public Hearing? 

2. Motion and Title (for each fetter): 

A. Are the parties correctly identified? 

B. Is the contract amount indicated? 

C. Is the TIiie of the Project Indicated? 

D. ls the CSA No Indicated? 

E. Is the description of the CSA Indicated? 

F. Date of lhe bid opening indicated? 

G. Number of bids received indicated? 

H. WUD No. Indicated? 

[_ Purpose of the project indicated? 

J. Contractor is the lowest responsive, responsible 
bidder? 

K. SBE Ordinance language & its R number included? 

Pago 1 of6 

PROJECT MGR 

••• ••• 
••• 
• • • • • • • • D 
• • • • • • 
• • • 
• • • 
• • • 
• • • 
• • • 
• • • 

Engineering 
Director 

(Rev. 0S/018/15-A,gendallem Checklist) 
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L. Has Contractor Achieved SBE Goal of 15%? • D • 
M. SBE % for 2•• low bidder achieved? • • D 
N. ls Contraclor a Local Company? • • D 
0. ts this project Included in the fiscal year • • D 
P. Is the District Number included? • • • 
Q. Are the initials of the Co. Attorney agent included • • • 

3. Background and Justification 

A. _ Is the background correct and complete? • • D 
B. Is the Justification con-ect and complete? • • • 

4. Attachments 

A. Have not less !ha n two (2) copies Signed contracts 
been provided? • • • 

8. Has the location map been included? • • • 
C. Has the Engineer's recommendation been included? D D • 
D. Has the Bid tabulation been included? D • • 
E. Has the SBE Compliance review been Included? • • • 

5. Contract Document: 

A. Is the name of the Mayor correct? • • • 
B. Has the Contlc\cior Signed the Contract? • • • 
C. Are titres of signing parties entered? • • • 
D. Is the person signing the Contract authorized to sign? D • • 
E. Is there a certificate or affidavit from the Con!raa!or D D • indicating who had the authority lo execute the contrab 

• • for the Co ntrac:tor? 

F. Has the Contract been witnessed by 2-Wilness? • • • 
G. Contract has been sealed with a Cofl)Clrate Seal? • • D 
H. Has the correct/current standard contract been use<!? • • • 
I. Are Attachments/Exhibits referenced f n the Contract? • • • 

Pago 2 of6 (Rev. 05/018/15-Agenda Irem Checkli,t) 
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6. 

J. Total amount from Schedule of Biel Prices in the 

• • • Bid Form match the total amount In the Contract? 

K. Is !here a cap on the total amount of the Contract? • • • 
L. Are a specific number of days to completion indicated?• • • 
M. Is there an early completion bonus/incentive? • • • 
N. ls the statement and amount of llquldated damages 

Included In the contract? • • • 
0. Is there a schedule of events .ind mi lei.ton es for 

completion? • • • 
P. Does the "termination clause" allow for termination at 

• • • the convenience of the County? 

Q. Standard Contract: are the indemnification clauses 

• • • included in the contract? 

R. Does the Contract contain a clause addressing the 

• D • Florida Public Entity Crime statue (287.133) (2) (a)? 

S. Does the item comply with the SBE Ordinance? • D • 
T. No Construction Allowance bid item to be included • • • 
Authorization and Budget: 

A. Is the project number Indicated and is it correct? • • • 
8. Are the budget account numbers indicated and has the 

Engineeiing Orr. Fiscal Specialist 11 confirmed they are 
correct? Fis.cal Specialist JI Initials __ D • • 

C. Do the budget account numbers in the Agenda 

• • match the budget account numbers In ClP? • 
D. ls the Contractors ·name and mailing address correct? 0 • • 
E. What is the manner of compensation; 

Time and expenses not to exceed 

FiXed price of 

Total price of 

••• 
••• 
••• 

Page3 of6 (Rr,,,,, 0S/0lS/15-Agenda Ttem Checklist) 
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7. Payments 

A. Are the payment provision acceptable, comprehensive D 
and clear? •• 

8. Public Construction Bond 

A. Is the bond number indicated? 

B. Is Bond Sealed? 

C. Is the bond amount indicated? 

D. Is the bond amount equal to or greater than the 
Authorization amount? 

••• 
••• 
••• 
• •• 

E. Is the name, mailing address, and state of lncorporatio11--, 
of the Contractor (I.e., Principal) indicated? LJ •• 

•• 
F. Is the name, mailing address, and state of incorporatiob 

of the Surety indicated? 

G. Is the dale of execution by the Principal and the Surety 
indicated? D •• 

••• 
H. ls the letter from Bonding Agent authorizing PBC to 

date Public Construction Bond included? 

I. Is the Bond signed and attested by the Contractor? D D D 
J. Is the Bond signed and attested by the Surety? D D D 
K. Is a signed, dated, and notarized Power of Attorney or 

Limited Power of Attorney attached to the bond? D D D 
L. Is the bond sealed? D O D 

9. Pelformance/Payment Bond 

.. A . . lsRer.formanoe/P.ayment..Bond .included?. 
(This only applies to federally funded projects) 

1 O. Insurance 

A. Are Jnsurance requirements adequate? 
(This should be verified with Risk management). 

s: Has the Insurance Tracki11g Form been submitted? 

C. Is proof of insurance a!tached? 

D. Is expiration date equal to or longer than the 
contract period? 

l'age4of6 

••• ·• -·• []··· 
••• ••• 
••• ••• 
••• 

(Rev. 05/018/15-Agenda It= Cheoklist) 
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E. Is Palm Beach County named as add!tional insured? • • • 
F. Is Builder's Risk Insurance provided? • • • 

11, General Conditions 

A, Is there an access and audit clause? • • • 
B. Is there a notification/address ldentifying provision 

• D • In the contract? 

C. Inspector Genera! language? • • • 
D. Climlnal history records check clause? • • • 
E. Regulations/laws/ordinances clause? • • • 
F. Non-Discriminatory Language included or 

D • • affidavit Included? 

12. Has this Contract been Inputted into the Cl? program D D D 
l:ly Protect Manager? 

Poge5 of6 (Rev. 05/0 l&/15-Agenda Ttem C~ocklist) 
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INSURANCE REQUIREMENTS: 

Original Contract Amount$. _________ _ 

Contractor: _______ _________ ____ _ 

General Liability Required: 
Contracts less than $500,000 Limit of liability riot less than $500,000 
Contract,; $1,000,000 or greater limit of liability 110! less than $1,0D0,000 

Comprehensive Auto Required: 
Contracts less than $500,000 Limit of)iab!lity not less than $500,000 
Contracts $1,000,000 or greater limit of liability not less than $1,000,000 

Watercraft Liability Required: Limits $5,000,000 

Inland Marine Requlrad; Limits $5,000,000 

Aircraft Liability Required: ______ Limits $5,000,000 

Workers Compensation Required?. ___ _ Limits $100/$500/$100 

Expires: ___ _ 

Expires: ___ _ 

Expires: ___ _ 

Expires: ___ _ 

Expires: _ __ _ 

Expires: ___ _ 

Professional Liability Required: $500,000 $1,000,000 Limits: $500,000 $1,000,000 Expires: ___ _ 

Excess Liability: $ _____ _ 
Expires: _ __ _ 

"All Risk" Builder's Risk Required?___ Limits:$_____ Expires; _ _ _ _ 
(Eliminate "Occupancy Clause") (Equal to total value of project) 
(Musl cover until final acceptance. Sub-limits not acceptable if fess than total value of project.) 

"All Risk" Transit or Motor Truck Cargo Required?---,---,-.,. Limits:$ ~-----c---c
(Repiacement cost coverage for highest value. Must contain Waiver of Subrogation). 

Expires: ___ ~ 

YES NO NIA .Q,M. 

Page6 of6 (Rev, 05/0 I B/15-Agenda Item Checldist) 
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Risi< ll'laxtagement Department 

JOO Australian Avenue. Suite 200 

West Palm Beach, FL 33406 

(561) 233-5400 

Fax: (561 I 233-5420 

WWl.Y.pbcgov.com 

• 

Palm Belich Count'y 
Board of County 
Comm:lssionct5 

Mary Lou Berger. Mayor 

Hal R. Valeche. Vice Mayor 

Paulette Burdick 

Shelley Vana 

Steven L. Abrams 

Melissa Mcl<inlay 

Priscilla A. To.ylor 

County Adminlsttator 

Verdenia C. Baller 

~An E~a1 opponut1i(Y 

AfjirmatiW! Acrion Emptoyu" 

Date: July 7, 2016 

To: Bob Bliss, Director of Audit 
Office of Inspector General 

From: Scott Martinib{l\ 

CC: 

Subject: 

Director, Risk Management 

John A. Carey, Inspector General 
Nancy Bolton, Assistant County Administrator 

Risk Management Response to the Department 
Economic Sustainability Grants Management Audit 

In response to the audit involving the Department of Economic 
Sustainability Grants Management Program, finding (11), 
recommendation (23), Risk Management concurs with your findings 
and has taken the following corrective actions: 

• Training for Water Utilities (WUD); 

All applicable WUD staff received additional training on the 
certificate of insurance tracking program. This training was 
comprehensive in nature and included issues specific to the types of 
contracts they administer and the internal protocols necessary for 
program compliance. 

• Change in Procedure - Insurance Tracking Services {ITS}: 

We requested and verified that ITS modified their internal protocols 
to allow for the viewing of "in progress" contracts and certificates. 
Previously, new contracts were not visible in the system or captured 
in a report until deemed complaint. The new protocol requires them 
to upload the data ( even if incomplete or pending) allowing user 
departments to track progress at all times. 

We believe the steps listed above address the finding in its entirety, and 
should work to avoid any future issues of this nature. 
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Department of Engineering 

and J'ubllc works 

PO BO:\ lt22Q 

(",1, I I nR4 4(100 

F-\, (:;(111 11A--t • 050 

W\\ \\ pbcgo,. com 

• 
Palm Beach County 

Board of County 
Commissioners 

\1,lf\ Luu Berger M,1ym 

H.11 R \alnlll" \ 1nl \ta;o, 

Shtlle\ \.ltiil 

Slt:\.cfl L ·\br~1ms 

~1t.·h ·sa \kK 111l.1\ 

Pnsc,lla \ Taylor 

County Administrator 

\erdcn , c ~:i.kc-r 

\,1 fqual Opp(J"fttllll)' 

~01rn·ru111 1, nrm EmplO)•'' • 

Date: 

To: 

Thru: 

From: 

Re: 

Finding (2) : 

INTER-OFFICE MEMORANDUM 

July 15, 2016 

Bob Bliss, Director of Audit 
Office of Inspector General 

C'TW 
George T. Webb, P.E . .---
County Engineer 

Tanya N. McConnell, PE<&"fl,,, ~ 
Deputy County Engineer WJl 
Draft Audit Report, Department of Economic 
Sustainability, Grants Management 

The Engineering Department concurs with the findings. The Division 
in charge of the bid in question was absorbed into our Roadway 
Production Division several years ago. The Roadway Production 
Division awards bids based on the total bid, which is base bid plus 
contingencies, so this issue was addressed some time ago. 
However, we have further clarified our contract language, a copy of 
which is attached. The standard tabulation form clearly indicates all 
that is included in the total bid. 

Finding (3): 

The Engineering Department concurs that the contractor was not 
required to sign off on the pay applications for the project. As noted 
in your report, this was changed in November of 2015. Contractors 
are now required to sign all pay applications prior to payment. 
However, we continue to meet with the contractor to jointly prepare 
the estimates. This works out to be quicker and more efficient. The 
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•

j,l\.Cltc~~ 

~ ~ 
• • • 

,t,lOR\t>~ Bob Bliss, Director of Audit 
Office of Inspector General 
July 15, 2016 
Page 2 

contractor and staff work together on the quantities. Once agreed to, 
our staff prepares the estimate, the contractor reviews and signs, 
and we submit for payment. We will continue to look into the method 
suggested by you with the contractors to see if we can make our 
system even more efficient. 

Thank you for the opportunity to respond . Should you have any 
questions, please call. 

TMC:cp 

Pc: Faye Outlaw, Assistant County Administrator 
Sherry Howard, Deputy Director Economic Sustainability 
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SECTION3 
A WARD AND EXECUTIO OF CONTRACT 

3-J Consideration of Bids - DELETE AND , ERTTI-IE FOILOWING: 

For the purpose of award, after opening and reading the proposals, the Department will consider as 
the bid the correct ummation of each unit bid price multiplied by estimated quantities shown in the 
proposal. On this basis, the Department wi ll compare the amounts of each bid and make the results of 
such compari on available to the public. Until the actual award of the Contract, however, the 
Department reserves the right to reject any or all proposals and to waive technical errors that the 
Department may deem best for the interest of the County. 

Submit bid unit prices for all bid items. Bids submitted without bid unit prices for all bid items wilJ 
be rejected as irregu.l ar. 

3-2 A ward of Contract. 

3-2.1 General - DELETE ID INSERTllIE FOILOWING: 

If the Department decides to award the Contract, the Department will award the Contract co the 
lowest re ponsible. responsive bidder whose proposal complies with all the Contract Document 
requirements. If awarded, the Department will award the Contract within one hundred twenty ( 120) 
days after the opening of the proposa.ls, unle s the Specia.l Provisions change this time limit or the 
bidder and the Department extend the time period by mutual consent. 

The "Notice to Proceed"(see 8.3.3) shall be i sued within one hundred twenty (120) calendar days of 
the award of conu·act, unless otherwi e mutually agreed by the Contractor and the Engineer. 

For the purpose of award, the low bid hall be the lowe t amount bid for the "Total Bid", and if any 
alternates are con idered. it shall be the "Total Bid" plus the addition for the alternate or alternate 
which the Owner may select. ln no ca e will any award be made until all necessary investigation are 
made into the respon ibility of the low bidder. 

Prior to award of the Contract by the Department a contractor must provide proof of authorization to 
do business in the State of Florida. 

3-5 Contract Bond Required. 

3-5.1 General Requirements of the Bond- DELETEANDINSERT1llEFOLLOWING: 

The successful bidder shall furnish a surety bond in the amount of the total bid as security for faithful 
performance of order(s) awarded as a re ult of thi bid and for the payment of all persons pe1forming 
labor, and on their furnishing material in connection therewith. In the event that any order from this 
bid results in a total outstanding work order amount which exceeds the amount of the initial surety, 
the vendor agrees to provide additional surety in order to maintain the total surety amount in excess 
of total orders. Under no circumstances shall the successful bidder begin work until he/she bas 
supplied Palm Beach County Public Construction Bond. 

GP-8 
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810 PROPOSAL 

. 
CONTRACT 

PBC PROJECT#' 

ITEM # ITEM DESCRIPTION QTY UNITS UNIT PRICE AMOUNT 

ROADWAYfTEMS 

1 Mobliization LS $0.00 

2 Maintenance of Traffic ( incl. Pedestrian M.O.T. ) LS $0.00 

3 MainIenance ol Ttalfoc ( FL Turnpike) LS $0.00 

4 Sediment Barrier (Silt Fence) LF $0.00 

5 Clearing ar>d Grubbing LS $0.00 

6 Selective Clearing and Grubbing LS $0.00 

7 Floating Turbidily Barrier LF SO.Oil 

8 Regulat Excavation CY $0.00 

9 Reshape Exe;hng LWOO Canal Bank LF $0.00 

10 Canal Excavation (See SP's) CY $0.00 

11 Lalse I Pond E,cavalioo (See SP's) CY $0.00 

12 Subsoil Excavation (S@e SP"s) CY $0.00 

13 Embank.ment (Cornpacted in Place) CY $0.00 

14 Canal EmDankment (Compacted in Place) CY $0.00 

15 Lake EmDankmenl (CompaC1cd in Place) CY $0.00 

16 Type B Slabilizallon (LBA 40) (12"") SY $0.00 

17 Type C Slabilizalion (FBV 75) SY $0.00 

18 Limerock, 4'" SY $0.00 

19 Baserock ( 4" ) SY $0.00 

20 Baserock ( 6" ) SY $0.00 

21 BaserOd< 1 s·) ( 2· • 4· Lms) SY $0.00 

22 Baseroci< ( 10") ( 2 Lills) SY $0.00 

23 Baseroell ( 13.5") (3 Lms ) SY $0.00 

24 15.5" Baseroell (Triple Course) SY $0.00 

25 Optional Base Group 1 SY $0.00 

26 Optional Base. Base Group 06 (8" Thick Coquina) SY $0.00 

27 Oplional Base Group 7 SY $0.00 

28 Op1ional Base Group 9 SY $0.00 

29 Optional Base Gtoup 11 SY $0.00 

30 Optional Base Group 13 SY SO.Oil 

31 OptiOflal Base Gro<4> 14 (Type B-12.5) SY $0.00 

32 Optiooal Base Group 1 5 SY $0.00 

33 Type S-111 Asphaltic Concrete ( 1.0"") TN $0.00 

34 Asphaltic Conctele -Type S-1 (1.25") TN $0.00 

35 Type S· 1 Asphaltic Coocrete ( 1.so· ) TN $0.00 

36 Type S•I Asphallc Conctele (1.75") TN $0.00 

37 Type S-111 Aspllallic Concrelo (1. 75") TN $0.00 

38 Type s AspnaI1;c Concrete Overbuild ( X" Avg. ) TN $0.00 

39 Type Ill Asphaltic Concrete (Avg. X") TN $0.00 

40 Mill Exisllng Aspnan Pavemenl SY $0.00 

41 Miscellaneous Asphatt Pavement TN $0.00 

42 Superpave AspM/I Conctele (Trame Level A) TN $0.00 

43 Superpave Aspihall Concrele (T ramc Level B) TN $0.00 

P-2 
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44 Superpave AsphaJI Conc:rele (Traffic Level C) TN $0.00 

45 Superpave Asphall Concte1e (Traffic Level D) TN $0.00 

46 Sl'lJClucal Overbuild (SP) TN $0.00 

47 Asph. Conctete Friclion Course ( 1.5") ( FC-6) TN $0,00 

48 Asph. Concrcle Friction Course ( 1.5") ( FC- 12.5 ) Rubber TN $0.00 

49 Asph. Concrele Friclion Course ( 1.0") ( FC-9.5) Rubber TN $0.00 

so Asph. Concrete Friclion Course ( 314") ( FC-5) Rubber TN $0,00 

51 CollCtete Class I CY $0.00 

52 Class I Concrete (Enctwalls) CY $0,00 

53 Class I Concrete (Gravity Wal) CY $0.00 

54 Concrete aass II CY $0.00 

55 Class II Conc,ete (EllC!wanJ CY $0.00 

56 aass II Concrete (Retaining Wall) CY $0.00 

57 Reinforcing Steel LB $0.00 

58 Cl.lss IV Concrete, Box Culverts CY $0.00 

59 Control Structures EA $0.00 

60 lnlels (Curb) ( Type P-1 ) EA $0.00 

61 Inlets ( Curb ) I Type P-1 ) >10 EA $0,00 

62 Inlets (Curb) ( Type p. 1 ) ( Panial ) EA $0,00 

63 Inlets (Curb ) ( Type P-2 ) EA $0.00 

64 lnlelS I Curb ) ( Type P-2 ) ( PMial ) EA $0,00 

65 lnle1s (Curt,) ( Type P-3 ) EA $000 

66 lnlels ( Curb ) ( Type P-4 ) EA $0.00 

67 lnlels I Curb) ( Type p.5 ) EA $0.00 

68 lnlels ( Curb ) ( Type p.5 ) > 10' EA $0.00 

69 lnlels ( Curb ) ( Type P-5) I Partial ) EA $0.00 

70 lnlelS ( Curb ) ( Type P-6 ) EA $0.00 

71 Inlets ( Curb ) (Type P-6 ) > 1 O' EA $0.00 

72 lnlelS ( Curt, ) I Type P-6 ) I Partial ) EA $0,00 

73 Inlets( Curb ) I Type P-7) EA $0.00 

74 lnlels ( Curb ) I Type P-7 ) ( Partial ) EA $0,00 

75 lnlel( Curb) Tops ( Type 6 ) EA $0.00 

76 Inlets ( Curb ) ( Type PB ) EA $0.00 

77 Inlets ( Curb )( Type PS) (Partial) EA $0.00 

78 Inlets (Curb) ( Type J-1 ) EA $0.00 

79 Inlets (Curb)( Type J• 1 ) > 1 O' EA $0.00 

80 Inlets ( Curb ) ( Type J-1 )( Partial ) EA $0.00 

81 Inlets (Curb) ( Type J-2) EA $0.00 

82 lnlels I Curb) ( Type J-2 )( Partial ) EA $0,00 

83 lnlels ( Curb ) ( Type J·3) EA $0.00 

84 Inlets ( Curb ) ( Type J-4 ) EA $0,00 

85 lnlots( Curb )( Type J•4 ) >10' EA $0,00 

86 Inlets ( Curb ) ( Type J-5) EA $0,00 

87 Inlets ( Curb) ( TypeJ-5) >10" EA $0,00 
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88 Inlets ( Curb) I Type J-5) ( Part"11) EA $0.00 

89 Inlets ( Curb J ( Type J-6 J EA $0.00 

90 Inlets (Curb )( Type J-6 ) >10' EA S0.00 

91 Inlets ( Curb ) ( Type J-6 ) ( Partial ) EA $0.00 

92 Inlets ( Curb ) ( Type J-7 ) EA $0.00 

93 Inlets (Curb ) ( Type J-7) ( Partial) EA $0.00 

94 Inlets ( Cu<b) ( Type J·8 ) EA $0.00 

95 Inlet Top ( Type 2 ) EA $0.00 

96 tnlel Top ( Type 5 ) EA $0.00 

97 tnlel Top ( Type 6) EA $0.00 

98 lnlel Top ( Type 9) EA $0.00 

99 lnlels ( D;tch Bollom ) ( Type A ) EA $0.00 

too Inlets ( Ditch Bottom )( Type B ) > 10 EA $0.00 

101 lnlels ( Dilch Bottom ) ( Type C ) EA $0.00 

102 Inlets ( Ditch Bottom ) ( Type C ) (Modi1ied) EA $0,00 

103 Inlets ( Ditch Bottom ) ( Type D ) EA $0.00 

104 Inlets ( Ditch 8ottom ) ( Type D ) (Modilied) EA $0,00 

105 Inlets ( Oil ch Bottom )( Type D )(Mo,M-.d) > 1 O' EA so.oo 
106 lnlels ( Ditch Bottom ) ( Type E ) EA $0.00 

107 Inlets ( Ditch Bottom ) ( Type F ) EA $0.00 

108 Inlets I D,tch Bollom ) ( Type F ) , 10· EA $0.00 

109 Inlets ( Ditch Bottom )( Type F ) (Partial ) EA $0.00 

110 Inlets ( Ditch Bottom ) ( Type G) EA $0.00 

111 Inlets ( Drtch Bottom ) ( Type H ) EA $0.00 

112 lnlels(Ditch8ottom )(Type H ) >10' EA $0.00 

113 lnlels ( Ditch Bottom ) ( Type P-X) EA $0,00 

114 Inlets ( Ditch Bottom ) ( Type J•X ) EA $0.00 

115 Inlets ( Gutter ) ( Type S ) EA $0.00 

116 Inlets ( Gutter ) ( Type S ) EA $0.00 

117 Inlet (Closed Flume) Type I EA $0.00 

118 Inlet (Closed Flume) Type II EA $0.00 

119 Inlet (Closed Flume) Double Barrel EA $0.00 

120 Inlets I Barrier Wall ) ( C&G ) EA $0.00 

121 Manl>Ole Top ( Type P-7 ) EA $0.00 

122 ManhOle ( Type P-7 ) EA $0.00 

123 ManhOle ( Type P-7) >1 0' EA $0,00 

124 Ma/\hOle ( Type P-7 ) ( Partial ) EA $0.00 

125 Manhole ( Type P·B ) EA $0,00 

126 Manhole ( Type P-8 ) > 1 0' EA $0,00 

127 Manhole ( Type P-8 ) I Partial ) EA $0,00 

128 Manhole ( Type J-7) EA $0,00 

129 Manhole ( Type J-7) >1 0' EA S0.00 

130 Manhole ( Type J-7) ( Partial) EA $0,00 

131 Manhole I Type J-8 ) EA $0.00 

... 
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132 Manhole ( Type J -8 ) ( Partial ) EA $0.00 

133 Manhole ( Type J -8 ) ( , 10 ) EA $0.00 

134 Junclion Box ( Type P-7 ) EA $0.00 

135 Juncllon Box ( Type J-7) EA $0.00 

136 Adjust Inlets EA $0.00 

137 Adjust Manholes EA $0.00 

138 Adjust Manholes • Ulil~y EA $0,00 

139 Adjust Valve Boxes EA $0,00 

140 Adjust Fire Hyd,ant EA $0,00 

141 Aetoca1e Fire Hydrant EA $0.00 

142 Adjust Miscellaneous S1ructuces EA $0.00 

143 Adjus.t Shoukier Guner Inlets EA $0.00 

144 Ya,d Ofains EA S0.00 

145 AdJUSt Yard Drains EA S0.00 

146 Modify Existing Inlets EA $0.00 

147 Modify E:idsting Drainage St11.1cture EA $0.00 

148 Concrete Pipe Culvert ( 12· ) LF $0.00 

149 Concrete Pipe Culvert ( 1 s· I LF $0.00 

150 C<>noete Pipe Culvert ( 18" ) LF $0.00 

151 Coocrete Pipe CulVert ( 24' ) LF $0.00 

152 Coocrele Pipe Culvert ( 30' I LF $0.00 

153 COncrete Pipe Culvert ( 35·) LF $0,00 

154 Coocrete Pipe Culvert ( 42" ) LF $0.00 

155 Concrete Pipe CulvM ( 48" ) LF $0.00 

156 Concrc10 Pipe Culvert ( 54" ) LF $0.00 

157 Concrete Pipe Culvert I 60" ) LF $0.00 

158 Concrete Pipe Culvert ( 66" ) LF $0.00 

159 Concrete Pipe Culvert ( 72" ) LF $0.00 

160 Concrete Pipe CulYert ( 84" ) LF $0.00 

161 Elliptical Concrete Pipe ( 12" x 18") LF $0.00 

162 Elliptical Concrete Pipe ( 14", 23" ) LF $0.00 

163 Elliptical Concrete Pipe ( 19"•30" ) LF $0.00 

164 Elliptical Concrete Pipe ( 24" x 38" ) LF $0.00 

185 Elliptical Concrete Pipe ( 29- x 45· ) Lf $0,00 

166 Elliptical Concrete Pipe ( 34· x 53·) LF $0.00 

167 Ellip1ical Concre1e Pipe ( 38" , 60" ) LF $0.00 

188 Pipe Culvert 11s· 1 Optional Matenal LF $0.00 

169 Pipe Culvert (18") Optional Malerial LF $0.00 

170 Pipe Culvert (24·, Optional Mate,ial LF $0.00 

171 P;pe Culvert (30") Optional Ma1e<ial LF $0.00 

172 HDPE Pipe Culvert (111") LF $0.00 

173 HDPE Pipe Culvert (24") LF $0.00 

174 H DPE Pipe Culvert (30") LF $0.00 

175 H DPE Pipe Culvert (36") LF $0.00 

P-S 



OFFICE OF INSPECTOR GENERAL            AUDIT # 2016-A-0003                           

 
Page 74 of 105 

ATTACHMENT 2 – PBC Engineering Services Division Management Response 
Continued 

 

 

BID PROPOSAL 

CONTRACT 

PBC PROJECT#' 

ITEM# ITEM DESCRIPTION QTY UNITS UNIT PRICE AMOUNT 

176 HOPE Pipe Culven (48") LF $0.00 

177 A2000 (PVC Pipe) 112") LF $0.00 

178 A2000 (PVC Pipe) (18") LF $0.00 

179 A2000 (PVC Pipe) (24") LF $0,00 

180 A2000 (PVC Pipe) (30") LF S0.00 

181 A2000 (PVC Pipe) (36") LF $0.00 

182 A2000 (PVC Pipe) (431 LF $0.00 

183 Sto<m Sewer Pump;ng (E,isl. I 24" o, Less ) (See SF's) LF $0.00 

184 Siom, Sewer Pumping (Exlsl.) (> 24" To 48") (See SP's) LF $0.00 

185 Storm Sewe, Pumping (E,ls1.1 (>48") {See Sf"s) LF $0.00 

186 C0t"'98,led Steel Pipe Culvert ( 12" Dia, ) LF $0.00 

187 C0trugaled Sleel P;pe Culvert ( 1 a• Dia. ) LF $0.00 

188 Co,.,gated Steel P;pe Culvert ( 2•· Dia. ) LF $0.00 

189 Cor.,gated Steel Pipe Culvert ( JO" Dia. ) LF $0.00 

190 Ba. Coated Corr. Steel Pipe Culvert { 18'" ) LF $0,00 

191 Ba. Coaled Corr. Steel Pipe Culvert (42'" ) LF $0.00 

192 Ba. Coaled Corr. Slecl Pipe Culvert ( 48" ) LF $0.00 

193 Bit. Coaled arid Paved Sleet Pipe Culvert ( V8J. Ola ) LF $0.00 

194 Corrugaled Sleel Pipe Atch Culvert I Size ) LF $0.00 

195 B;t, Coaled Steel Pipe Arch Culv8<1 ( Size ) LF $0.00 

196 Bit. Coated and Paved Pipe Arch Cutven (Dia. ) LF $0.00 

197 Com,gated Alum.,um Pipe Cu Ivett ( 181 LF $0.00 

198 C0t<ugaled Alummum Pipe Culvert (241 LF $0.00 

199 C0<rugaled Aluminum Pipe Culvert (36") LF $0.00 

200 C01rugated Arumln1,1m Pipe Cutvert (42'") LF $0.00 

201 Corrugated Aluminum Pipe Cutvert (48") LF $0.00 

202 Corrugated AJ1,.1minum Pipe Culvert (54 ") LF $0.00 

203 Corrugated Aluminum Pipe Curvert 160") LF $0.00 

204 Corrugated Aluminum Pipe Culven 172") LF $0.00 

205 Corrugated Aluminum Pipe Culvert (84 ") LF $0.00 

206 Btt. Coated Corr. Akim. Pipe Culvert (Dia.) LF $0.00 

207 Corr. Alum. Pipe Arch Culv. ( Var. Dia. ) LF $0.00 

208 Bit. Coated Co<r. Alum. P;pe Arch Culv, (Size) LF $0.00 

209 Mitered End Section ( Oval ) ( 14" , 23•) EA $0,00 

210 Mitered End Section ( Oval ) ( 19" , 30" ) EA $0.00 

211 Mitered End Sechon ( Round ) I 15" ) EA $0.00 

212 l,Mered End SeotiOn ( Rour>d ) ( 18" ) EA $0.00 

213 Mitered End Section I Aound ) ( 24" ) EA $0,00 

214 Mitered End SecliOn ( Aour>d I ( 30" ) EA $0.00 

215 Mile<ed End sec,.,,, ( Round ) ( 36" ) EA $0.00 

216 M1lered End Section ( Round ) ( 42" ) EA so.oo 
217 Mllered End Section ( Round I (48" ) EA $0.00 

218 Mi1e<ed End Sec lion ( Round ) ( 72" ) EA $0,00 

219 FL8Jed EOd Seot;on ( Concrete) ( Round) ( Dia. ) EA $0.00 

•·• 
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220 Flared End Section (Concrete) ( Oval ) (Size ) EA $000 

221 Bituminous FLashboard Riser EA $0.00 

222 Underdrains LF $0.00 

223 French Drains (15" Dia) ( incJ. Ballas, Rock & Filler Fabric:) LF S0.00 

224 French Drains (18• Dia) (ind.Ballast Rock & Filter Fabric) LF $0.00 

225 French Ora.ins (24. Dia) (ind. Ballast Rock & Filter Fabric) LF $0.00 

226 Fret1ch Drains (30" Dia) ( incl. Ballast Rock & FIiter Fabric) LF $0,00 

227 French Drails (36" Dia} { incl. Ballast Rock & Filter Fabric) LF S0.00 

228 French D,a;.,s (42" Dia) ( incl. Ballas! Roel< & Filte, Fabric) LF $0.00 

228 FrenCh 0 ra.'1$ (Oval 29· X 45·) (incl. Ballast Rock & Fitter Fabric) LF $0.00 

230 Frenei1 Dra;.,s (Oval 30" X 19") (incl. Ballas! Rock & Filler Fall<ic) LF $0.00 

231 Concrete Barrier Wall LF $0.00 

232 Concrete Barrier Wall ( Rigia snoulOe< ) (3Z") LF $0.00 

233 Shoulder Concrele Barrier Wall (Rigid Shoolder) (Special) LF $0.00 

234 Concrete Barrier WaU ( Median ) LF $0.00 

235 C-Oncrete Curb ( Type D ) LF $0.00 

236 Concrete Curb & GuHet ( Type E) LF $0.00 

237 Concrete Curb & Gutter ( Type F ) LF $0.00 

238 ConCiete Curb LF $0.00 

239 Engraving of Curb Face (See SP's) EA $0.00 

240 Asphalttc Concrete Curt> LF $0,00 

241 Concrete Valley Gutter LF $0.00 

242 Special Concrete Gutter LF $0.00 

243 Concrete Ditch Pavement 4'" Reinforced SY $0.00 

244 Traffic Separa1or Cone ( Type IV J ( 4' Wi<le) SY $0,00 

245 Traffic Separalor Cone ( Type IV ) ( 6' Wide ) SY $0.00 

246 Traffic Separa1or Cone ( Type IV } ( 8.S'Wide) SY SO.DO 

247 Traffic Separa10r Cone ( Special ) ( Variable Width ) SY $0.00 

248 Traffic Separa1or Cone ( Type IV ) ( 4· w;de ) LF $0.00 

249 Trattic Separalor Cone ( Type IV) ( 6' Wide ) LF $0.00 

250 Traffic Separator Cone ( Type IV ) ( 8.5Wlde) LF $0.00 

251 Traffic Separator Cone ( Special ) ( Variable Width } LF SO.OD 

252 Conc,ete Approach Slab ( incl. Bridge Exp. Joints ) EA $0.00 

253 Cone Sidewalk ( 4" Thiek ) SY $0.00 

254 Cone Sidewalk ( 6"Thlck ) (Driveways) SY $0.00 

255 Color Treated & Stamped Con0tete (See Sp) SY $0.00 

256 Pipe Guiderail ( Steel) LF SD.DO 

257 Pipe Guider3il ( Aluminum ) LF SO.DO 

258 Rip-Rap Fabric-Formed Concrete, a· Filter Points SY $0.00 

259 Rip-Rap ( Sand•Cem@Ot ) CY $0.00 

260 Rip-Rap (Artioutatlng) Block SY S0.00 

261 Rip-Rap, Rubble, F&I, Ditch Lining TN $0.00 

262 mp-Rap ( Rutltlle ) TN $0.00 

263 Rip-Rap ( Ruwe ) CY $0.00 

P-7 



OFFICE OF INSPECTOR GENERAL            AUDIT # 2016-A-0003                           

 
Page 76 of 105 

ATTACHMENT 2 – PBC Engineering Services Division Management Response 
Continued 

 

 

BID PROPOSAL 

CONTRACT 

PBC PROJECT#' 

ITEM I ITEM DESCRIPTION QTY UNITS UNIT PRICE AMOUNT 

264 Bedding Stone (Sect. 530) TN $0.00 

265 Reve1men1 Mat SF $0.00 

266 Guardrail ( Roadway) LF $0.00 

267 Guardrail ( Thrle Beam ) LF $0.00 

268 Guardtail ( Double Faoecl) LF $0,00 

269 Guardrail ( Shop Bent Panels ) LF $0.00 

270 Guardrail Removal LF $000 

271 Special Guardrail Posts EA $0.00 

272 Pole Removal • Do® • Direct Burial EA S0.00 

273 End Anchorage Assemblies ( Bridge ) EA $0.00 

274 Guardrail ( Thrie Beam ) EA $0.00 

275 End Anch0<ago Assemblies ( Type II ) EA $0.00 

276 End Anch0<age Assemblies (Parallel) EA $0.00 

277 Thrie Seam T ermlnal Connector EA $0.00 

278 End Anchorage Asserrolies ( Type IV I EA $0.00 

279 End Anchorage Assemblies ( Type en ) EA $0.00 

280 End Anchorage Assemblies ( Type Flared) EA $0.00 

281 End Anchorage Assemblies ( Type Mell) ( <45 Mph) EA $0.00 

282 End Anchorage Assemblies ( Type SRT-350 ) EA $0.00 

283 End Anchorage Assemblies ( ET ·2000 ) EA $0.00 

284 End Anchorage Assemblies ( TAACC ) EA $0.00 

285 End Anchorage Assemblies ( Type G.R.E.A.T. ) EA $0.00 

286 End MCIIOrage Assemblies ( Type Quad Guard ) EA S0.00 

287 End AnCIIOrage Assemo1;es (Parallel Type) EA $0.00 

288 End Anchorage Assemblies ( Flared Type ) EA $0.00 

289 Resetting Guardrail ( incl. E.nd Anchor Assemblies ) LF $0.00 

290 Type A Fence LF $0.00 

291 Remove afld Reset Fence ( T~pe A } LF $0.00 

292 Type B Fence ( 4' H;gh) (w/Top Rail) G,een Vinyl Clad LF $0.00 

293 Type B Fence I 6' H;gn ) (w/Top Rail) Green Vinyl Clad lF $0.00 

294 Type 8 Fence ( 10' High ) (w/Top Rail) Green Vln)l1 Clad LF $0.00 

295 Fence Gate (Type B)(S'W<le)( w/Top Ra;I) G,een Vinyl Clad EA $0.00 

296 Fence Gale (Type 8)(12-wide)I w/Top Rail) Groen Vinyl Clad EA SO.Oil 

297 Fence Gato (Type BJ (16 Wide) (Green Vinyl Claa) w/Top Rail Ell $0.00 

298 Sliding Fence Gate (Cantile-,,e,) (Type B) Green Vinyl Clad EA $0.00 

299 Temporary Fencing LF S0.00 

300 Removo and Reset Fence ( Type B ) LF $0.00 

301 Double Rail Wood Fence LF $0.00 

302 Fence Gate ( 14'-Wide Alu,..num Slock Gales) EA $0.00 

303 Fencing (3-Hole Post & Rail Fence) LF $0.00 

304 Seed& MulCII SY $0,00 

305 Sodding SY $0.00 

306 -ng (Incidental to ·c 3 G1 AC $0.00 

307 Mowing (lncidentallo ·c & G1 EA S0.00 

... 
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308 4" PVC Conduit Irrigation Steeves (Sile. 80) { See SP's) Lf $0.00 

309 6" PVC Conduit l,ngatio,, Sleeves (She. 80) { See SP's) Lf $0.00 

310 6" PVC Conduil Irrigation Sleeves (She. 801 { Directio,,al Bore) LF $0.00 

SUBTOTAL (ROADWAY) $0.00 

SIGNALIZATION PAY ITEMS 

311 1 · 2" PVC Cor<Juijs ( Sch 40 ) Traffic F/0 Cable LF $0,00 

312 2 - 2" PVC Cor<Jui1S ( Sch 40 ) Traffic F/0 Cable LF $0,00 

313 3 • 2" PVC Co,,ouijs I SCh 40 ) Traffic F/0 Cable LF $0.00 

314 2 - 2" PVC Conduijs ( Sch 40 ) Traffic Di,eclional Bore LF $0,00 

315 Traff.: 48Ct Single Mode F.O. Cable (ins1alled) LF $0,00 

316 2" Galvanlzed Imo Pbove Ground Conduol LF $0.00 

317 4" PVC ConduilS (Sch 40) Traffic I Fiber Opllc Ca!>e I LF $0.00 

318 Pull Box (Sma.11) EA $0.00 

319 Pull Box (Large) EA $0.00 

320 Relocate Pull Box EA $0.00 

32t Pull Box, Adjust EA $0.00 

322 Permil Ce~ffication (See SP's) LS $0,00 

323 Reoord Drawings ( See SP-s) LS $0.00 

324 s;,,gle Posl s;gn, Wi1h '(".,Id Sign EA $0.00 

325 Sign Panels. F&I. 15• Of g,eater EA $0,00 

326 Obfect Mat1<er Type 2 {Mile Mat1<ers) EA S0.00 

327 Bq,;le Par1<ing Raok (Class II • Post an<! Loop) EA $0,00 

328 Pedestrian Plaza (Small Pavil;on) LS $0.00 

SUBTOTAL (SIGNALIZATION) $0.00 

BRIDGE ITEMS 

329 D@moli1ion & Removal LS $0.00 

Superstroctum 

330 Class II Concrete {Supers1ruo1ure1 CY $0,00 

331 Class IV Conctete (Superstructure) CY $0,00 

332 Reinforcing Steel (Supe,st1uctu1@) LB $0.00 

333 Bridge Deck Grooving {Deck Thlokness 8.5' Or Greater) SF $0.00 

334 Composite eoprene Pads CF $0,00 

335 Pre-stressed P,~s.t Deck Units LF $0.00 

336 Precast Concrete Sheet Panels LF $0.00 

337 ExpanSion Joint LF $0.00 

338 App<oac:11 Slabs CY $0.00 

339 Prest,essed Beams (Type IV) LF $0.00 

340 Concrete Traffic Railing Bridge (32" F-Shape) LF $0,00 

341 Concrete TraH"' Railing Wtth JunCtion Slab (32" F Shape) LF $0.00 

342 Coocrete Traffic Railing Bridge (32" Median) LF $0,00 

343 Coocrete T ,attic Railing Bridge (Shoulder) LF $0.00 

344 Pooestrlan / Bicycle Raii ng LF $0,00 

345 Fenong (Type A - Full Enciosu,e){7. 1'. 8.0- Helghl) LF $0,00 

346 Aluminum Bicycle Bullet Bartie, Railing LF $0.00 
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Substructure 

347 Class II Conc,e1e (Substruc1u<e) CY $0.00 

348 Class IV Concrete (Subslructure) CY $0.00 

349 Class II Concrete (Mass-Substructure) CY $0.00 

350 Class IV Concrete (Mass-Substructure) CY $0.00 

351 Roinlorcing Stool (Subslrucluro) LB $0.00 

352 P,esuessed Slab unas ( 12" Thick I LF $0.00 

353 P,esuessed Slab Units ( 15" Thick) LF $0.00 

354 Prestressed Concrete Piling ( 14• Square) LF $0.00 

355 Preslressed Concrete Piling ( 18" Square) LF $0.00 

356 Steel Sheet l'lllng (Temporary - Critical) SF $0.00 

357 FOOT Class 5 Finish SY $0.00 

358 Helical PileS/AncllO<S LF $0.00 

359 Temporary Slee! Piing (HP 1 Ox57) LF $0.00 

360 FRP Composile Sheel Piles SF $0.00 

361 Test Piles • P,es1ressed Concrete (18" Squa,e) LF $0.00 

362 Class IV Conctele (Sidewalks on Approach Slab) CY SO.OD 

363 Concrete Slope Pavement (Non•Reinlorcement 4") SY $0.00 

364 Concrete Patapel (Peoosttian/Blcycle) LF $0.00 

365 Mechanical SpliCeS EA $0.00 

366 Pipe Handrarl · Guiderall (Alumln<im) LF $0.00 

367 Concrete Sidewalk, 6~ Thick SY $0.00 

368 Retaining Wall System 1Permanen11 E•clU<llng Barner SF $0.00 

369 Fencing (Type R)(S.1' • 6.0' Heighl)(Vert<:al) LF $0.00 

370 Dynamic Load T esl Support (See SP's) EA $0.00 

SUBTOTAL (BRIDGE) $0.00 

STREETSCAPE rTEMS 

371 Relocation 01 ExiSling Palm Trees (SP'S) 2000502 EA $0.00 

372 Landscape Complet&- Small Plants LS $0.00 

373 Alexander Palms EA $0.00 

374 Cabage Palms EA $0.00 

375 live Oak EA $0.00 

376 Silve,- Buttonwood EA $0.00 

377 Green Buttonwood EA $0.00 

378 Dahoon Holly EA $0.00 

379 Oleander EA $0.00 

380 Slash Pines EA $0,00 

381 Irrigation System (Complete) 1see TSP's) LS $0.00 

SUBTOTAL (STAEETSCAPE) $0.00 

UT/LrTY ITEMS 

371 $0.00 

372 SO.Oil 

373 $0,00 

SUBTOTAL (UTILITY) $0.00 

P· lO 
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BID PROPOSAL 
. 

CONTRACT 

PBC PROJECT#' 

ITEMI ITEM DESCRIPTION QTY UNITS UNIT PRICE AMOUNT 

COi'ITINGENCY ITEMS 

382 Class I Conc,ete (Miscellaneous ) CY $0.00 

383 FIOwallle F~I CY $0,00 

384 Ptemium IOf ConHict Condfon (See SP-s) EA $0.00 

385 Premium fo, Conflict Condition {See SP'S) incl Casing For 6" WM EA $0.00 

386 Premium for COf'lflict Condition (S@e SP's) Incl Casing For 8" FM EA $0.00 

387 P,emium lo, Conflict Condition (See SP's) incl CaSlng For 20" FM EA $0.00 

388 Premium IOI' Conflict Condition (See SP's) incl Casing For 30" WM EA $0.00 

389 Type S·1 Asphallic Concrete ( 1.25" ) SY $0.00 

390 Type S Asphaltic Conc,ete ( 2.so· ) SY $0.00 

391 ABC-3 Asphalt.: Concrete (8") SY $0.00 

392 CharJ1leable (Variable Message) Sign (Non MOT) ED $0.00 

393 T raHlc Control Officer (Non MOT) HR $0.00 

394 Structure Bottom Type J EA $0.00 

395 Sto,m Sewer Cleaning (ExiSt.) ( 24" Or Less ) (See SP's) LF $0.00 

398 Sto,m Sewe< Cleaning (ExiSL) (> 24" To 48") (See SP's) LF $0.00 

397 St0tm Sewer Cleaning (ExiSt.} (>48") (See SP-s) LF $0.00 

398 Litto,al Plantings (See SP-s) LS $0.00 

399 Monitoring Reports (See SP's) EA $0.00 

400 Tree Spade Units (TSU) (See SP's) EA S0.00 

401 Palm RelocatiOn Units (See SP's) EA $0.00 

402 Tree Aek>cation Units (Sec SP's) EA $0.00 

Water Utility Pay Items 

403 Adjust Utility Pul Soi EA $0.00 

404 Adjust Air Release Valve EA $0,00 

405 Adjust Peroxide Manhole EA $0.00 

406 Adjust Existing X- P,V.C, Water Main LF $0.00 

407 As Built (PBCWUD) LS $0.00 

408 Valve Sul'\l'ey LS $0.00 

409 Relocate Buned Cable LF $0.00 

410 Support & P10Iect Buried Cabte LF $0,00 

411 Suppon & P,orect Duct LF $0,00 

412 Support (X I Pair Burle<! Cable LF $0.00 

413 Suppon ( x· ) Conduit w/ F;be, Optic Cable LF $0.00 

414 Suppan & Protect CA TV LF $0,00 

415 Suppan & Pro,ect A TT Duct LF $0.00 

416 Suppan & Protect Flbemet Cable LF $0.00 

417 Deflect W .M. w/Fittings ( < 12") EA $0,00 

418 Deflect W.M. w/Fittings (>12") EA $0.00 

419 Deflect F.M. w/Fittings (<12") EA $0.00 

420 Deflect F .M. w/Fittings (> 12··) EA $0,00 

421 Suppan & Protect W.M. & Appunenances ( < 12·) LF $0.00 

422 Suppon & Protect W.M. & Appunenances (, 12·) LF $0.00 

423 Suppon & Protect F.M_ & Appurtenances I < 12· l LF $0.00 

P-JJ 
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BID PROPOSAL . 
CONTRACT 

PBC PROJECT tr 
ITEMI ITEM DESCRIPTION QTY UNITS UNIT PRICE AMOUNT 

424 Support & Protect F.M. & Appurtenances ( > 12") LF $0.00 

425 Adjust I Relocale F.M. & ~nen. 12" Or Greater) LF $0.00 

426 Support & Protect Burled G.a.s Main LF $0,00 

427 1 2" Duclile Iron Pipe For Raw Water Main inslallation LF $0.00 

428 6" Duelile lmn Pipe For Water Main installation LF $0.00 

429 4" Dt.tel1le Iron Pipe For Force Main installation LF $0.00 

430 Connect To Existing 20" Raw w ater Main EA $0.00 

431 Connect To EJCiSting 12" Raw Water Mai1 EA $0.00 

432 Conr-ect To Existing 6" Water Majn EA $0.00 

433 Connect To Exisling 4" Force Main EA $0.00 

434 1~&1 ou:Y~. Iron Compact Fittings wt Reaction Blocking or Thrust Restraint tor WM, TN $0.00 

435 Furnish, Install, and Remove Sample Points, Complete EA $0.00 

436 20"x 12" Tapping Sleeve EA $0.00 

SUBTOTAL (CONTINGENCY) $0.00 

TOTAL BIO $0.00 

THE COUNTY DOES NOT GUARANTEE THE ACCURACY OF TH E FORMULAS ANO EXTENSIONS USED IN THIS SPREADSHEET. 

THE ITEMS AND QUANTITIES ABOVE, SHALL GOVERN OVER THE PLANS. 

PAY ITEM FOOTNOTES IN CONSTRUCTION PLANS SHALL ALSO BE INCIUDED IN ITEM UNIT PRICE. 

Nole # PAY ITEM FOOTNOTES 

1 Alt costs lor Maintenance of Traffic {MOn and mobiltzation shall be considered incidental 10. and shall be included In, und prices f0t tne pay lIems. 

2 All items shal include cost to furnish and inslall unkffis othetwlse noted. 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

P-12 
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wat:e . .- Ut:ilid:e:!C Dep~c:nc: 
Ad.minlstrat:lon 

P.O. Box 16097 

West Palm Beach. PL:5:54 16~6 097 

(56 1) 493-6000 

Fax.: (56 1) 493~6008 

w ww.p1>cw:1tel",C0rn 

• 

Palm Beach County 
Board of County 
Commlss-loners 

Mary Lou 8otgor, M ayor 

1--1:tl R . Val l!lch e. Vice Mayor 

P,1utecce Burdic k 

Shelley VMH\ 

St.evenL Abr.:a~ 

MCUSSi\ McKlnlay 

Priscilla A . Th.ylo r 

Cou.nty AdmJnl.-uaror 

Verden la C. Baker 

·An Equal Opporu.mlzy 
1\(finnarlw:: A"rlon l!mplojlltr· 

July 14, 2016 

Mr. Bob Bliss, Director of Audit 
Office of the Inspector Ge neral 
100 Australian Avenue 
West Pa lm Beach, FL 33409 

RE: Office of the Inspector General Draft Audit Report 

De ar Mr. Bliss: 

In response to the Office of the Inspector General's Draft Audit Report for Palm Beach 
County Department of Economic Sustainability - Grants Management, please see be low 
for Palm Beach County Water Utilltles' responses. 

FINDING (7) : PBC Water Utilities Department did not account for grant funds in 
accordance with PBC Polley and Procedure Memoranda (PPM) #CW- F-003; Grant 
Administration. 

RECOMMENDATION: 

(13) We recommend that PBC WUD Management establish and account for grant funds 
as prescribed in the PBC PPM #CW-F-003 for all gran ts that they administer. 

Department Response: The Department concurs w ith the finding that grant funds w e re 
not accounted for In accordance with PBC PPM #CW-F-003 as it pertains to grants 
received for the Belle Glade Inflow and Infiltration project. Additionally, the Department 
concurs with the recommendation that PBC WUD establish and account for grant funds 
as prescribed in the PBC PPM # CW-F-003 for all grants administered by the Department. 

Afte r the commencement of this grant but prior to the audit conducted by the Office of 
the Inspector General, Department staff met internally to address and rectify its process. 
As a result, the Department began accounting for all grants in a separate uni t as 
prescribed by PBC PPM #CW- F-003 (See Attachment 1). Additionally, on June 1, 2016, 
the De partment established PPM WUD-F-030 (See Attachment 2). This PPM provides 
that all grants must be accounted for in one of the following methods: 
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July 14, 2016 
Mr. Bob Bliss, Director of Audit 
Page Two 

1. A separate fund If required by the grant agreement. 
2. A separate unit code identified as a single grant. 
3. The Cost Accounting - Grant Method which is a combination of unit, sub-unit, program period, 

program code, or other appropriate fields. 

The Department is committed to utilizing one of the three methods prescribed above to account for 
all grants as part of adhering to County policy and best practices in grants administration. 

FINDING (10): PBCWUD did not ensure Certificate of Insurance Requirements were met for a Project. 

The Department concurs with this finding. 

RECOMMENDATION: 

(19) PBC WUD implement controls to ensure compliance with certificates of insurance requirements . 
Staff should document applicable requirements for each project, and adequately review 
certificates of insurance for compliance. 

Department Response: The Department concurs with this recommendation. Palm Beach County 

Water Utilities Department (PBCWUD) has been utilizing the Insurance Tracking System (ITS) system 

for compliance of insurance, monitoring and tracking since May 201S. 

FINDING (10): PBCWUD did not ensure Certificate of Insurance requirements were met for a Project. 

The Department concurs with this finding . 

RECOMMENDATION: 

Department Response: The Department concurs with this recommendation . Palm Beach County 
Water Utilities Department (PBCWUD) has been utilizing the Insurance Tracking System (ITS) system 
for compliance of insurance, monitoring and tracking since May 2015. 

Finding (11): PBCWUD project insurance tracking needs Improvement to ensure compliance with PBC 
PPM# CW-F-076, Certificates of Insurance. 

The Department concurs with this finding. 
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Page Three 

RECOMMENDATION: 

(20) PBCWUD develop written procedures to provide guidance in processing certificates of insurance 
for compliance review. This wlll help ensure that all required certificates are input, monitored, and 
maintained. 

Department Response: PBCWU0 agrees and already complies with this recommendation. PBCWU0 
added ITS requirements to the check list for Board of County Commissioners (BCC) agenda items dated 
May 8, 2015 (See Attachment 3, page 4 of 6) . 

(21.) PBCWUD implement a reconciliatio n process to ensure that all projects req uiring insurc1nce have 
been entered into the ITS system and are reviewed for compliance In a timely manner through the use 
of ITS reports. 

Department Response: PBCWUD agrees and a lready complies with this recommendation . All 
Consultant and construction contracts have been entered into ITS. If the certificates a re not in 
compliance with the contract, ITS sends notifications to the Consultant or Contractor and the PBC 
WU0 Project Manager. ITS also sends notifications when coverage is expiring and sends notification 
if the renewal of coverage is not in compliance. The PBCWUD Project Managers are responsible for 
their projects and maintaining compliance. PBCWUD Management periodically reviews ITS to verify 
compliance. Insurance certificate dates are also entered into the PBCWU0 Capital Improvement 
System (CIP) during the BCC agenda process. If the insurance certificates are expired and renewal has 
not been received, then CIP system locks processing of payments. 

(22) PBC WUD request Risk Management Department provide add it ional ITS training specifica lly 
ta ilo red to WUD activities. 

Department Response: PBC WUD agrees and a lready complies with this recommendation . On April 
2S, 2016, Risk Management held additional WUD specific training at PBCWU0 with appropriate 
Eng ineering staff In attendance. 
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February 2, 2015: 

ITSTlmellne 

PBCWUD Assistant Director recommended and required the use of ITS for a ll PBCWUD professiona l and 
construction services. 

February 4, 2015: 
lnltlal training was provided by Risk Management. 

February 11, 201S: 
Risk Management provided PowerPoint on ITS, sample contract language and sample letter to vendor 
for utilizing ITS. Information was placed in a folder located at G: Engineering/ITS Insurance program . 

March 4, 20lS: 
Risk Management requested ITS to create WUD Project Managers and Users login's from ITS. 

March 10, 2015: 
ITS sent login to WUD Project Managers and Users. 

March 24, and 25, 2015 
Consultant and Design-Build Contracts loaded Into ITS. 

March 26, 2015: 
Project Mangers Instructed to load projects into ITS. G: Engineering/ ITS Insu rance progra m . 

Apr il 10, 2015 
Construction Contracts loaded into ITS. 

May 20, 2015 
ITS letters sent to Consultants/Contractors instructing on how to upload insurance renewal certificates. 
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April 25, 2016 

ITS Timelioe 

Risk Management held refreshing ITS training and Workshop at PBCWUD. 

April 29, 2016: 
PBCWUD revised construction contract documents to allow the Project Manager to pre-select coverages 
for Builder's Risk, Inland Marine, Watercraft and Aircraft. This revision was approved by Risk 
Management Department, Contract Development and Control, and County Attorney Office. The 
purpose of the construction contract template revision was to minimize the need for Project Managers 
to override these coverages in ITS which then streamlines the process and avoids confusion in 
contractual coverage. 

Please contact me at (561) 493-6000 if you have any questions or concerns. 

Sincerely, 

Jim Stiles, Director 
Palm Beach County Water Utilities Department 

Attachments 

c: Shannon R. LaRocque, P.E .• Assistan t County Administrator 
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PALM BEACH COUNTY, FLORIDA Attachment 1 Page 1 of4 
YTD DETAILED EXPENDITURES FOR FISCAL YEAR 

04127/2016 
BY FUND, DEPARTMENT AND UNIT 

Fund: 4011 Caprlal Improvements 
Dept 721 Water Utilities-Capital 

Fund Dept Unit Sub Program Program Task Sub Major Obj Fiscal Fiscal Doc Rec'd Doc Doc ID Number Line Description Amount 
Un~ Code Period Task Program Code Year Month Oate Code 

Un~ W020 Lake Region Improvement Project 

41lll 721 W020 6543 2014 ll 10/22/2014 NA 14WIJI 4 !0170000000297 Proj l3-0!ll Ceotoriine Utiii1i<s pay aw 11 from 24,954.72 

401! m W020 6543 2014 13 
WOJU54J for grant ItJJClflmg pmpo,cs 

I0/2U1014 IVA l•WUl410170000000297 Proj 13--091 Ccnleliilie Utilities p,y opp f3 from 196,1!25.09 
WOJU54J for gra,n ItJJClflmg purposcs 

4011 721 W020 6543 2014 ll 10/22/201• NA !4WIJ14!0! 70000000297 Proj ll-091 CaJ!aiinc Utililics pay opp U from 2),869.46 

401! 721 W020 6543 2014 13 
W038-<i543 fur gr,nt ,q,<rting pmposcs' 

!llm/2014 NA 14WUl410170000000297 Proj !:l-091 C.Uwline Utilities pay opp fl from 2,m1s 
WOJ8-<i543 for IIJ'OI roporta,g purpos,s 

41)11 721 W020 6543 2014 13 10/22/2014 NA 14WU!410!70000000297 Proj l:l-09! C<ntm.in, Utilities P'Y 'PP 12 from 165,418.44 

401! 721 W020 6543 2014 ll 
WOJU543 for gra,n reporting PUCJIOS'S 

10/22/2014 NA 14WUl•!OI 70000000297 Proj 13--09! Ccrttrline Utilities pay 'l'Jl tlfrnm 18,319.83 
WOla-6543 for gr3II! rqnting PUCJIOS'S 

4011 721 W020 6543 2014 IJ l0/2212014 NA !4WUl410170000000297 J,-09! Cffl(Qline Utilities pay a;ps 1-3 io W~J -430,220.29 
forgi,otrtpC<tingpu,pos,:s 

4011 721 W020 6543 2014 13 10/271201• NA 14WU14!0270000000100 Carrocl!int 7 of NA 720 14WUl41017-297.Cndit 430,220.29 
should buobeai to unit~! 

401! 721 W020 WOJS C[p 721 6543 2015 2 !!12112014 AD ADI 121140000000097!6 13--091 WM-07 36,410.01 
4011 721 W020 WOO! C[p 721 6543 2015 l ll/21/2014 AD ADl 12114000000009716 13-091 WA/107 327,690.04 
4011 721 W020 WOOi ClP 721 6543 2015 2 11/21/2014 AD ADll2!!.0000000097!6 ll-09!WA/101 -36,410.01 
4011 721 W020 W038 GIP 721 6543 2015 2 ll/2112014 AD AD112! 140000000097!6 ll--09JWA;-01 -327,69(1.04 
40!! 721 W020 WOJI CIP 721 6543 2015 2 11/21/2014 PRM PRMIL21140000000646J !J--091WA/107 36,410.01 
4011 721 W020 WOJI OP 121 6543 201S 2 11121120!• PRM PRMlllll400000006463 ll--091 WAfOJ 327,690.04 
4011 121 W020 W038 C[p 121 6543 201S 3 1211212014 PRM PRM12121400000008919 !,.WI WAJITI 186,161,67 
40ll 72l W020 W008 C[p 721 6543 2015 3 1211212014 PR.>.! P.RM!2lll4000000089!9 ll--09!WAW7 20,684.63 
4011 721 W020 W038 ClP 721 6543 2015 3 1211212014 AD ADl212140000000l 2900 ll--091 WA!07 20,684.63 
4011 721 W020 W038 ClP 121 6S4l 2015 J 1211212014 AD AD 1212 I ~l2900 ll--O'Jl WA/107 -20,684.63 
4011 721 W020 W038 GIP 121 6543 201S 3 !211212014 AD ADI2l214000000012900 13-091 WAIJ07 -186,161.61 
4011 721 W020 WOll C!P 721 6543 2015 3 12/!212014 AD AD!212!40000000i2900 IJ-091 WM07 186,161.67 
40!! 12l W020 W008 CIP 721 6543 2015 • 112112015 PRM PRM012ll500000012936 l:l-091WAII01 8,919.36 
4011 721 W020 W038 C!P 721 6543 2015 4 l/2112015 AD All0!2! l50000000!813! !>-WI WAf-07 -8,919.36 
4011 721 W020 W038 C!P 721 65•3 2015 4 l/21/201S AD All0!211S0000000!8lll l,.WI WAJOJ -80,214.21 
411!! 721 W020 W038 CJP 721 6543 20!S 4 l/2!/201S }J) ADOl2! 150000000!8!31 ll--091WA!07 80,21411 
4011 721 W020 WOJI CIP 72! 6541 2015 4 1121120!5 AD ADOUll5000000018lll 13-091 WAA-07 8,919.36 
4011 721 W020 WOOi C[p 721 6543 2015 4 l/2l/l0!5 PRM PR.~1012!!500000012936 ll-091 WA/107 80,27411 
4011 721 W020 W038 Cll' 72! 6543 20!S s 2/18/2015 AD AD0218l5000000022296 13-091 WA/107 -183,768,96 
4011 121 W020 W038 C[p 721 6543 2015 5 2/J&/2015 AD AD02l 8 !5000000022296 l3.Q9 1W.'J07 183,768.96 
40!! 721 W020 W038 ClP 721 6543 2015 5 2118/2015 AD AD02!8 !5000000022296 l:l-091 WM-07 20,418.77 
4011 721 W020 W038 CIP 721 6543 2015 5 2118/2015 PRM PRM021815000000! 6255 ll-091 WAJ/01 l&J,768.96 

F~WUD'fran~ WUD\F\'l S\04-19--06327 R&R Elj,cnses.rpl 

© OFMB 
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i: 
PALM BEACH COUNTY, FLORIDA Page2 of 4 

YTD DETAILED EXPENDITURES FOR FISCAL YEAR 
04/2712016 

BY FUND, DEPARTMENT AND UNIT 
Fund: 4011 Capital Improvements 
Dept: 721 Water Utilities-Capital 

Fund Dept Unit Sub Program Program Task Sub Major Obi Fiscal Fiscal Doc Rec'd Doc Doc 10 Number -Tine Description Amount 
Unit Code Period Task Program Code Year Month Date Code 

4-011 721 W02-0 WD38 ClP 721 65-13 2015 5 2/ll!/2lll5 PRM PRM02l81500000016255 13-091 WAJ07 20,418.77 
4011 721 W020 W038 ClP 721 6543 2015 5 2/1&'2015 AO ADOll 81 5000000022296 13-091 WM-07 .20,4u.n 
4-011 721 W020 W038 C!P 721 6543 2015 7 419/2015 PRC 04091500000000000209 13-091 WAf07 84,846.72 
4011 72! W020 W038 CIP 721 6543 2015 1 419/2015 .ID AD040915000000030206 ll--091 WA.tq/ -89,312.34 
4011 m W020 W~JS CIP 721 6543 2015 1 419/2015 IJJ AD040915000000030206 13-091 WMOO 4,700.65 
4011 721 W020 W0JS ClP 721 6543 2015 7 4.9/2015 AO AD0409l5000000030206 13-091 WJJOO 4,700.65 
4-011 721 W020 W038 CIP 721 6543 2015 7 4.9/2015 AO AD04091500000()Q30206 ll-091 WJJOO 89,312.34 
40ll 721 W020 W0J8 CIP m 6543 2015 J 4,'//2015 PRC 0409l500000000000209 IJ-O'Jl WA#OO 4,465_62 
4011 721 \\'020 W038 CIP 721 6543 2015 7 419/2015 PRC 04091500000000000209 13-0'JI WM07 235.03 
4011 721 W020 W038 C!P 721 6543 2015 7 4,'//2015 PRC 04091 500000000000209 ll-091 W A/107 4,465.62 
4011 721 \\'020 6543 2015 1 4123/2015 GAX SPMM042lll000000ll05 PERMIT; WUl).ENG; SR 7lS WM RF.l'UCEMENT; 50.00 

PROJ m-091 
4011 721 W020 6543 2015 1 4123/2015 ,ID AD0413 I 5000000032449 PERMIT; WIJl>-ENG; SR 715 WM REPUCEMENT; 50.00 

PROH13---09l 
4011 721 wow 6543 2015 7 4123/2015 AO A00423!5000000032449 PERMIT; WIJD.1:NG; SR 115 WMREl'LACEMENf; -50.00 

PROHl3---091 
4011 721 W020 WOJ8 ClP 721 6543 2015 J 4128/2015 .'.0 AD0428I SOOOOOOOJJ082 13---091 WAi(JI ·5,212.39 
4011 72! W020 WOJ8 CIP 721 6543 2015 J 4/2&/2015 AO A00428150000IIOOJJ082 13---091 WAi07 -99,03538 
40ll 721 WQ20 WOJ8 CIP m 6543 2015 J 412&/2015 AD AD0428l 5000000033082 ll--091WANI 99,03538 
4011 721 W020 woos CIP 721 6543 2015 1 4128/2015 AD A0042815000000033082 13-091 WAJOO 5,212.39 
40ll 721 W020 WOJS CIP 721 6541 20)5 1 4128/2015 PRC 04 21150000000000l)J23 ll-091 WJJOO 99,03538 
4011 721 W020 W038 CIP 721 6543 2015 1 4128/2015 PRC 0428 I 500000000000228 JJ-091 WA-•07 5,21139 
4011 721 W020 W038 CIP 721 6543 2015 8 511512015 AO ADOS! S15000000036282 IJ-091 W Af0J -48,103.87 
4011 72! W020 won ClP 721 6543 2015 8 511512015 AD AOOSl5IS000000036282 ll--09IWM0J 48,103.87 
4011 721 W020 WOJ! CIP 721 6543 2015 8 5/1512015 AO A0051S15000000036282 ll-O'JlWAJ0J 5,344.88 
40ll 72! ll'020 WOJS Qp 721 6543 2015 8 5115/2015 .ID A005 l5l 5000000036282 ll-O'JlWM07 -5,344.88 
40ll 721 ll'020 W038 C!P 721 6543 2015 8 l/1512015 PRM PRMOl 151500000021885 ll--091 WM-OJ 5,344.88 
4011 721 W020 \\'038 ClP 721 6543 2015 8 5/1512015 PR.\! PRM05151500000027885 13--091 WAA07 48,103.87 
4011 721 W020 W038 C!P 721 6543 2015 . 8 S/20/2015 PRC 0520150000000000027I 13-091 W AJOJ 2,672.44 
40ll 721 W020 WOJ8 C!P 721 6543 2015 8 5/20/2015 PRC 05201500000000000271 13-091 WAIW S-O,n6.3I 
4-011 721 W020 W0JS ClP 721 6543 2015 g 5120/l0l5 PRM PRMOSl5150000002788S 13-091 WAfill -48,103.87 
4011 721 W020 W038 ClP 721 6543 2015 8 S/20/20ls° PRM PRM0S15l500000027t85 IJ-091 WAfOJ -5,344.88 
4011 721 W020 WOJ8 CIP 721 6543 2015 8 5120/201S AD ADOSl5l5000000036282 13-091 WAJ.07 48,103.87 
4011 721 W020 ll'038 Qp 721 6543 2015 g S/20/2015 AO A00520I 5000000037069 13-091 W Af07 50,77631 
4011 72! ll'020 \\'038 C!P 721 650 2015 g 5/20/2015 AO AD052015000000031069 l3---091WAJI07 -2,672.44 
4011 721 W020 W038 ClP 721 6543 2015 8 5/20/2015 AO AD052015000000031069 13---091WM07 ·S-0,776.ll 
4011 721 11'020 W0J8 ClP 721 654) 2015 8 5120/2015 AD A005 l 515000000036282 l3---09lWAf07 5,344.88 

F~WUD\Oran1s W\JDl,J'I S\04-79.0027 R&R E.xpr,,i,s.1pt 

© OfMB 
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PALM BEACH COUNTY, FLORIDA Page 3 of 4 
YTD DETAlLED EXPENDITURES FOR FISCAL YEAR 

04/27/2016 

Fund: 
BY FUND, DEPARTMENT AND UNIT 

4011 Capital Improvements 
Dept 721 Water Utilities-Capital 

Fund Dept Unit Sub Program Program Task Sub Major Obj Fiscal Fiscal Doc Rec'd Doc Doc ID Number Line Description Amount 
Unit Code Period Task Program Code Year Month Date Code 

4011 721 W020 W038 ctP 721 6543 101S 8 S/2Ql201S AD ADilll51S0000000362&2 13--091WM07 -S,3«.88 
41)!1 721 W0'lO W038 CIP 721 6543 2015 8 S/lll/20IS AD ADill 151 S0000000362&2 ll--091 WM07 -48,103.87 
41)]! 721 W020 W0l& CIP 72) 6543 um 8 5/20/201S AD A0052015000000037069 13--091 WJJ!07 2,672.44 
41)11 721 W020 W038 ClP 721 6543 2015 9 619/1015 AD AD060915000000040ll3 ll--091WM01 80,&10.04 
41)11 721 W020 W038 ClP 721 6543 2015 9 619/lOIS AD AD06091500000l)04l)J33 13--091 WM01 -80,110.04 
41)11 m W02() WOl! CIP 721 6543 2015 9 619/2015 PRC 0609 I SOOOOOOOOOOOlOS 13-091 WM01 80,810.04 
41)11 121 Wll20 wim ClP 721 6543 2015 9 61'1!2015 AD AD0609 I 5000000040333 13-091 WA,07 -4,253.16 
41)11 121 Wll20 W038 ClP 121 6543 2015 9 fi/9ll01S ,ID AD060915000000040333 l3--09IWAf07 4,253.16 
4011 721 W020 W038 C!P 721 6543 201S 9 6/9!2015 PRC 06091100000000000305 13--091 WAf07 4,253.16 
4011 m WOlO WOll C!P 121 6543 201S 10 lll41l0l5 PRC 0124 IS00000000000392 13-0!II WAl!TI 12,22315 
41)11 121 Wll20 W038 ClP 72l 654.l 2015 10 1ll41l015 AD mm4 l SOOOOOOOII038 13-0!II WAl(YI -12,22315 
41)11 721 W020 W038 CIP 721 6543 201S JO 7/14/2015 AD mm4ISOOOOOOOl8038 ~IWAl(YI -232,241.73 
41)11 721 W020 won ClP 721 6543 201 l 10 712412015 AD AD07241SOOOOOOOIS038 13--091 WA4(YI 232,241.13 
4011 721 W020 W038 ClP 721 6543 2015 10 7124/2015 AD AD0724 I 5000000048038 13--091WA/!(YI 12,223.25 
4011 721 W020 W038 C!P 721 6543 2015 10 1ll4/10l5 PRC (Y/241500000000000392 13--091 WA/J07 232,241.73 
41)11 721 W020 WOl& ClP 721 6543 2015 II &114!2015 PRC 08141500000000000433 13--091 WJJI07 26,836.19 
4011 721 W020 W038 ClP 721 6543 2015 11 &114ll015 AD ADO! l415000000051826 13--091 WA/J07 -26,836.19 
4011 721 W020 W038 C!P 721 6543 2015 11 8/14/201S AD ADOl 1415000000051826 ll--091 WA/101 ·1,412.43 
4011 721 WOlO W038 C!P 721 6543 2015 II &114/2015 AD ADO!l415000000051826 ll-091WM01 1,412.43 
40Jl 72) W020 W038 C!P 721 6543 2015 II &114/2015 AD ADO!l415000000051826 13-091 WM01 26,836.19 
4011 721 W020 W031 ClP 721 6543 2015 II 8/14/2015 PRC 08l41S00000000000433 l3--091WM-01 1,412.43 
4011 721 W020 W038 ClP 721 6543 2015 12 9/9ll015 AD AD091191SOOOOOOOS5420 13--091 WAf07 -6,814.93 
4011 721 WOl0 WOJ8 ClP 721 6543 2015 12 9/9!2015 AD AD0909l51J00000055420 ll--091WM07 6,874.93 
4011 721 WOl0 W038 C!P 721 6543 2015 12 9/9!2015 AD AD090'I I 51J00000055420 13-0!IIWAl(YI 130,623.60 
4011 721 W020 WOJ! ClP 721 6543 2015 12 9/912015 AD AIXl9091S000000055420 ll--091WA'1TI -130,623.60 
4011 721 W020 won ClP 721 6543 2015 12 9/9!2015 PRC 09091500000000000488 13-0!IIWA#(YI 6,874.93 
4011 721 WU20 WOJ8 ClP 721 6543 2015 12 91912015 PRC 09091500000000000488 13--091WM07 B0,623.60 
4011 121 W020 WOJ! ClP 721 6543 2016 I l0ll2ll015 PRC I 0'22 !50000000000011J 13--091 WM-07 2,021.91 
4011 721 W020 W038 ClP 721 6543 2016 I 10/22/2015 AD ADI02215000000004907 ll--091 WA/107 -2,021.91 
4011 721 W020 W0J! ClP 721 6543 2016 I IO/l2110!5 .>\O ADI02215000000004907 13--091 WAl/07 -31,41631 
4011 72! WOlO W038 ClP 721 6543 2016 l Ill/22/2015 AD .'JJI022l50000000049il7 ~IWA!i07 38,416.31 
4011 721 WOl0 W038 ClP 721 6543 2016 l 10/22/2015 AD ADI0221500000ll00!907 l3--091WM07 2,02L91 
4011 721 WOl0 WOJI ClP 721 6543 2016 l 10/22/2015 PRC I 0221500000000000113 13--09! WAf-07 38,416.31 
4011 721 W020 WOJI ClP 72) 6543 2016 I ll/l/2015 NA 16WU1 SI0J00000000007 Rmlsal off{ 2015A<C111Jl fOI Cemerlio<U1ilities -50,796.40 

~OIi 721 \\'010 Willi ClP 721 6543 2016 
Proja:tlJ-091 

2 11/lM0l5 AD ADlll015000000007S99 13-0!IIWAl/-01 ·397,306.11 

F~WlJD\Gmls WUD\FYIS\04-79-06327 R&RExpc,se,.rpt 

© OFMB 
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Fund: 4011 Capital Improvements 
Dept 721 Waler Utilities-Capital 

Fund Dept Unij Sub Program Program Task 
Unit Code Period 

4011 721 W020 W038 ap 

4011 721 WOlO WOJ8 ap 

4011 721 W020 W038 ClP 

4011 721 W020 Willi CIP 
4011 721 W020 W0l8 CIP 

4011 721 W020 W038 CIP 
4011 721 W020 WOl8 ClP 

4011 m W020 WOJS CIP 

4011 m W020 WOl8 CIP 
4011 721 WOlO WOl8 ClP 
4011 721 W020 WOl8 ClP 

4011 721 W020 WOJ.8 ClP 

4011 721 WOlO WOJB ap 

4011 721 WOlO W038 ClP 

4011 721 WOlO W038 ap 

4011 721 WOlO W038 CIP 

4011 721 \\1020 W038 ClP 

4011 721 WOlO W038 ClP 

{iRNL_ACTG.PER_!JC) <• 13 aad 
(R_PSCD.PSCD_CLOS_CL_CD} kl rlO', "111...t 
(JRNL_ACTG.UNIT_Cl)) = 'WOlO" and 
(JRNL_ACfG.DEPT_CD};,, rnr, ·120·1 

F:11VllD'Gnnts WUD\FY! ro4-19--06327 R&R Expcn,,s.rpt 

@ OFMB 

Sub Major 
Task Program 

721 
721 

721 

721 
721 

721 

721 

m 
m 
m 
121 

m 
m 
m 
721 
721 

721 
721 

PALM BEACH COUNTY, FLORIDA Page4of 4 
YTD DETAILED EXPENDITURES FOR FISCAL YEAR 

04/27/2D16 
BY FUND, DEPARTMENT AND UNIT 

[' 
Obj Fiscal Fiscal Doc Rec'd Doc Doc 10 Number Line Dascription Amount 

I 

Code Year Month Date Code 

6S43 2016 2 11/10/2015 PRC 11101500000000000144 13-091 WAMl7 397,306.11 
6S43 2016 2 11/10/2015 PRC 11 IO!l00000000000144 13--091 WAI07 20,910.85 
6S43 2016 2 Ji/10/2015 AD AD1110!5000000007599 13--091 WAJ07 397,306.11 
6S43 2016 2 I 1/lan.o!S AD ADI 11015000000007599 13--0!II WAIO'/ 20,910.85 
6543 2016 2 11/lan.o1s AD . ADll lO!l000000007599 ll--09JWAIO'/ ·20,910.85 
6543 2016 3 12/15/Wll AD ADl215l5000000012849 ll--091WA!O'/ -440.24 

65•3 2016 3 l2/15/Wl5 All All1215l5000000012849 13--09IWA!O'/ -8,364.68 
6543 2016 3 12/JS/2.0ll AD AD12151 l0000000l2849 ll--091 WA!07 8,364.68 

65•3 2016 J 12/15/lll15 AD ADJ215150000000l2849 ll--091 WAI07 44024 

65•3 2016 J 12/15/2015 AD AD1215150000000l28•9 IJ--09JWA/107 -811.50 
6543 2016 3 12115/llll5 AD ADl21515000000012849 13--09IWA/107 !11.50 
654J. 2016 3 121JS/l015 AD AD121515000000012849 13-091 WA/107 -16,558.47 
65-43 2016 3 12/15/2015 AD ADl2l5150000000128'!9 13-091 WM07 16,558.47 
65-43 2016 3 12/15/2015 PRC 1215 l $00000000000191 13--0!IIWM07 16,558.47 
6543 2016 3 12/15/2015 PRC 1215150000000000019I 13--091 WAI07 871.50 
6543 2016 3 1211 5/lOll PRC 12llll00000000000192 13--091 WMIJ7 8,364.68 

6543 2016 3 12/Jl/lOll PRC 12ll l l00000000000192 l3--091WM07 «014 
6543 2016 6 3Nl0l6 lVA 03081600000000001«5 tocorrt<tplljIDODtpaid,g,,inl1lllCO!T"1 ..,,.,b'3ll<C. -17,429.97 

Qio::< 12929734 lo C..taline Utilities 

Total for Object 6543 W,ter Transmission Maio, 2,4S8,246.48 

Unit WOlO Lak• Region Improvement Project l ,458,246.48 

Report Grand Toal 2,458,246.48 
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Fund: 4011 Capital Improvements 
Dept 721 Water Utilities-Capital 

Fund Dept Unit Sub Program Program Task Sub 
Unit Code Period Task 

Unit W020 Lake Region Improvement Project 

4011 121 W020 

4011 721 W020 

{JR,'<L_ACIG.PER_IJC) <• 13 and 
{R_PSCll.PSCD_Q.OS_CL_CD) in ['14', '15' ) and 
{JRNL_ACTG.UNIT_ CD}- "W011l' and 
{00.1._ACTO.DB'T_CD} in [' 121', "720'] 

F:\\VUl)'jjnm~ WUIJ\FYIS\04-19--06327 W R<>-.o,cs.Jpt 

@ OFMB 

PALM BEACH COUNlY, FLORIDA 

YTO DETAILED REVENUES FOR FISCAL YEAR 
BY FUND, DEPARTMENT AND UNIT 

Major Rev FiscalFiscal 
Program Source Year Month 

3139 2015 4 

3139 2015 1 

Doc Rec'd Doc 
Date Code 

2/41201 5 IVA 

5/1/2015 IVA 

Unit W020 

Doc ID Number Line Description 

l5WU1502040000000071 Capit,1 Contn'bution, Olhet GoV!lmC!llS 0111)1/15 · 
01/3111S 

15WU1504280000000!38 Capit,1 Ccotnlnnioos oiba Go>-bts S1m 04/01/15 • 
04/30/15 

Total for R"'eouo Source 3139 

lake Region Im provemeot Project 

R,port Gr .. d Tota.I 

Page 1 of 1 

04/27/2016 

Amount 

-362,243.00 

-631,751.00 

-1,000,000,00 

-1,000,000.00 

·1,000,000.00 
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TO: 

l<'ROM: 

PREPARED BY: 

SUBJECT: 

PPM#: 

ISSUE DATE 
Jnnc 1, 2016 

PURPOSE: 

MEMORANDUM 

ALL WATER UTILITIES PERSONNEL 

JIMSTll,FS 
DEPARTMENT DIRECTOR 

Attachment 2 

FINANCE AND ACCOUNTING/ADMINISTRATIO 

GRANT ADMINlSTRATION (ACCOUNTING & BUDGETING) 

WUD-I<"-030 

EFFECTIVE DATE 
June 1,201.6 

To establish guidelines for grant reporting and related functions for funds received by the 
Department from various external sources which are ~ubject to audit requirements. 

DEFINITIONS: 

L. Gr~t: A payment in cash or in kind made to provide assistance for a specified purpose, the 
acceptance of which creates a legal duty on the part of the grdiltee to use the funds or 
property made available jn accordance with the condjtions of the grant. Grants are typicaJ.J.y 
authorized and appropriated by a legislative body. 

2. Outside Funding Agency: Federal, state, local, and quasi- governmental agencies, 
foundations or any other ex.te.mal funding source. Also referred. to as "grantor agency". 

POLICY: 

Grant funds are to be established in such a manner as to be readily identifiable within the 
County's inancial System. 1:fos must be accomplished th.rough tbe u se of one of tbe following 
methods: 

1. A separate fund .if required by the grant agreement; or 
2. A separate uni t code identi£ed as a single grant; or 
3. he Cost Accounting - Grant Method -which is a combination of unit, sub-unit, program 

period, program code, or other appropriate fields as o.ecessary and available within the 
accounting system to uniquely identify grant reveoue aod e..,,,eo.ditures. 

A. Grants ·that arc pajd in advance by an Outside Funding Agency that require interest to be 
reported and/or remitted to the funding agency must be kept in separate funds from grants 

WUD-F-030/Page l of2 
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that are paid on a reimbursement basis or do not have requirements for reporting and/or 
remitting interesl. 

Grants established in capita l funds are to be established as eparate UJJ.it codes as well as 
identified as projects. 

B . Grant receipts and cxpeuditu.res mu!."t be maiotai cd io accordance with federal, state, and 
local guidelines/Jaws applicable to the agreement (federal statute, 0MB Circular, state 
statute, local laws/ordinances, federal, state, guidelines) and Generally Accepted 
Accounting Principles for Local Gove=ents. If differences exist between 
gwdelines/laws, the department is to utiliz:e the most stringent requirement (e.g., record 
rete:otioo, travel, and inventory). 

~ 
Depa.rtmept Director, 

WOD-F-030/Page 2 of2 

. 
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Attachment 3 

CHECK LIST 

AGENDA ITEM 
PROJECT NAME: _______________ _ _______ ___ _ 

PROJECT NO.:._____ PROJECT MANAGER:, _____________ _ 

AGENDA ITEM NO.: ~ BOARD MEETING DATE: _ _ _ _ _ _ 

CONTRACTOR'S NAME: 

BUDGET ACCOUNT NO.: ________________________ _ 

THIS. SECTION TO BE COMPLETED BY THE PROJECT MANAGER & REVIEWED BY 
CONTRACT SPECIALIST: 

PROJECT MGR Engin~ering 
Director 

Y!i§ NO NIA 
1. Is Aaenda Item: 

1. Consent? • • • 
2 . Regular? • • • 
3. Public Hearing? • • • 

2. Motion and Tftle (for each l£tterl: 

A . Are the parties correctly identified? • • • 
B. Is the contract amount indicated? • • • 
C. Is the Title of the Proj ect Indicated? • • • 
D , Is the CSA No Indicated? • • D 
E. Is the description of the CSA indicated? • • • 
F. Date of the bid opening indicated? • • D 
G . Number or bids received Ind icated? • • • 
H. WUD No. Indicated? D D • 
I. Purpose of the project indicated? D • • 
J . Contractor is the lowest responsive, responsible • • • bidder? 

K. SBE Ordina nce language & its R number Included? • D • 
Page 1 o f'6 (Rev. 05/018/15-Ago.nda Item C necld.i<1) 

~ ' -· .. . . . 
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L. Has Contractor Achieved SSE Goal of 15%? • • D 
M. SSE % for 2n• low bidder achieved? • • • 
N. Is Contractor a Local Company? • • D 
o . Is this project included In the fiscal year • D D 
P . Is the District Number Included? • • • 
Q. Are the Initials of the Co. Attorney agent Included • • D 

3 . Bacl:m:tound and Jus!Jflcat:ion 

A. . Is the background corracl and complete? tJ • D 
B. Is the Justification correct and complete? • • • 

4 . A ttachments 

A . Have not less than two (2) copies signed contracts 
been provided? D D • 

B. Has the location map been included? • • • 
C . Has the Engineer's recommondallon been included? • • • 
D. Has the Bid tabulation been included? • • • 
E. Has the SBE Compliance review been Included? • • • s. Contract Document: 

A. Is the name of the Mayor correct? • • • 
B. Has the Contractor Signed the Contract? • • • 
C. Are IJUes of signing parties entered? • • • 
D. Is the person signing the Contract au1horlzed to sign? • • • 
E . Is there a certificate or affidavit from the Contractor • • • Indicating who had the authority to execute the contraTI 

• • for the Contractor? 

F. Has the Contract been wttnessed by 2-witness? • • • 
G. Contract has been sealed with a Corporate Seal? • • D 
H. Has the correct/current standard contract been used? • • D 
I. Are Attachments/Exhibits referenced in the Contract? • • D 

P ~e2 of6 (fu,v. 05/018115-Ageuda Itom Checklist) 
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J. Tota l amount from Schedule of Bid Prices in the 

• • • Bid Forrn match the total amount In the Contract? 

K. Is there a cap on the total amount of the Contract? • • • 
L. Are a specific number of days to completion indicated?• • • 
M. Is there an ear1y completion bonus/incentive? • • • 
N. Is the statement and amount of liquidated damages 

incruded in the Contract? • • • 
0 . Is there a schedule of events and rnilestones for 

completion? • • • 
P . Does the "termtnation clause"' allow for termination at 

• • • the convenience of the County? 

Q. Standard Contract: are the Indemnification clauses • • • lnciuded in (he contract? 

R. Does the Contract contain a c lause addressing the 

• • • Florida Public Entity C rime statue (287.133) (2) (a)? 

S. Does the Item comply with the SBE Ordinance? • • • 
T . No Construction A llowance bid item to be inc luded • • • 

6. A uthorization and Budget: 

A . Is the proj ect number indicated and is it correct? • • • 
B. Are the budget account numbers indicated and has the 

Engineering Div. F iscal Specialist II confirmed they are• 
correct? Fiscal Specialist II Init ials __ • • 

C . Do the budget account numbers in the Agenda 
match the budget account numbers In CIP? • • • 

D. Is the Contractor's·name and mail ing address correct? D • • 
E. What is t he manner of compensation: 

Time and expenses not lo exceed D • D 
Fixed price of • • • 
Total pries of • • • 

P88• 3 of 6 (Rev. 05/018/15-Agenda ftern Checklist) 
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7. payments 

A . Are the payment provision acceptable, comprehensive D 
• • and clear? 

8 . Public Construction Bond 

A. Is the bond number indicated? • • • 
B. Is Bond Sealed? • D • 
C . Is the bond amount indicated? • D • 
D. Is the bond amount equal to or greater than the • • • Authorization amount? 

E. Is the name, mailing address. and state of incorporatioO 
of the Contractor (i.e .• Principal) indicated? • • 

F . Is the name, mailing address, and sta1e of incorporatlob 

• D of the Surety Indicated? 

G. Is the d ate of execution by the Principal and the Surety 
Indicated? D D • 

H . Is the Jetter from Bonding Agent authorizing PBC lo 
date Public Construction Bond included? • • • 

I. Is the Bond signed and attested by 1he Contractor? • • • 
J . Is the Bond signed and attested by the Surety? D • • 
K . Is a signed, dated, and notarized Power of Attorney or 

Limited Power of Attorney attached to the bond? D • • 
L. Is the bond sealed? • • • 

9 . Performance/Pa)!ment Bond 

8 B B .. A . . ls .. PedormancelPayment..Bond included? . 
(This only applies to federany funded projects) 

10. Insurance • • • A. Are Insurance requirements adequate? • • • (This should be verified with Risk mana9ement). 

a: Has 1he Insurance Tracking Fenn been submitted? • • • 
C. Is proof of insurance attached? D • • 
D. Is expiration date equal to or longer than the • • • contract perlOd? 

1'l,ge 4 01'6 (Rev. 05/0 LS/15-Agenda lU:m Checklist) 
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E. Is Palm Beach County named as addltlonal Insured? • D D 
F, Is Builder's Risk Insurance provided? • D • 

11 . General Condltrons 

A . Is there an acce:is and audit clause? D D • 
B. Is there a notiflcatlon/addres.~ Identifying provision 

• • • In the contract? 

C . Inspector General Janguage? • • • 
D . Crlmlnal history records check clause? • • D 
E. Regulations/laws/ordinances clause? • • • 
F. Non-Dtscriminatory Language incJuded or 

• D D affidavit included? 

12. t:jas ttlls Contract bogn ln~utted into ttJ11 i;.1e 12togram 

• • • by Prgfect Manager? 

Page5 of6 (Rev. 0:5/018/JS-Agendi. Item Check.list) 
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INSURANCE REQUIREMENTS: 

Original Contract Amount $. ___________ _ 

Comractor. _________________________ _ 

General Liability Required: 
Contracts less than $500,000 Limit of liability not less thar, $SOD.ODO 
Contracts $1,000,000 or greater llmltof liability not less than $1,000,000 

Comprehensrve Auto Required: 
Contracts lass than $500,000 Limit of liability not less than $500,000 
Contracts $1 ,000,000 or greater limil of liability not Jess than $1,000,000 

Watercraf1 Liability Required: ____ _ 

Inla nd Marino Required: ______ _ 

Limits $5.000,000 

Limits $5 ,000,000 

Aircraft Liability Required: ________ Limits $5,000,000 

Workers Compensation Required? ____ _ Limits S1DD/$5DD1$1DO 

Expires: _ ___ _ 

Expires: ___ _ _ 

Expires: ____ _ 

Expires: ____ _ 

Expires: ____ _ 

Expires: ____ _ 

Professional Liability Required: $500,000 $1 ,000,000 Limits: $500,000 $1 ,000,000 Expires: ____ _ 

Excess Liability: $ _______ _ 
Expires: ____ _ 

"All Risk" Builder's Risk Required?____ Limits:$______ Expires : ____ _ 
(Eliminate "Occupancy Clause") (Equal to total value of project) 
(Mus t cover until final acceptance. Sub-llmlts not acceptable if less than total value of project.) 

"All Risk" Transit or Motor Truck Cargo Required? _____ Limits: $ _____ _ 
(Replacement cosf coverage for highest value. Must contain Waiver of Subroga1ion). 

Expires; ____ _ 

YES NO N/A 

"· 

Pngc 6 of6 (Rev. 0S/018/1 S-.Agenda 'ftr:.1)1 ChcckJjst) 
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OFFICE OF' 
CITY MANA.GEA 

July 20, 2016 

Bob Bliss 
Director of Audit 
PO Box 16568 

CITY OF RIVIERA BEACH 
800 WEST B L U E HERON BLVD. R IVIERA BE:ACH , FLO RI DA 33404 

(561> 8415-40>0 FAX (56 1) 840•33!53 

West Palm Beach, FL 33416-6568 

Re: Draft Audit Report, Palm Beach County Department of Economic Sustainability, 
Grants Management 

Dear Mr. Bliss: 

The City of Riviera Beach, City Manager's Office, is in receipt of Draft Findings and 
Recommendations pertaining to the City, uncovered as part of the OIGs audit of the 
Palm Beach County Department of Economic Sustainability: Grants Management. 

Before addressing specific Findings and Recommendations from the Report, I would 
first like to take this opportunity to thank the staff of the Office of the Inspector General 
(OIG) for their efforts and the manner in which these issues were brought to our 
attention. The City agrees with the OIG on the Findings and Recommendations 
presented and has provided the requested Management Response for each. The 
elected officials and city staff embrace the ongoing efforts of the OIG and look forward 
to a continued cooperative relationship. 

Finding (8): THE CITY OF RIVIERA BEACH EXPENDED CITY FUNDS ON GRANT 
RELATED CONSTRUCTION WORK THAT WAS DEEMED UNACCEPTABLE BY PBC 
DES. 

Response: The City concurs with finding (8); however, it should be noted that the 
City, in good faith, did retain a qualified contractor to perform the required 
building inspections on behalf of the City; subsequent to these inspections, DES 
staff deemed the construction to be unacceptable, requiring an expenditure of 
additional funds. In the future, City Management will ensure acceptability of work 
performed by City contractors by increasing the amount of contractor oversight. 
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The City is taking actions as outlined below in the response to the Recommendations. 

Recommendations 

14. We recommend that regularly scheduled thorough on-site inspections take place on 
construction projects to ensure that the work performed is adequate. At a minimum, 
performing thorough initial and mid-range site visits will reduce the likelihood of 
unsatisfactory work being identified at the end of the construction project. 

Response: The City Is committed to performing building inspections as 
specified by the Florida Building Code and all inspectors are certified as 
stipulated in Florida Statute 468. This is an on-going commitment, and as 
such, this item is complete. 

Finding (9): THE CITY OF RIVIERA BEACH EXPENDED FUNDS FOR RELOCATION 
ASSISTANCE WITHOUT APPROPRIATE JUSTIFICATION OR GUIDANCE. 

Response: The City concurs with finding (9). The City is taking actions as 
outlined below in the response to the Recommendations. 

Recommendations 

15. City Management ensure that written policies and procedures for relocation 
assistance are developed and communicated to employees. 

Response: As future relocation assistance scenarios unfold, the City will 
develop appropriate written policy/procedure. This is an on-going 
commitment, and as such, this item is complete. 

16. City Staff become knowledgeable in all of the requirements, processes and 
procedures related to their grant agreements, especially regarding allowable and 
unallowable expenditures. 

Response: As new grant agreements are executed, City Management will 
ensure that City staff responsible for administering said grants understand 
associated grant requirements. This is an on-going commitment, and as such, 
this item is complete. 
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17. City Management consider seeking reimbursement from the resident for any 
unjustified relocation payments paid on behalf of the ORI grant participant. 

Response: Upon publication of the final audit report, the City Attorney will be 
forwarded the supporting documentation found within the report. The 
Attorney's Office will be asked to determine what the City can appropriately 
and in good faith seek reimbursement for, and what amount if any can the 
City likely recover in a court should we pursue it A decision will then be 
made as to whether it makes economic sense for the City to seek a recovery 
of the funds. Of course, the City will try to recover the funds through informal 
means first. 

18. The City continue its efforts in the recovery of the $191 overpayment made to the 
contractor. 

Response: The City received a written commitment from the contractor in 
question that the $191 will be reimbursed. See attachments. 

In closing, again I would like to thank the OIG for bringing these issues to the City's 
attention. The City is committed to make the appropriate corrections to process and 
procedures so that the finding is not repeated in the future. 

Sincerely, ~~:r 
City Manager 
City of Riviera Beach 

Cc. Pamala H. Ryan , City Attorney 

Attachments 
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OFFICE OF 
COMMUNITY OEVElOPMEIIT 

April 20, 2016 

Arts Co11 tniction, Inc. 
ATTN: Arthur Bndaloo 
6253 Country Fai r Circle 
Boynton Beach. rL 3343 7 

CITY OF RIVIERA B ACl:-I 
DEPARTMENT OF' COMMUNITY 0EVELOPMkNT 

eoo WEST EI L.UE HERON BLVO , 

156- 1 > 84!5-•40~Q 
l'.t lVI E flJ\ Dl!AClt, FLOAiOA :9;~404 

FAX· fGG I ) 845·40313 

RE: Dis.-is1er Recover Initiative (DRI) Progmm • Overpayment/ Rcimburi;cmcnt Request 
(Second Requ est) 

Ocar Mr. l:ladalou, 

On March 16, 2016, City staff received your written response to the previous November 24. 
2015 lcllcr rcsarding a request for reimbursement of 1111 erroneous overpayment of $19 1 
(atcnched). To d11te, the City h not received reimbursed from you, Please remit repayment by 
Mny 16, 2016. If repayment is not =eived by May 16. 2016. the City nmy pursue any and all 
net ions nvailnble to recuperate the $19 I. 

feel free to contact me al (561 )845-4060 or jgagnonrWriviembch.com. Thank you. 

Sincerely, 

Jeff Gng11on, A I I' 
Assi t,mt Director of Communi ty Devclopmem 

l~nclo 11rc: larch 16, 2016 Wriuen Rcs110nse / N,we,nhcr 24, 20 IS l.c11er 

C, Mary McKinney, AICI', Director ofC01111n1111ily 1>e,•elopmcn1 
Randy Shennan, Dlrec1or of finance and Admi11i s1m1ive , crl'lce 
Fi le· DRI Prull"'111 Fi le ~69, Mclfomc-Ross, 817 W. 1• lrcet 

RIY/£/l,I IJl;i\(,'l/, n , (l{WJ/t ... "Tit, fJo51 \l'(ltrrfrolll c11,, '" 11'1,i,I, fo Uo••· IVOl'k ,t Play." 
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November 24, 2015 

Arts Consttuction, Inc. 
ATI'N: Arthur Badaloo 
6253 Countiy Fair Cirolc, 
Boynton Beach, FL 33437 

CITY OF RIVIERA BEACH 
Dl!~All:TMINT OF ~OMMUNITY DEVELOPMll:NT 
000 WE8T BLUI!: Hli:AOl'I ln.vg, • RIVIERA BEACH, FLORIDA lU1404 

(1111 11 845--'0SO ~AX, !SO 1) 11,11-4038 

s,111 via mall: byjoo4@mmjl,wm 

RE: Disaster Recover Initillli.ve (DRI) Program - Overpayment/ Reimbursement Reque11t 

Dear Mr. Badaloo, 

Upon t\ntber review of paymcmt history IS90Ciated with the DRI Program projeet In which you 
pmticlpated in u 817 Wm 1'1 Strmt (ML McHome-Ross), it appcan that the City overpaid you 
fur work complete in the amo11111 of S 191. This oecurrcd when S% maiDago wu not withheld 
for the payment provided on April 19, 2013. A check in the amount ofS3,820 was i~ to YO!t 
VClllll.!I a~ for $3,629. This 5% retainage wu paid to you again OIi May 31, 2013, resulting 
In an ovetpayment of$191. Plea,e mnit mmbarsemeat to tbe City in lhe amount ofSl91. 

Fed me to COllfac:t me at (561 )845-4060 or lggnno@rivittabch,com. Thank you. 

Sjncerely, 

Jeff Gagnon, AICP 
.A5sis1ant Director of PIIIIDUli and Zoning 

C: Mary McKinney, AICP, DiJoctor of Community Deve.lopmmt 
Randy Skrmm, Dhei:tcr of FU181KC and Admluimativo Scrv-.c 
FRe - ORI Program File 1169, Mdboo-Ross, 817 W. t •Stn,et 

l.,,Jt ( ( 

IL'lEC•h'nvEn r 1 ~ , 1:.:. m y,_,,., 

··-1~ 6 20i6 

COMMUNITY DEVELOPM ENT 
DEPAHTM ENi 

Rll'1BRA BBA.CR, F'U)Rll),t_ "l1u, Bat \Vat.,-Jro«t CilJ In WhkA 1o LiN, wort 4 l'llrJ." 
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a Wed ,1 /20/ZOl ti 7:35 PM 

Arthur Badaloo <byjou4@gmail.com> 
Re: Arts Con struction, l nc. DR! Letter, Reim bursemen t Request 4 .20.2016 

To Gagnon, Jeff 

0 You forwarded this mess•ge on 4/21/2016 9:26 AM. 

Thanks for your reminder, I have not forgotten but will pay yo u as soon as l can 
Arthur 

Sent from my i Phone 

On Apr 201 20 16, at 4:01 PM, Gagnon, Jeff <Jsaanon@Rivierabch.c:om> wrote: 

Good afternoon Mr. Badaloo, 

Please see sttached correspondence. Hard copy will be ma iled todoy os well. Thank you. 

Jeff Gagnon, AICP • As,istant Director of Community Development - Ci ty of Riviera Beach, FL 33404 • 
JGasnon @RlvleraBch.com - Phone: (561)845-4037 - Fax: (561)845-4038 - www.rlvlerabch.com 
"nits mc~.rolll't moy ronrorn cofl/idMtiol and/OI 11,oplftta,y informot,·011 ond Is lntt'nd~d fo r tht' f!HJ.tJf'J/Mtity to Wit/di iif w.ot ,MfrfloUy oddruud. Aity ,Ht-
byor/1-tl'S rs stlSttJ)' prohlbirtd. • 

<Arts Conslruct ion, Inc. DRI Letter, Reimbursement Request 4.20.2016.pdf> 
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RJ1k Management Depanment 

100 Australian Avenue. Suite 200 

West Palm Beach, fL 33406 

(561) 233-5400 

Fax : (561) 233-5420 

www.pbcgov.com 

• 

Palm Beach County 
Board of C<>unty 
cornmls.s.ioners 

Mary LOu Berger, Mayor 

Hal R. Valeche, Vice Mayor 

Paulette Burdick 

Shelley Vana 

Steven L. Abrams 

Melissa McKlnlay 

Priscilla A. l'aylor 

County Admlnlstr.ltor 

verdenla C. Baker 

""A.n Equtt.t Opportunity 
Affinnt1ri1Je Acrion Employer• 

Date: July 7, 2016 

To: Bob Bliss, Director of Audit 
Office of inspector General 

From: Scott Martin~ 

CC: 

Subject: 

Director, Risk anagemenl 

John A. Carey, Inspector General 
Nancy Bolton, Assistant County Administrator 

Risk Management Response to the Department 
Economic Sustainability Grants Management Audit 

In response to the audit involving the Department of Economic 
ustainability Grants Management Program finding ( I I), 

recommendation (23), Risk anagement concurs with your findings 
and has taken the following corrective actions: 

• Training for Water Utilities {WUD): 

All applicable WUD staff received additional training on the 
certificate of insurance tracking program. This training was 
comprehensive in nature and included i sues pecific to the types of 
contracts they administer and the internal protocols necessary for 
program compliance. 

• Change in Procedure - Insurance Tracking Services (ITS) : 

We requested and verified that ITS modified their internal protocols 
to allow for the viewing of"in progress' contracts and certificates. 
Previously, new contracts were not visible in the system or captured 
in a report until deemed complaint. The new protocol requires them 
to upload the data ( even if incomplete or pending) allowing user 
departments to track progres at all times. 

We believe the steps listed above address the finding in its entirety, and 
should work to avoid any future issues of this nature. 
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