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I. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY       
Lovett Silverman Construction Consultants (Lovett Silverman) investigated the 

generation, preparation, and implementation of a sampling of individual Work Orders 

issued in connection with the Consultant Services Agreement PS-5190-05/DRR (Master 

Agreement) entered into between Seminole County (the County) and CH2M Hill (CH2) 

on March 7, 2006. This investigation included review and analysis for compliance with 

not only the Master Agreement, but also the detailed scope, or tasks, as outlined in 

each Work Order. 

 

Lovett Silverman reviewed the documentation made available by either Seminole 

County Environmental Services Department (ESD) or CH2. The documentation and 

information requested by Lovett Silverman was based on a detailed review of each work 

order and the specific tasks and deliverables defined therein.  The information and 

conclusions contained in this report are based upon the information made available to 

Lovett Silverman to date.  Lovett Silverman reserves the right to modify the contents of 

this report upon receipt of additional documentation, information and clarification. 

 

Pursuant to our investigation, it appears that CH2 is carrying out the work authorized 

under the audited work orders to the general satisfaction of ESD.  Over the course of 

Lovett Silverman’s investigation, representatives of ESD provided no indication that they 

were anything less than satisfied with the performance of CH2 in its role as Program 

Manager.  

 

However, based upon the investigation to date, Lovett Silverman has identified several 

areas of concern regarding the development, implementation and financial management 

of the Program. These concerns include the following: 

 

• Lovett Silverman experienced a lack of timely cooperation in response to the 

requests made for information and documentation over the course of the audit 
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process.  Based upon the Program Management Plan developed by CH2, the 

program related information should be stored in a document control system and 

readily available and accessible.  To date we have still not received information 

requested in connection with the audit process. 

• The Program Management Team (PMT) has failed to provide substantive 

information in connection with the development of the various work orders under 

review.  This includes the development of scope, budgets and method of 

compensation designation, information which is required to be maintained in 

accordance with the Master Agreement.  

• Lovett Silverman has not received adequate information in connection with the 

personnel utilized, and the dates and hours worked on the fixed fee work orders 

reviewed.  CH2 has indicated that this information will not be provided as it is not 

applicable.  Lovett Silverman is of the opinion that this information should be 

made available in accordance with the terms of the Master Agreement. 

• The PMT has provided no clear relationship between the CIP projects identified 

in several work orders, the budgets developed in these work orders, and 

invoicing of work order tasks as it relates to CIP projects for these work orders.   

• Lovett Silverman has identified a number of concerns in connection with the 

invoicing process.  It should be noted that in response to prior questions raised 

regarding this process, Lovett Silverman was informed that a system of Auditable 

Control Points was established by the PMT to assist in the invoice review and 

approval process for work orders issued after Work Order 17.  After further 

investigation, the PMT subsequently advised that the Auditable Control Points 

system is only applicable to Work Order 20, which is not a subject of this Report.  

Lovett Silverman has noted the following concerns: 

o Invoices for work orders utilizing a variety of invoicing formats with no 

standardization throughout the Program. 

o Invoices submitted and approved for work performed after the authorized 

date of completion of work order(s).  
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o Invoices submitted and approved for elements of work order(s) that were 

identified in the work order but apparently not provided. 

o Invoicing for subcontractors without evidence of prior authorization as 

required by the Master Agreement. 

o Invoicing for subcontractors without evidence of adequate support 

information included. 

o Apparent lack of consistent controls implemented to monitor billing on a 

task by task basis within work order(s). 

o Lack of consistent clarity with respect to expense invoicing. 

o Lack of consistent clarity with respect to the definition and application of 

the labor multiplier. 

o Proof of ESD authorization for the performance of additional services has 

not been provided as requested. 

o Copies of various subcontract agreements have not been provided as 

requested. 

 

Lovett Silverman has also reviewed the previous audits performed in 2007, 2008 and 

2009.  It is apparent that a number of the issues raised in those audits have not been 

addressed, or corrective action implemented by the PMT. 

 

Specific details regarding the above are discussed in the following sections of this 

report. 
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II. PROGRAM BACKGROUND 
On or about April 2005 Seminole County (the County) solicited proposals for Program 

Management Services in connection with work associated with various projects within 

the Capital Improvement Program to be administered by the County Environmental 

Service Department (ESD). On March 6, 2006 the County entered into Consultant 

Services Agreement PS-5190-05/DRR (Master Agreement) with CH2M Hill (CH2) to 

perform these services.  The Master Agreement includes various terms and conditions 

including, but not limited to, the mechanics for the performance of services, the term of 

services, the method and timing of compensation, the scope of services to be 

performed by CH2, and an agreed upon hourly rate schedule for CH2 personnel. 

 

The Master Agreement encompasses a variety of service responsibilities for which CH2 

is responsible.  Generally these services include the establishment of a program 

management team (PMT) to coordinate planning and design, prepare construction 

documents, coordinate bid phase activities, coordinate construction management and 

program management activities, and coordinate the dissemination of information with 

the public and stake holders. A more detailed description of the Scope of Services is 

included as Exhibit A to the Master Agreement.  A copy of the Master Agreement is 

attached as Exhibit 1.  Section 3 of the Master Agreement defines the mechanism for 

the authorization of work under the agreement: 

 

“Authorization for performance of professional services by the 

CONSULTANT under this Agreement shall be in the form of written Work 

Orders issued and executed by the COUNTY and signed by the 

CONSULTANT….Each Work Order shall describe the services required, 

state the dates for commencement and completion of work and establish 

the amount and method of payment.” 

 

Compensation for professional services is to be made on either a “Fixed Fee” basis or 

on a “Time Basis Method”.  The time basis method work orders are to be invoiced in 
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accordance with the terms of Exhibit C of the Master Agreement, which defines the 

hourly rate schedule and labor multipliers. For fixed fee work orders, the fixed fee 

amount is to include any and all reimbursable expenses. 

 

Section 7 of the Master Agreement further defines the development of the work orders 

and the designation of fixed fee versus time method basis.  It allows for the 

development of work orders based upon the available scope information as defined 

below: 

 

“If the Scope of Services required to be performed by a Work Order is 

clearly defined, the Work Order shall be issued on a “Fixed Fee” basis. 

 

If the Scope of Services is not clearly defined, the Work Order may be 

issued on a “Time Basis Method” and contain a Not-to Exceed amount. 

 

 If the Scope of Services is not clearly defined, the Work Order may be 

issued on a “Time Basis Method” and contain a Limitation of Funds 

amount.” 

 

The first work order under the Master Agreement was executed on March 15, 2006.  

Subsequently, approximately 24 additional work orders have been issued.  The total 

face value of the executed work orders (through WO #25) is $35,309,042.    A detailed 

list of the executed work orders through Work Order #25 is attached as Exhibit 2. 
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III. SCOPE & METHODOLOGY 
In March 2009 Lovett Silverman Construction Consultants (Lovett Silverman) was 

retained by the Seminole County Clerk of the Circuit Court (the Clerk) to provide 

assistance in the Clerk’s audit of the Master Agreement and related work orders.  It was 

subsequently agreed that a sampling of work orders would be selected for review. Due 

to the size and scope of Work Order 20, it was mutually agreed that it would not be 

considered as part of the initial sampling. The work orders selected for review were 

Work Orders 1, 5, 12, 13, 15, 17 and 24. The basis for the selection of these specific 

work orders was an attempt to review a comprehensive sampling of the different types 

of scopes and methods of payment exhibited in all the work orders issued to date under 

the Master Agreement.  Lovett Silverman’s scope was to investigate the generation, 

preparation, and implementation of these individual work orders and analyze 

compliance with not only the Master Agreement, but also with the detailed scope, or 

tasks, outlined in each work order.  Additionally, Lovett Silverman was tasked to perform 

a financial audit of the various work orders.  On March 17, 2009 Lovett Silverman 

provided the following draft scope of services to the Clerk’s office: 

 
Compliance 

 Review, analyze and report on compliance with the terms and conditions as 

set forth in the Master Agreement. 

 Review, analyze and report on the process for work order preparation and 

development. 

 Review, analyze and report on compliance with the terms and conditions as 

set forth in each executed work order. 

 Review, analyze and report on work order implementation, deliverables,  and 

reporting. 

 

Financial 
 Review, analyze and report on costs incurred on each work order.  

 Review, analyze and report on estimated vs. actual costs. 
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 Review, analyze and report on cost accounting process and cost reporting 

systems. 

 Review, analyze and report on the billing process.  

 Review, analyze and report on rate compliance.  

 Review, analyze and report on work status as it relates to billing. 

 Review, analyze and report on the utilization and implementation of sub-

consultants. 

 

It was understood that the scope was a work in progress, as the extent and availability 

of information was to be determined. 

 

To perform the tasks identified above, Lovett Silverman met with various 

representatives of the County, ESD and CH2 to obtain information and access to 

documentation.  Based on representations made by the PMT during the initial audit 

meetings, it was our understanding that Lovett Silverman personnel would be provided 

direct access to the various work order files (electronic or otherwise) maintained in the 

CH2 program management field office in Sanford, Florida.  However, in a subsequent 

meeting with the PMT on April 9, 2009, rather than providing direct access, ESD and 

CH2 requested that Lovett Silverman provide a listing of the information being sought 

for the audit.  At that time, the PMT indicated that this would be the most efficient way 

for them to produce the requested information. On April 15, 2009, in response to that 

change in anticipated procedure, Lovett Silverman submitted an initial written request 

for documents. A copy of this request is attached as Exhibit 3.  This request was 

presented with the caveat that due to Lovett Silverman’s lack of intimate knowledge of 

the extent of records available at that time, the list was subject to change, clarification 

and possible expansion.   

 

Subsequent meetings with the PMT were required to further clarify and more clearly 

identify the documentation requested.  From the beginning of the audit process through 

the date of this report, numerous requests, meetings and email clarifications have 
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occurred, with aspects of the information deemed necessary for the audit having still not 

been provided, including some which were identified in our original list of requested 

documents.  

 

The information and conclusions contained in this report are based upon the information 

made available to Lovett Silverman to date.  Lovett Silverman reserves the right to 

modify the contents of this report upon receipt of additional documentation, information 

and clarification. 
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IV. AUDIT DETAIL 
The following section provides the detailed analysis of the work orders reviewed by 

Lovett Silverman.  Included is the specific scope, method of compensation, and term as 

defined by the work order, along with key aspects of Lovett Silverman’s review of the 

information provided by the PMT and our findings.  

A) WORK ORDER 1 
Work Order 1, executed on March 15, 2006 in the amount of $747,654, is a time basis / 

limitation of funds work order issued to cover activities associated with rapid 

mobilization of the Program Team; initial validation of Seminole county’s Capital 

Improvements Plan (CIP), December 2005; development of an Immediate Action Plan 

to accelerate delivery of critical projects; and GIS Support Services and Program web-

site planning activities.  The timeframe for performance of work under this work order 

was limited to the period from March 15, 2006 to September 30, 2006. No amendments 

were issued. 

 

The work order discusses in detail the various items of work CH2 proposed to perform, 

including mobilization of the team, establishment of the Program office, the 

establishment of a Project Controls system under which the program would be 

managed, the development of a Program Management Plan providing the operating 

rules and regulations, web site development, the development of a project delivery plan, 

scheduling, the development of a communication and public involvement plan, GIS 

support set-up, and additional services as needed. 

 

The work order compensation was delineated by six tasks, each with an estimate for 

man-hours/labor, other direct costs, and subcontractor costs. The specific details of this 

delineation of compensation as identified in the work order are illustrated in columns A 

thru F and H in Table 1 below: 
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Table 1 - Work Order 1 Compensation 

A B C D E F G H I J 

Task # Description Hours Labor 
Amount 

Direct 
Costs 

Sub-
contractors 

Calculated 
Total 

Total 
From 

WO #1 

Expenses 
From 
Labor 

Expense 
Report 

(Col H - Col I) 
Delta 

1 Mobilization 820   101,257   36,141       24,160   161,558    161,559  
     

341,862  (180,303) 

2 

Program 
Delivery 

Plan 1812   209,563     3,986       67,161   280,710    280,964  
     

115,784  165,180 

3 
Immediate 
Action Plan 820   100,125     1,804       30,072   132,001    132,001  

     
119,210  12,791 

4 
Consultant 

Coordination 140     17,634        308       11,648     29,590      29,591  
       

33,617  (4,026) 

5 
GIS Support 

Set-Up 402     43,935        884                 -     44,819      44,820  
       

32,022  12,798 

6 

Additional 
Services / 
As Needed 833     88,006     1,832         8,880     98,718      98,719  

       
78,699  20,020 

Calculated 
Total   4827 

  
$560,520 

  
$44,955 

    
$141,921    $747,396   

     
$721,194    

                    
Total From 
WO #1     

  
$577,645 

  
$44,505 

    
$141,921    

  
$747,654      

 

Development 
To date, CH2 and ESD have provided little information regarding the 

development of Work Order 1.  On May 28, 2009, CH2 provided an undated work 

order cost estimate which identifies amounts for the six tasks referenced in Table 

1 above.  The designated task amounts in this cost estimate do not correlate to 

the task budgets presented in the work order.  A copy of this undated cost 

estimate is attached as Exhibit 4.  Lovett Silverman cannot determine when this 

cost estimate was generated, or how it ties into the development of the work 

order scope, budget or method of compensation.   

 

As we have not received contemporaneous documentation indicating how the 

work order scope, budget and method of compensation were developed from 

either ESD or CH2, Lovett Silverman can offer little commentary on the process 
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of formulating the work order. The apparent failure of the PMT to maintain such 

records is in direct contradiction to the rules and regulations as established in the 

Program Management Plan, a document generated as part of this work order.   

 

As indicated in Table 1 above, the work order as issued and executed contained 

values for man-hours and labor. However, no skill levels or billing rates for 

individuals included in this work order were listed in the work order task budget 

line items and there has been no documentation provided to indicate how the 

actual skill levels for invoiced personnel were defined and agreed to by the PMT.  

Thus, there is no way of correlating the planned skill levels and rates to what was 

ultimately invoiced during the implementation of the services associated with this 

work order. 

   

Implementation / Deliverables 
Lovett Silverman performed a review of the deliverables as identified under the 

work order and, in principle, CH2 appears to have complied with the intent of the 

work order and the deliverables as specified therein. While there are several 

items that were identified in the work order which CH2 did not provide to the 

County, or for which substitutions were made, CH2 has indicated the omissions 

were a function of budget constraints and the substitutions were made with the 

approval of the County (there has been no indication that the County has taken 

issue with any aspects of the deliverables associated with this work order).  

 
Financial 
Lovett Silverman’s review of the financial aspects of this work order identified 

several issues of note, as described below: 

 

• There are arithmetical errors in the calculation of the totals for the work 

order task budgets. The differences can be seen in the shaded rows and 

columns in Table 1 above. Column H and the bottom row represent the 
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values contained within the work order, while Column G was calculated.  

While the overall error is a minor difference of $258 and has no significant 

financial impact, a mathematical error on the initial work order is an 

indication of an apparent lack of proper oversight by both CH2 and ESD in 

the preparation of this work order. 

• The invoices submitted for Work Order 1 were submitted under labor and 

expense categories only, with no correlation to the tasks identified in the 

work order or the specific services provided.  Thus, it is unclear how ESD 

associated the amount invoiced to the work performed.  During the audit 

process, Lovett Silverman confirmed that the Summary of Labor reports 

provided by CH2 included labor coding by task (it is unclear if these 

summary of Labor reports were furnished with the invoice).  The results of 

an analysis of the coded entries are represented in Column I in Table 1.  

As is evident in reviewing Column I as compared to the agreed upon task 

values, there is significant deviation between the budgeted task values 

and the amounts invoiced by task.  While this deviation may be a function 

of coding issues and may not have had an impact on the overall cost of 

the work order, there does not appear to have been any controls on the 

part of ESD to monitor specific costs as they apply to task budgets.  

• As indicated in Table 1, Task # 6 includes a budget of $98,718 for 

additional services.  According to the work order scope, additional 

services were to include, but not be limited to, the following:  

o GIS support not defined in Work Order No. 1.  

o Water resources planning support.  

o Wastewater planning and review.  

o Miscellaneous design, construction and cost estimating review 

services. 

o Strategic planning for financial planning and grant funding.  

o Communications and information technology support not defined in 

the public involvement tasks.   
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The work order specifically requires CH2 to communicate a budget and 

scope for an individual sub-task for additional services and states that 

written authorization is required from the County for utilization of the 

additional services. Although requested by Lovett Silverman, there has 

been no documentation provided to indicate a written request from CH2, 

and subsequent written approval by ESD to expend funds against this task 

for additional services.  Yet, based upon the support documentation 

provided as part of the invoicing process, the additional services budget 

was expended.    

• As indicated in Table 1, with the exception of Task 5, all task budgets 

include a subcontractor component that totals $141,921 for the entire work 

order.  While indicated in the work order budget, subcontractors are not 

identified nor are they categorized on the invoices. The entire work order 

budget amount, including that amount allocated for subcontractors, was 

expended without accounting for subcontractors.   

• Section 17 of the Master Agreement states: 

 

“In the event that the CONSULTANT, during the course of the 

work under this Agreement, requires the services of any 

subcontractors or other professional associates in connection 

with services covered by this Agreement, the CONSULTANT 

must first secure the prior express written approval of the 

county.”   

 

On July 16, 2009, in a response to a request for information from Lovett 

Silverman, CH2 indicated it employed the services of the Benton 

Management Group on Work Order 1.  While an appropriate Master 

Services Agreement with the Benton Management Group had been 

provided, no written approval from the County has been provided to Lovett 
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Silverman authorizing the use of subcontractors on this work order, and 

Lovett Silverman has not received any other subcontractor / consulting 

agreements pertinent to this specific work order.  

• Schedule C of the Master Agreement states that “subcontractor’s fees will 

be billed through CH2 to the County at actual cost”, yet all personnel 

invoiced under this work order were represented to be CH2 employees 

and were invoiced using the 2.89 multiplier.  Further clarification indicating 

the identity of non-CH2 personnel utilized on this work order is needed to 

determine any potential financial impact. 

• All individuals invoiced, approved and funded for this work order were 

assigned a 2.89 multiplier for the entire duration of the work order period. 

While this work order includes the establishment of the program office, it 

would be expected that the rapid mobilization of a program team would 

have meant that the multipliers of some individuals would have been 

reduced to 2.76 as the program office set-up was accomplished during 

this work order period.  This did not occur. 

• Invoice #3576243, submitted on 11/9/06 for period ending 11/9/06 in the 

amount of $1,391, is beyond the work order term which ended September 

30, 2006.  Likewise, invoice #3582027, submitted on 12/20/06 for period 

ending 12/15/06 in the amount of $8,972, is beyond the Work Order term.  

These invoices include services performed after September 30, 2006, 

which is the last date of work covered by this work order.  
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B) WORK ORDER 5 
Work Order 5, executed on June 6, 2006 in the amount of $110,300, is a time basis / 

limitation of funds work order issued to provide project management support and 

construction management services on an as-needed basis for CIP #’S 254201, 021703, 

and 249801. The period of performance under this work order is from June 6, 2006 to 

March 31, 2007.  There was one (1) amendment issued extending the completion date 

to 60 days after the completion of the construction projects relative to this work order 

with no increase in funding.   

 

This work order is somewhat unique because it describes a scope of potential services 

that CH2 ‘can’ provide, as needed. The services to be provided were at the direction of 

the County.  The potential services were to be performed as defined by the following 

tasks: 

Task 1- CIP #2542-01 – Orange Blvd. FDOT Interchange at Hwy 17/92. 

Task 2 – CIP #000217-03 – Red Bug Lake Park 

Task 3 – CIP #2498-01 – US 17/92 CRA Water and Sewer Expansion Study  

 

The work order compensation was delineated by the three (3) aforementioned tasks, 

each with an estimate for man-hours/labor and direct costs. The specific details of this 

delineation of compensation as identified in the work order are illustrated in columns A 

thru F in Table 2 below: 

 

Table 2 - Work Order 5 Compensation 
A B C D E F G H I J 

Task # CIP # Hours 
Labor 

Amount 
Direct 
Costs 

Total 

** From 
Labor 

Expense 
Report 

From 
CH2M HILL 

Invoices 

Expense 
Report 
Delta 

(F-H) 
Invoice 
Delta 

1 254201 130  19,600   1,900   21,500   21,548   13,079        (48)    8,421  

2 21703 40    5,900      400     6,300     5,729     2,660         571     3,640  

3 249801 504   76,500    6,000    82,500    69,451   84,369    13,049     (1,869) 

             

Total   674 $102,000 $ 8,300 $110,300 $ 96,728 $  100,108    
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Development 
To date, CH2 and ESD have provided little information regarding the 

development of Work Order 5.  On May 28, 2009, CH2 provided an undated work 

order cost estimate which identifies amounts for the three tasks referenced in 

Table 2 above.  The designated task amounts in this cost estimate do not 

correlate to the task budgets presented in the work order.  A copy of this undated 

cost estimate is attached as Exhibit 5.  Lovett Silverman cannot determine when 

this cost estimate was generated, or how it ties into the development of the work 

order scope, budget or method of compensation.   

 

As we have not received contemporaneous documentation indicating how the 

work order scope, budget and method of compensation were developed from 

either ESD or CH2, Lovett Silverman can offer little commentary on the process 

of formulating the work order. The apparent failure of the PMT to maintain such 

records is in direct contradiction to the rules and regulations as established in the 

Program Management Plan, a document generated as part of Work Order 1.   

 

As indicated in Table 2 above, the work order as issued and executed contained 

values for man-hours and labor. However, no skill levels or billing rates for 

individuals included in this work order were listed in the work order task budget 

line items, and there has been no documentation provided to indicate how the 

actual skill levels for invoiced personnel were defined and agreed to by the PMT.  

Thus, there is no way of correlating the planned skill levels and rates to what was 

ultimately invoiced during the implementation of the services associated with this 

work order. 
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Implementation / Deliverables 
Lovett Silverman performed a review of the deliverables as identified under the 

work order and, in principle, found that CH2 appears to have complied with the 

intent of the work order and the deliverables as specified therein.  
 

Financial 
Lovett Silverman’s review of the financial aspects of this work order identified 

several issues of note, as described below: 

 

• Invoice #3648285 included an amount for expenses of $2,391.09 for 

vehicle lease payments and fuel charges. The lease amounts are for 

March 2008 and the fuel charges include a period from January through 

February of 2008. The vehicles include one vehicle for a Mr. Wicks and 

two separate vehicles for a Mr. Kutz (both construction managers).  It 

appears that according to vehicle unit numbers listed there are charges for 

three vehicles for the two construction managers for the same time period. 

Absent prior written authorization from the County, these expenditures do 

not appear to be in compliance with the Master Agreement.  Clarification 

as to the nature and validity of this aspect of the invoice is required.  

• All individuals invoiced, approved and funded for this work order were 

assigned a 2.89 multiplier for the entire duration of the work order period, 

indicating that all invoiced personnel were consider “non-PMO”.  ESD has 

indicated differentiation between “PMO” and “non-PMO” personnel was 

confirmed based on the personal knowledge of the ESD project managers 

with the details and personnel related to their projects. 
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C) WORK ORDER 12 
Work Order 12, executed on November 14, 2006 in the amount of $1,202,777, is a fixed 

fee work order issued as a continuance of Work Orders 1 and 8 to provide program 

management services, program design management, program construction 

management and public involvement/communications.  The work order defined the 

period of performance as ending January 1, 2007.  There was one (1) amendment 

issued extending the completion date to January 31, 2007 with no increase in funds. 

 

The work order encompasses a variety of tasks to be performed.  Attached is the 

summary of the specific tasks, skill levels and associated costs as presented in the work 

order as Exhibit 6.  

 

The work order compensation was delineated by five tasks as illustrated in Lovett 

Silverman Exhibit 6.  A summary of these costs is provided in Table 3 below: 

 

Table 3 - Work Order 12 Compensation 
A B C D 

Task # Description Hours Fee 
1 Program Management 3,691 422,136 
2 Program Design Management 3,308 355,820 
3 Program Construction Management 1,378 169,818 
4 Public Communication and Outreach 149   17,505 
5 Information Technology Coordination 977 110,748 

  Expenses  126,750 
Total   9,503 $1,202,777 

 

The fees represented above were not only allocated by task, but also by CIP number.  A 

copy of this allocation, as included with the work order, is attached as Exhibit 7.   
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Development 
Contemporaneous documentation indicating how the work order scope, budget 

and method of payment (i.e. fixed fee vs. time basis) were developed between 

ESD and CH2 and finalized has not been provided. On July 22, 2009, CH2 

issued a response to a Lovett Silverman request for clarification regarding work 

order development.  Included in the response was an apparent historical 

accounting of alleged achievements met in its performance of Work Order 12, 

along with a spreadsheet providing budgeted personnel hours and rates per task 

that appears to tie into the authorized fees per task included in the work order.  

This information provided no additional insight regarding the development of the 

work order.   

 

To date there has been no information provided regarding the decision to issue 

this work order on a fixed fee basis.  This work order was issued for a defined 

period of time, with no apparent tangible deliverable(s) (i.e. completion of a 

design, a construction project, etc.)  The specific task activities for which the 

County paid under this fixed fee work order remains unclear.   

 

Section 4 of the Master Agreement states “The services to be rendered by the 

CONSULTANT shall be commenced, as specified in such work orders as may be 

issued hereunder, and shall be completed within the time specified therein.”  The 

TIME FOR COMPLETION section of Work Order 12 states “The services to be 

provided by the CONSULTANT shall commence upon execution of this 

Agreement by the parties.”  As indicated above, this work order was executed on 

November 14, 2006, thereby, the effective date for the start of services, as stated 

in the documentation, was November 14th.  During the financial audit process, 

inconsistencies regarding the magnitude and timing of certain invoices 

associated with Work Order 12 resulted in inquiries associated with the 

development of this work order (the first invoice for this work order was for the 

period ending November 24, 2006 with an earned amount of $736,746.  The 
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amount of work alleged to have been performed occurring between the execution 

of the work order and the date of the first invoice resulted in inquires by Lovett 

Silverman.).   

 

On July 22, 2009, CH2 responded that program management work orders were 

issued on an ongoing basis with Work Order 8 expiring on September 30, 2006. 

CH2 stated “It took until November 14, 2006 for Work Order No. 12 to be 

executed even though the last program management work order was completed 

on September 30, 2006”.  CH2 further stated that “CH2M HILL remained 

mobilized at the County Program Management office and continued to provide 

program management services to Seminole County at-risk until Work Order No. 

12 was executed. The Environmental Services staff was aware of this situation 

and, consequently, that Work Order No. 12 would cover the time period from 

October 1, 2006, through January 1, 2007.”  Due to the late receipt of this 

response from CH2, Lovett Silverman has not yet had the opportunity to further 

clarify or confirm this assertion.  However, while CH2’s statements appear 

plausible, it is of some concern that this retroactive extension of the covered 

period for this work order is in direct conflict with the terms of both the Master 

Agreement and the work order agreement.  If this were the understanding of the 

parties at the time of the execution of the work order, it is unclear why it is not so 

stated in the work order.  In addition, these statements do not appear to be 

substantiated in any contemporaneous documentation provided to date.   
          

As indicated above, the value of this work order was also allocated to specific 

CIP projects.  To date, the PMT has not provided any detailed information 

indicating how this allocation was determined.    
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Implementation / Deliverables 
Lovett Silverman performed a review of the deliverables as identified under the work 

order.  There are various items identified in this fixed fee work order as deliverable 

which do not appear to have been provided.  These include the following:  

 

• Task 1.0 of Work Order 12 required the quarterly issuance of a program 

portfolio.  In its response to Lovett Silverman’s request for documentation 

confirming the performance of this item, CH2 stated: 

 

“Quarterly portfolio was referenced in the work order; however, 

work order did not cover an entire quarter, and portfolio was not 

produced.  CH2M HILL did update project drivers, descriptions and 

cost for projects in the CIP database for use in providing regular 

report information to the County GovMax system under Work Order 

12.”   

 

This response appeared to be reasonable prior to receipt of CH2’s 

aforementioned July 22, 2009 response regarding the work order term (see 

above).  If the work order covered the four month period beginning October 1, 

2006 and ending January 31, 2007 as stated, then more than a calendar 

quarter had elapsed during the covered period, and as such the quarterly 

portfolio should have been produced as a deliverable included in the budget 

of this fixed fee work order.   

• Updated cost reporting was required per Task 1.2.  This deliverable was not 

provided to Lovett Silverman.  In its response to our request for clarification, 

CH2 stated “As stated in Work Order 12, financial details of the Program are 

updated in the Project Control system and were available for review in the 

Project Control System. BCWS reports were produced; however, historical 

reports were not saved.” 
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• Strategic Financial Planning Model was not provided and was referenced in 

CH2’s response to a Lovett Silverman request which stated, “A strategic 

financial planning model was not prepared as County conducted rate and 

financial planning by other methods. Project control staff level of effort did not 

include additional effort in Work Order 12 for this activity.”  It appears the cost 

of this deliverable was considered in the work order budget, yet no deliverable 

was provided. 

• Task 3.1 identified an Assessment of Design Consultants as a deliverable 

under this Work Order.  In response to a Lovett Silverman request, CH2 

stated “Scope for Work 12 Task 3.1 provides a bulleted list of responsibilities 

for overall successful delivery of FY2007 projects.  One responsibility is to 

provide feedback to design consultants if schedule issues arise in regards to 

submittal review and RFI responses. No formal reports were developed to 

document these assessments for the period of Work Order 12.”   It is unclear 

if CH2 performed these assessments and did not issue reports, or if no 

assessments were performed during this work order period. 

• Task 3.2 required the preparation of punch lists.  In response to a Lovett 

Silverman request CH2 indicated that construction projects reported on during 

this period did not reach a stage of completion where punch lists were 

required. As such, this raises concern as to why this scope item was included 

in this fixed fee work order. 

• Task 3.2 required the preparation of Substantial Completion documents. In 

response to a Lovett Silverman request, CH2 indicated that construction 

projects reported on during this period did not reach a stage of substantial 

completion. This raises concern as to why this scope item was included in this 

fixed fee work order. 

• Task 3.2 required the preparation of Final Completion documents. In 

response to a Lovett Silverman request, CH2 indicated that construction 

projects reported on during this period did not reach a stage of final 
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completion. This raises concern as to why this scope item was included in this 

fixed fee work order. 

• Task 4.2 required the generation of a monthly news letter.   In response to a 

Lovett Silverman request, CH2 indicated that "Work Order 12, Task 4.2 

summarized potential activities that would be implemented as needed for 

projects underway during the period of this work order. Newsletters for 

homeowner associations were not required by County under the period of this 

Work Order."  If this work was not required, this raises concern as to why this 

scope item was included in this fixed fee work order. 

 

Financial 
Lovett Silverman’s review of the financial aspects of this work order identified 

several issues of note, as described below: 

 

• The first invoice submitted by CH2 for the period ending November 24, 

2006 is in the amount of $736,745.90, or 62% of the work order total 

amount.  This invoice technically covers a period of 10 calendar days of 

the work order period. Lovett Silverman is unable to relate the amount 

invoiced to work performed.  One possible explanation is based upon 

time.  If CH2’s recent statement that the actual work order period 

commenced on October 1, 2006 is accurate, the date of the period ending 

of this invoice is equal to 62% of the overall work order duration.  

However, even if CH2’s statement is true, it fails to address the failure to 

comply with the Master Agreement requirement that no work be performed 

without prior authorization. 

• In light of the aforementioned recent statement by CH2 that this work 

order period began October 1, 2006, further analysis is required to 

determine justification of authorized fees for Construction Project 

Management in light of the apparent lack of major construction activity 

during the period covered by this work order.  As part of its July 22 
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response, CH2 has indicated that some construction management hours 

were devoted to unspecified activities related to the PMP (Construction 

Elements), Program Construction Management Guidelines and 

Construction Safety Plan, and continued review and development of 

program master specification.  Details indicating the specific requirements 

for these tasks and results achieved have not been provided. 

• Under the general heading of Task 5 of the work order scope titled 

“Information Technology Coordination”, it is stated that “Scope of this task 

will be defined by SCESD.  Upon written authorization, the PMT will 

perform additional services in connection with the project not otherwise 

identified in this proposal.  These services may include, but are not limited 

to:…”.  The work order scope then lists various activities under Task 5.   

There has been no documentation provided to indicate that ESD further 

defined this scope as required, yet the work order was invoiced and 

funded in full. 

• CH2 has declined to provide a Summary of Labor spreadsheet indicating 

the individuals employed in the performance of this work order, indicating 

such information is not applicable to a fixed fee work order. 

 



2005-2010 Seminole County Capital Improvements Program  
Seminole County Clerk of the Circuit Court - Audit Report   
 
 

 
  Date: July 30, 2009    
                                    Prepared for: Seminole County Clerk of the Circuit Court Page 26 of 41 

D)  WORK ORDER 13 
Work Order 13, executed on January 9, 2007, in the amount of $737,533, is a time 

basis-limitation of funds work order authorizing CH2 to provide permitting assistance for 

the Yankee Lake Surface Water Treatment Facility.  On June 10, 2008 the funding for 

this work was increased by $475,929.04 via Amendment 1. On October 6, 2008 there 

was an additional supplement in the amount of $792,101.88, bringing the current Work 

Order total to $2,005,563.92.  The date of completion of this work order was defined as 

acceptance of final completion of construction. 

 

The work order compensation was delineated by eight tasks, each with an estimate for 

man-hours/labor, expense costs, and subcontractor costs. The specific details of this 

delineation of compensation as identified in the work order are illustrated in Table 4 

below: 

 

Table 4 - Work Order 13 Compensation 

A B C D E F G 

Task # Description Hours Labor 
Amount Expenses Sub-

contractors 
Calculated 

Total 

1 CUP 431   59,278  1,897  0 61,175  

2 FDEP Waste Water Permit 207   29,049  1,483  0 30,532  

3 FDEP Storm Water Permit 1,268 167,515 4,681  0  172,196  

4 Permitting & Coordination 506     63,472  3,641  0 67,113  

5 Environmental Evaluation 110     16,424  204  273,439  290,067  

6 Arbor permit 20     3,118  37  19,242 22,397  

7 DRC Permit 260 32,598 481 0 33,079 
8 Seminole Cty Bldg Permit 287 39,983 5,031 960 45,974 
 Permitting Fee Allowance   15,000 0 15,000 

TOTAL   3,089   $411,437   $32,455  $293,641 $737,533  
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Development 
Contemporaneous documentation indicating how the work order scope, budget 

and method of payment (i.e. fixed fee vs. time basis) were developed between 

ESD and CH2 and finalized has not been provided.   

 

Original work order budget includes number of hours, labor skill levels and rates, 

expenses, and subcontractor totals by task.  Although requested, clarification 

providing details of the nature of the $17,455 for expenses budgeted for this work 

order beyond the $15,000 budgeted for Permitting Fee Allowance has not been 

made available. 

 

The original work order includes scope, budget and cost reference to a 

$293,641.00 subcontract with PBS&J.  Although requested, there has been no 

copy (executed or otherwise) of this agreement or any other form of agreement 

between CH2M and PBS&J provided to indicate agreed terms, scope and 

method of invoicing for this subcontract.   

 

There are unsigned copies of T&M budgets for PBS&J, Reiss, GEC, ECT and 

Buchheit as part of Amendments 1 & 2.  However, although requested, there 

have been no copies of executed subcontracts between CH2M and the 

subcontractors or any other form of agreement between CH2M and the 

subcontractors provided.   

 
Implementation / Deliverables 
Lovett Silverman performed a review of the deliverables as identified under the 

work order and, in principle, CH2 appears to have complied with the intent of the 

work order and the deliverables as specified therein. 
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Financial 
Lovett Silverman’s review of the financial aspects of this work order identified 

several issues of note, as described below: 

 

• Beginning with invoice 3607483R for the period ending 5/25/07 and all 

invoices thereafter (with the exception of Invoice 3644721 for the period 

ending 2/29/08), back-up documentation for invoicing of both 

subcontractor and reimbursable expenses is not summarized.  There is no 

clear correlation between the back-up provided and the amounts billed 

under the applicable tasks on the invoices where there are either expense 

or subcontractor billings for more than one task budget.  Based on the 

documentation provided, it is not clear how the invoicing was matched up 

to the task budgets and confirmed as appropriate.  

• There are several instances found in the invoices reviewed where 

subcontractor invoicing included with the CH2 invoice does not provide 

sufficient detail confirming some or all of the following:  hours, dates, skill 

levels,  rates and/or named individuals for the labor being invoiced, or 

back-up for subcontractor reimbursables billed.   

• Invoice 3638065 for the period ending 12/28/07 includes an invoice for 

Universal Engineering Services.  There is no previous indication provided 

that Universal is an approved sub consultant or subcontractor and no 

agreement for services between CH2 and Universal provided.  In addition, 

there is a US Environmental Rental invoice submitted for expenses under 

this invoice for core sampling equipment.  No documentation has been 

provided to indicate either of these expenses was previously approved as 

an appropriate reimbursable expense under the terms of this work order.   

• Based on the information made available to date, it is not clear how “PMO” 

vs. “non-PMO” labor multipliers (i.e. 2.76 v. 2.89) for individuals are 

identified.  Organizational charts provided by CH2 do not make that 

designation.  ESD has indicated that its project managers are 
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knowledgeable of CH2 staff designations for personnel assigned to their 

projects.  However, it is not clear if the documentation provided with the 

invoicing for this work order included the multiplier, and as such it is 

unclear how ESD confirms CH2 personnel are being invoiced with the 

proper multiplier.  

• There has been no documentation provided to indicate how the actual skill 

levels for invoiced personnel were defined and agreed to by the PMT.   

• Two individuals were invoiced, approved and funded for this work order 

with both 2.76 and 2.89 multipliers.  (L. Winborne was invoiced for 39.50 

hours for her time through the week ending 4/18/08 at the 2.89 multiplier, 

and 1.00 hour for the week ending 9/26/08 at the 2.76 multiplier.  B. Van 

Ravenswaay was invoiced for 32.00 hours for her time through the week 

ending 7/11/08 at the 2.89 multiplier, and 143.00 hours for her time 

through the week ending 10/10/98 at the 2.76 multiplier).  All other 

individuals were invoiced with 2.89 multipliers.  

• A review of the CH2M Summary of Labor for this work order resulted in 

the discovery that in Invoice No. 3656844 for the period ending May 30, 

2008, Alan Aikens was invoiced for 42 hours with a multiplier of 2.99, 

resulting in an over-billing and an overpayment of $234.27 (based on the 

assumption he should be billed at the 2.89 multiplier). 

• In the invoicing for the period ending June 27, 2008 and thereafter, Tasks 

9, 10 and 11 were not identified with the same nomenclature used in 

Amendments 1 and 2 that added those tasks to the work order scope, 

making it difficult to allocate invoiced amounts to the appropriate task 

budgets.  Clarification is required as to how this was handled in the invoice 

review process and what steps were taken to confirm that invoicing was 

allocated to the appropriate task budgets.  Without this clarification it is not 

possible to determine whether or not any task budget line item amounts 

were overbilled.    
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• A review of the CH2M Summary of Labor for Work Order 13 indicates 18 

hours for B. VanRavenswaay and 244 hours for A. Aikens were expended 

prior to the week ending June 6, 2008 against the CUP Defense Task 

budget that was not authorized until Amendment 1 was executed June 10, 

2008.  These hours were billed in Invoice No. 365844 for the period 

ending May 30, 2008.  Nothing has been provided to indicate that these 

personnel were authorized to perform work on this task prior to the 

issuance of the amendment. 

• No retainage was withheld during the course of the invoicing for this work 

order.   

• Based on the documentation provided to date, it is not possible to confirm 

the appropriateness of PBS&J billing for Task 5 on invoices for periods 

ending 5/27/07 through 12/28/07, as Lovett Silverman has not been 

provided copies of the initial agreement between PBS&J and CH2 

referenced in the original work order budget. 

• Subcontractor invoicing included for invoices for the period ending 6/27/08 

and after do not include consistent T&M documentation for the work 

invoiced. 
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E)  WORK ORDER 15 
Work Order 15, executed on February 8, 2007 in the amount of $1,953,068, is a fixed 

fee work order issued for the completion of the preparation of construction documents 

for the Yankee Lake Surface WTF and Sludge Management design.  The time for 

completion of the work order was 2 years from the date of execution. 

 

The work order compensation was delineated by work categories (divisions), each with 

an estimate for man-hours, hourly rate and labor.  The fee schedule also includes 

summarized costs for sub-consultants and expenses.  A copy of the compensation 

information as issued in the work order is attached as Exhibit 8.   

 

Development 
On July 22, 2009, CH2 provided an historical accounting of the development of 

Work Order 15 that includes reference to ASCE and other industry standards that 

it states demonstrates the costs for this work are calculated to have been at or 

below acceptable industry standards.  CH2 also states that it “used this 

information to verify at the time of negotiations that Seminole County received a 

quality deliverable within efficient costs”.  While CH2 indicates it used this 

information in negotiating the work order with ESD, neither CH2 nor ESD have 

provided any contemporaneous documentation indicating how the work order 

scope, budget and method of payment (i.e. fixed fee vs. time basis) were 

developed between ESD and CH2 and finalized that would support this position.   

 

Although requested, clarification providing details of the nature of the expenses 

and the subconsultant costs included in the aforementioned work order fee 

schedule for this work order have not yet been provided. 
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Implementation / Deliverables 
Lovett Silverman performed a review of the deliverables as identified under the 

work order and, in principle, CH2 appears to have complied with the intent of the 

work order and the deliverables as specified therein. 

 
Financial 
Lovett Silverman’s review of the financial aspects of this Work Order identified 

several issues of note, as described below: 

 

• Expenses totaling $190,000 for surveying ($140,000) and geotechnical 

services ($50,000) were listed in the work order budget and invoiced 

solely on a percentage basis with no back-up documentation to support 

the invoicing (CH2 has indicated that it is not required to provide back-up 

documentation for expenses incurred in fixed fee work orders).  There has 

been no documentation provided to indicate how these lump sum amounts 

were arrived at, or how this work was going to be performed and 

monitored.   

• CH2 has indicated back-up for reimbursed expenses invoiced is not 

applicable for fixed fee work orders.  Although requested, clarification has 

not been provided as to how lump sum expense amount of $45,314 for the 

work order was defined and authorized, or on what basis monthly 

percentages of completion for these expenses were confirmed for CH2 

invoices. 

• Release of retention was invoiced on 3/30/07 and 6/29/07, with all 

retainage withheld as of 6/29/07 released with the funding of that invoice.  

10% retainage was then withheld on the invoices for July and August 2007 

(final invoice) and invoiced 9/26/07.  It is unclear why retention was 

released in this manner. 
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• CH2 has denied Lovett Silverman’s request for an electronic summary of 

labor for this work order indicating it is not required to provide that detail 

for fixed fee work orders.   

• Although requested, CH2 has not yet provided a list of CH2 personnel 

assigned to this work order. 
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F)  WORK ORDER 17 
Work Order 17, executed on April 13, 2007 in the amount of $201,993, is a time basis-

not-to-exceed work order authorizing CH2 to provide program management service 

coverage from April 16, 2007 through April 27, 2007.  The covered time period was 

subsequently extended via Amendment 1 to provide these services to May 7, 2007 at 

no additional cost.   

 

The Work Order compensation was delineated by five tasks, each with an estimate for 

man-hours, hourly rates and labor.  The fee schedule also includes summarized costs 

for expenses.  A copy of the compensation information as issued in the work order is 

attached as Exhibit 9. 

 

The fees associated with this work order were allocated by both task and by CIP 

number.  A copy of this allocation, as included with the work order, is attached as 

Exhibit 10.   

 

Development 
Contemporaneous documentation indicating how the work order scope, budget 

and method of payment (i.e. fixed fee vs. time basis) were developed between 

ESD and CH2 and finalized has not been provided.   

 

Implementation / Deliverables 
Lovett Silverman performed a review of the deliverables as identified under the 

work order and, in principle, CH2 appears to have complied with the intent of the 

work order and the deliverables as specified therein. 

 
Financial 
Lovett Silverman’s review of the financial aspects of this work order identified 

several issues of note, as described below: 
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• During the audit process Lovett Silverman questioned ESD as to the 

process by which task item billings were addressed during the invoice 

review process.  Specifically we were interested in what process ESD 

utilized in reviewing work order task budgets versus billings. The nature of 

this inquire can be illustrated in the table below: 

 

WORK ORDER TASKS 
TASK 

BUDGET 
TOTALS 

TOTAL 
INVOICED 
BY TASK 

Variance 
(Budget - 
Invoiced) 

01 PROGRAM MANAGEMENT 73,910.00 84,184.67 (10,274.67) 
02 PROGRAM DESIGN MANAGEMENT 47,600.00 47,967.02 (367.02) 
03 PROGRAM CONSTRUCTION MGT 30,400.00 26,414.84 3,985.16 
04 NOT INCLUDED 0.00 0.00 0.00 
05 INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY SUPPORT 43,400.00 40,510.13 2,889.87 
  EXPENSE TASKS 1-5 (TASK 4 NIC) 6,683.00 2,900.75 3,782.25 

TOTALS $201,993.00 $201,977.41 $15.59 
 

ESD initially indicated that invoicing for budget line item or specific task 

amounts were not approved for amounts in excess of the correlating 

authorized fee line item in the work order budget.  However, it is evident in 

this case that CH2 submitted invoice(s) that did not correspond to the 

budgeted task line items and yet invoice(s) were paid in full.  In ESD’s 

response to our request for subsequent clarification, ESD stated “The 

correlation of a single invoice to the authorized fee completed within that 

month’s cycle is determined by method of compensation (time basis vs. 

fixed fee) and established program controls for determining and recording 

progress achieved during the previous month.  Verification and progress 

achieved can be accomplished by on site reviews of multiple sources and 

first hand witnessing of process controls occurring during the thirty day 

cycle covered by the invoice.”  This response is not clear.  Based on the 

information provided to date, it is unknown how these controls were 

applied to the review and approval of invoices for this work order. 

• Individuals were invoiced, approved and funded for this work order with 

both 2.76 and 2.89 multipliers.  Several of these individuals appear as 
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either program staff or “co-located staff” on the CH2 Program Organization 

Chart for May 2007.  Based on the information made available to date, it is 

not clear either how the multiplier is established for each individual, or 

what the multiplier is intended to include.  All but one of the “co-located” 

staff are billed at the 2.76 rate, and all individuals listed in black on the 

chart are billed at the 2.89 rate.   It is unclear if the documentation 

included with the invoices contained information associated with the 

multipliers being applied to each individual. There has been no 

documentation provided to indicate how the actual skill levels for invoiced 

personnel were defined and agreed to by the PMT.   

• Expenses for travel, meals and lodging in Lake Mary were approved for 

two individuals on the organization chart, as well as for two individuals not 

listed at all on the chart.  Clarification is required as to how PMO vs. non-

PMO personnel are designated, who approves that designation, and how 

that information is made available to the individuals responsible for 

reviewing the invoices.   

• No retainage was withheld for this work order.  Clarification is required as 

to how it is determined whether or not retainage will be withheld on work 

order invoicing. 
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G)  WORK ORDER 24 
Work Order 24, executed April 11, 2008 in the amount of $866,352.98, is a fixed fee 

work order authorizing CH2 to provide Construction Management services for CR 431 – 

Orange Boulevard from CR46A to SR46 – Roadway/Drainage Improvements and 

Orange Boulevard Utility Adjustments. On August 8, 2008 Amendment 1 was executed 

further defining/clarifying the billing method as a combination fixed fee 

($848,118.58)/time basis not-to-exceed ($18,223.40) work order for the same total 

amount of $866,352.98.  The time basis portion of the work references a not-to-exceed 

subcontract between CH2 and Nordarse and Assoc., Inc. (Nordarse) for Nordarse to 

provide construction materials testing services on the projects.  This work order is to be 

completed by April 30, 2010. 

 

The work order compensation was delineated by skill level (man-hours, hourly rates and 

labor), expense and subcontractor.  A copy of the compensation information as issued 

in the work order is attached as Exhibit 11. 

 

Development 
Contemporaneous documentation indicating how the work order scope, budget 

and method of payment (i.e. fixed fee vs. time basis) were developed between 

ESD and CH2 and finalized has not been provided.   

 

The work order includes an unexecuted copy of a Nordarse & Assoc., Inc. 

proposal to provide the above referenced testing services on a T&M basis for a 

budget estimated total of $18,234.40.  There has been no signed copy of this 

agreement or other documentation provided to indicate an agreement between 

CH2M and Nordarse and specifying the terms, scope and method of invoicing for 

this subcontract. 
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Implementation / Deliverables 
This is a work order in progress, and as such the providing of deliverables by 

CH2 is an ongoing process.  Based on the information provided to Lovett 

Silverman to date, there are several issues that should be noted: 

 

• CH2 submitted a “Weekly-Daily Report Log” in response to our request for 

copies of the weekly reports of weekly progress meetings with the project 

contractor indicating that the weekly and daily reports are both included as 

part of the log.  The following issues were noted: 

o There are no weekly reports for 5/16/08 or 5/23/08 

o Remaining weekly reports from 10/17/08 through 4/17/09 are all the 

exact same entry in the log – there is no deviation whatsoever in 

the information provided; the report references the same tasks at 

the same locations for every week during this six month period 

o None of the entries for the daily reports, all apparently prepared by 

Southern Site Works, indicate the number of personnel on the site 

for subcontractors referenced 

• CH2 is required to provide schedule updates as part of the work order 

deliverables.  In response to our request for verification of these 

schedules, CH2 referenced its monthly progress reports. These reports 

provide a list of work in progress and/or completed, but do not provide any 

reference to project schedules that would allow one to review a detailed 

status of the project schedule for each month.   

• The CH2 monthly reports do not satisfy all the requirements of the work 

order scope.  

 
Financial 
Lovett Silverman’s review of the financial aspects of this work order identified 

several issues of note, as described below: 
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• CH2 has indicated that they were requested to submit separate invoices 

segregating the work performed for Public Works and ESD.  This 

adjustment had no affect on the work order total. 

• CH2 has denied Lovett Silverman’s request for an electronic summary of 

labor for this work order indicating it is not required to provide that detail 

for fixed fee work orders.   

• The time basis not-to-exceed invoicing for Nordarse testing services for 

the invoices for the periods ending 8/15/08, 9/26/08, 11/28/08 and 

12/26/08 is only supported by single page invoices that indicate the skill 

level, number of hours, and labor rates, but fail to provide documentation 

confirming specific hours worked by named individuals on specific dates. 

• Nordarse invoices submitted with invoices for the periods ending 8/15/08 

and 9/26/08, reference dates that field services were allegedly provided 

(i.e. 6/9/08, 6/11/08, 6/16/08, 6/19/08, 6/24/08, 6/26/08, 7/1/08, 7/8/0/, 

7/11/08), but there has been no documentation provided of either 

approved field tickets to confirm on site sampling, or copies of reports to 

support lab testing that has been invoiced for.  A check of the dates listed 

for field density testing performed against the daily reports provided for 

those dates failed to provide any indication that Nordarse was on site for 

any of the dates listed on its invoices.  However, CH2 has indicated that 

the testing dates invoiced are confirmed by project personnel by 

comparing testing records maintained on site to the dates listed on the 

invoices, which appears to be a reasonable and accurate method to 

confirm the applicable invoices. 

• Total retainage withheld to date through the period ending 9/26/08 in the 

amount of $25,702.69 was invoiced on 9/27/08 and subsequently 

released. Since that time 10% retainage has been withheld on all 

subsequent invoicing (i.e. through the period ending 12/26/08 – the latest 

invoice reviewed).  Clarification of the invoicing retainage policy with 

respect to this work order is required.  
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V. CONCLUSIONS 
Based upon the investigation to date, Lovett Silverman has identified several areas of 

concern regarding the development, implementation and financial management in 

connection with the Program. 

 

The PMT has not provided substantive contemporaneous information in connection with 

the development of the various work orders.  This information would provide necessary 

insight into the makeup of the scope, deliverables, budgets and manpower 

requirements needed to accomplish the work order tasks.  Without access to this 

information, it is not possible to determine whether the development of the work orders 

and determination of methods of billing in the implementation of the CIP work is being 

carried out in the most cost effective manner.  We believe that a less generic approach 

to scope and task definition and a more standardized approach to budget preparation 

would benefit the subsequent implementation of the work order and accounting of 

funds. 

 

Similarly, the lack of information provided with respect to CH2 personnel utilized in the 

performance of fixed fee work orders precludes the ability to confirm that these same 

personnel are not being utilized in the performance of time basis work orders under way 

at the same time.   It appears to Lovett Silverman that the terms of the Master 

Agreement dictate that all information and documentation generated in conjunction with 

the performance of work under this program is to be maintained by the Program 

Manager and made available for the purposes of audit.  CH2 has indicated it does not 

agree with this interpretation of the agreement.  Resolution regarding the definition of 

documentation that must be made available in the implementation of this program is 

essential. 

 

Lovett Silverman has identified a number of concerns in connection with the invoicing 

process throughout the life of the program, including a lack of standardization, a lack of 

evidence of authorization for the retention of subcontractors or the performance of 
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additional work on several work orders, and a lack of consistent controls associated with 

the invoice review/approval process.  Several of these issues appear to have been 

raised in previous audits.  

 

The need for the County to institute the recommendations noted in the previous audit 

reports and make changes to eliminate the inconsistent and often undocumented 

approach with respect to the development and  preparation of work orders is apparent.  

It is also recommended that stricter adherence to the conditions of the Master 

Agreement and the Program Management Plan be enforced in order to provide an 

appropriate audit trail confirming that the performance of the work under this program is 

being carried out in accordance with the Master Agreement and in the best interests of 

the County. 

 


























































































































































