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Executive Summary
The Sweetwater Union High School District (District) Proposition O capital improvement program has
made significant progress, with seven of nine major projects substantially completed. These new school
facilities, funded with local taxpayer dollars, are well constructed and incorporate state of the art
technology and environmental features. The facilities make a statement about the District’s and the
community’s commitment to the quality of secondary school facilities, the teaching and learning
environment, and the importance of education for their children.
Eric Hall & Associates (EH&A) was contracted to conduct a performance audit of the District’s
Proposition O bond program. This performance audit is not a financial or fraud audit. This audit reviews
the performance of the Proposition O bond program and assesses the efficient and effective use of
taxpayer resources. The District requested a performance audit for the period 2010-2011 and a more
comprehensive review of the Proposition O bond program from 2006 to 2011. This audit was performed
under the guidelines of Proposition 39 as well as the Generally Accepted Government Accounting
Standards (GAGAS). This audit focuses on three major categories of performance measures:
Management Performance, Cost Performance, and Communication Performance.
EH&A reviewed a sample of the District wide program components for the 2006-2011 period and
reviewed specific construction transactions for three projects: Southwest Middle School, Chula Vista
High School, and Hilltop High School. EH&A reviewed samples of pay requests, change orders, board
actions, contracts, agreements, and other documents and transactions, and the practices, processes and
procedures used to manage the Proposition O program.
EH&A reviewed data and information maintained with state of the art computer filing systems in the
District’s Laserfiche and the program manager’s Prolog systems. EH&A interviewed District and SGI
staff, visited sites, conducted a user survey, consulted various outside studies, and evaluated the District’s
use of best practices. Our analysis, findings, and recommendations are based on our extensive experience
in the field of school facility planning, design, pre-construction and construction.
In the Management Performance section several significant strengths are highlighted. These include the
involvement of the staff during the programming and project design phase and the achievements in LEED
(Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design) Certification. The District used robust recordkeeping,
a timely payment process, and high quality controls which resulted in a limited number of claims for both
construction and labor compliance. Particularly noteworthy is the District’s proactive involvement with
the Division of the State Architect, which reduced the processing and approval time for construction plans
by 270 days or an average of over 50%.
Several efficiencies are proposed in the Management Performance section of the report. The District
relied on the program manager for staffing and resource allocation for the delivery of services, and was
therefore less involved in management and oversight. We recommend that the District perform more of
the oversight and management of the program in-house. This can be done by hiring a dedicated chief
facilities executive to strengthen the District’s role in the program, a contracts administrator to review and
monitor all contracts, and additional staff to serve as “owners representatives”. Hiring these positions
will increase efficiencies and improve the District’s control over its Proposition O program. In addition,
the District can improve its policies and procedures to formalize the selection of professional service
contractors. These policies should include increased transparency and an open selection process.
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In the Cost Performance section we note several positive practices. The District used two different
construction delivery methods: the traditional Design-Bid-Build delivery method, and the more
contemporary Lease-Leaseback delivery method. The program has been managed efficiently with 73
percent of the public’s dollars spent on hard construction costs and 27 percent spent on soft costs. The
combination of two delivery methods resulted in the installation of new facilities at an average rate of
$3.8 million dollars per month with a low net change order rate of 5.4%.
Several efficiencies are proposed in the Cost Performance section of the report.
Since 2006,
approximately $20 million was spent on Proposition O program and construction management services.
The compensation for program managers is based on monthly invoices that documented and tallied staff
hours worked, and were not correlated to short term milestones such as the percentage of work completed,
or a stage of work during the programming, planning, design, preconstruction or construction phases. We
recommend that program managers are paid based on milestones achieved, or like architects and
contractors, paid based upon the percentage of work completed. In addition, a fair but firm rate for
architects should be established in initial contracts.
Inconsistencies were detected in documents regarding District approval of program manager contracts
between the board item and the actual contract. The board agenda items and some contracts did not fully
detail exact payment obligations for reimbursable amounts and the contracts in one instance did not
include the attachment regarding program manager staffing. Given the inconsistencies and the amount of
funds involved, a further audit of the program manager’s contracts, board approved material,
amendments, authorizations, and invoices is recommended.
The District should carefully monitor construction costs against the metrics provided in this report and
continue to communicate construction schedules and changes in project costs with board input and
communication to the community.
In the Communication Performance section of the audit, EH&A discovered a robust public relations
program. This program provided support and positive public outreach for the public including
presentations at service groups and at ribbon cutting and groundbreaking ceremonies. A user-friendly and
up-to-date website, www.buildingpropo.com, highlights Proposition O activities and progress.
Several efficiencies and organizational changes are proposed in the Communication Performance
section of the report. The chief facility executive should provide support for the independent Citizens’
Bond Oversight Committee (CBOC) in preparing agendas and minutes, facilitating the meeting, and
presenting material to the CBOC. The role of the program manager should be minimized.
The District could build internal capacity by hiring a communications specialist and bringing its public
relations and communications functions in-house. The communications specialist can serve as a capable
ombudsperson and increase the community’s understanding of the program. The District could improve
communications efficiency and transparency by formalizing policies and procedures regarding the merit
based selection of contractors and consultants. Given the recent developments, the Distract could benefit
from board policies addressing donations and gifts to staff and the board by contractors and consultants.
This performance audit report provides significant detail for the findings and recommendations presented
in this report, and reflects the breadth and depth of the work that EH&A has endeavored to achieve.
Positive features are highlighted and additional efficiencies are proposed in this performance audit, and
are designed to provide the board and superintendent with validation in areas of success, and ideas that
can serve to further improve the efficiency and effectiveness of the Proposition O bond program. EH&A
appreciates the opportunity to be of service to the District, the CBOC, and the community which they
serve.
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Introduction
Proposition O authorized the issuance of $644 million in general obligation bonds (Exhibit 1), and was
passed by the voters of the Sweetwater Union High School District (District) on November 14 th, 2006 to
fund capital improvements for the District’s schools. The board adopted Resolution 3542 authorizing this
bond on July 24, 2006 (Exhibit 2).
The Proposition O measure was placed on the ballot in accordance with the requirements of Proposition
39. Proposition 39 allows school districts to pass a construction bond with the approval of 55% of the
voters. Prior to Proposition 39, support by two thirds of voters was required for passage of a bond for
capital improvements. In exchange for a lower threshold for approval, Proposition 39 and the
accompanying legislation AB 1908 (Chapter 44, Statutes of 2000) require:
1) An annual performance audit
2) An annual financial audit of bond expenditures, and
3) The creation of an independent Citizens’ Bond Oversight Committee (CBOC)
The District requested a performance audit for the period 2010-2011 and a more comprehensive review of
the Proposition O bond program for the period 2006 to 2011 (Exhibit 3). Eric Hall & Associates (EH&A)
submitted a proposal (Exhibit 4) and was selected by the District to conduct its performance audit
(Exhibit 5).
The specific requirements under the Proposition 39 legislation for a performance audit are limited. The
central requirement is to test whether the projects on which bond dollars are expended are those projects
specifically authorized by voters as described in the ballot language.
This performance audit was conducted in conformance with Generally Accepted Government Audit
Standards (GAGAS). The GAGAS compliance statement, standards, methodology, and list of persons
interviewed for this audit are attached in Exhibit 6. The State legislature amended Proposition 39 in 2010
to require that the annual financial and performance audits comply with GAGAS, as defined and described
in the “yellow book” of Government Auditing Standards, revised July 2007 and issued by the US General
Accountability Office under the auspices of Comptroller General of the United States.
GAGAS standards for both Financial and Performance Audits instruct the auditing firm to base any
findings to be reported on “sufficient and appropriate evidence”. The standards recognize that auditors
engaged in both financial and performance audits are not expected to review every document generated
by the audited entity. Auditors must rely on a targeted sampling of evidence. In deciding what
documentation to review, auditors must consider the risk of error and take this into account when
determining whether the evidence is “sufficient and appropriate” to justify their findings. GAGAS
standards also provide guidance for the auditor should information be found that indicates abuse or fraud.
Depending on the nature of the information, auditors are to share this information with appropriate leaders
within the audited governmental entity or with external government agencies outside of the audited entity
as appropriate to safe guard the taxpayer and hold government officials, employees, and contractors
accountable. Information pointing to abuse or fraud may lead to a recommendation for a fraud audit.
This type of audit would involve a far more exhaustive and costly review of documentation. A review of
the six financial and performance audits conducted in the past shows that no fraud concerns have been
raised.
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A performance audit is not a financial audit or a fraud audit. Financial audits are conducted to determine
if bond funds have been properly accounted for according to GAGAS and within those standards,
measures developed by the American Institute of Certified Public Accounts (AICPA). These standards
have been developed by Certified Public Accountant professionals to evaluate the accounting practices
followed by the audited entity for accuracy and completeness, and to evaluate internal accounting
controls.
The District contracted with independent third party firms to conduct its annual financial audit. EH&A
reviewed the performance and financial audits for the periods ending June 2007, 2008, 2009, 2010, and
the financial audit for 2011. Since 2007, the following firms conducted audits of the Proposition O bond
measure:
Total School Solutions
Nigro Nigro & White
Nigro Nigro & White
Christy White
Christy White

Expanded Performance Audit Period Ending June 2007
Financial & Performance Audit
Period Ending June 2008
Financial & Performance Audit
Period Ending June 2009
Financial & Performance Audit
Period Ending June 2010
Financial Audit
Period Ending June 2011

The District created a CBOC shortly after the passage of the Proposition O bond.
Figures in this report list document sources in footnotes. The document file names are descriptive, listing
the source department, worksheet name, and file date. Files obtained from the District reference the
source department, such as “Facilities Accounting”. Files obtained from SGI contain the name “SGI”.
Evaluator names have been removed in selection process documents in the exhibits.
Developments Since Initiation of This Audit
After this performance audit was initiated, the San Diego County District Attorney issued search warrants
and filed charges against current and former board members, the former superintendent, and a former
contractor associated with the bond. EH&A was retained prior to these developments. This performance
audit continues to be performed under the Proposition 39 guidelines, based on the original objectives
agreed to and discussed below. The scope of services for this performance audit has not changed based
on these developments.
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Scope of Study
The objectives of this performance audit, as listed in the District’s Request for Proposal (RFP), are as
follows:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.
11.
12.
13.

Management program and plan
Design & construction timelines, including benchmarking
Project budgets review
Use of best practices & technology
Payment procedures and processing time
Program/construction management structure including consultants, district staff, and fees
Change order procedures and results, including benchmarking
Construction project delivery methods and performance analysis
“Best practices” for procurement and compliance with public contracting code
Evaluation of public outreach and communication program
Evaluation of overall transparency of bond program, including bond website information
Compliance with legal requirements for prevailing wage and labor compliance
Review performance of independent CBOC

These objectives can be placed into three broad categories:
x
x
x

Cost performance measures
Management performance measures
Communication performance measures

Based on the objectives, a work plan was developed with these primary tasks:
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x

Interviews with District staff, SGI staff, CBOC members, and other community members
Requests for specific summary data from SGI and the District
A survey of campus leaders involved with Proposition O projects
Project tours
Selection of three major focus projects for a detailed review of cost records to verify the accuracy
of the summary data (Chula Vista High School, Hilltop High School, Southwest Middle School)
Document review of cost records stored in the two main computerized document management
systems (Laserfiche and Prolog)
Comparison and analysis of summary data provided by the District, SGI, or obtained
independently
Report writing

EH&A was contracted to perform a comprehensive performance audit for the Proposition O program
from passage (fall 2006) to the summer of 2011. In conformance with Proposition 39 requirements for
annual audits based on fiscal year ends, our analysis concludes with data ending June 30, 2011.
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This time period coincided with the planning, design and construction of nine major projects is referred to
as the Proposition O Phase 1 projects. EH&A examined summary data for the nine projects, and
performed a detailed review of three focus projects shown underlined and italicized below:

Abbreviation

School Name

CVM

Chula Vista Middle School

NCM

National City Middle School

SOM

Southwest Middle School

CVH

Chula Vista High School

HTH

Hilltop High School

MVH

Mar Vista High School

MOH

Montgomery High School

SOH

Southwest High School

SUH

Sweetwater High School
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Summary of Recommendations
1.0

Management Performance

1.1

District wide standards should be developed to provide continuity across periods of time as staff
changes occur. Bond program managers should continue to provide the District senior staff and
the board with an opportunity to address issues that may occur in the time between when projects
are planned and when they are constructed.

1.2

The District should consider the development of an additional budgetary contingency in the
program and project specifically for the purpose of “owner directed changes”.

1.3

The District and program managers should continue to dialogue and collaborate on the use of
materials, products, and techniques advantageous to the maintenance and operations of the
District.

1.4

The District should evaluate the use of materials, advanced energy saving devices, and systems to
determine if costs savings are realized.

1.5

District staff should continue to be involved in the bid and award process and utilize a rigorous
pre- qualification process for construction contractors. Prequalification of construction
contractors is critical in slower economic climates because districts have experienced that
contractors with limited school construction experience submit price-competitive bid, and may
have little to no experience working in an environment with highly prescriptive and continuously
inspected work.

1.6

The District should continue to use a Qualifications Based Selection (QBS) process to select
consultants, architects, engineers, LLB contractors, and other professionals.

1.7

The District should develop a board policy governing the selection of consultants and other
professionals and define the QBS process to be utilized. This policy should include includes the
involvement of the school community, the establishment of selection criteria, the role of the
panelists, including District staff and the board. This process should specify the ranking process,
the advisory or binding nature of the recommendations of committee members, and the degree of
flexibility allowed in selecting any firm from the list regardless of ranking.

1.8

The District is to be complimented on a sound and active plan to reduce the number of days for
project review and approval by DSA and should continue this effective collaboration and
outreach for future projects.

1.9

The District is to be complimented on its commitment to energy and environmental design
standards. The environmental efficient design and use of sustainable materials and supplies is
noteworthy. The District should continue Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design
(LEED efforts) on future projects.

1.10

Although the LEED program is likely to bring significant savings in the operational costs of the
District’s facilities, it is important that the operational costs are reviewed, analyzed and compared
to other District facilities in an effort to measure actual savings.
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1.11

The District should continue to operate on a short time line for processing invoices and payment
requests to ensure that the districts respects its contractors and is an “owner of choice” among the
contractor community. The District should continue to use the ePROVE bar code system to track
the progress of payments and the Prolog system to process invoices promptly.

1.12

With the suspension of the program manager, the District should adapt the current payment
process continuing to require multiple approvals from parties in the field and office.

1.13

To increase the District’s involvement in the Proposition O program, a chief facility executive
should be employed to oversee the entire program and the program manager. The District should
employ more of its own facilities management staff and “owner’s representatives” dedicated,
allocated and paid for by the bond program to monitor, oversee, and manage the Proposition O
program. The reorganizing should include a mix of internal resources and District staff and will
improve efficiencies, with fewer staff members assigned and paid for by the program manager
and more staff employed directly by the District.

1.14

The District should continue to monitor and comply with labor compliance regulations and
requirements by employing the services of competent third party administrators who are well
suited and qualified to perform in this capacity. The District should continue to monitor the
wages and benefits paid to contractors and their employees and continue to respond quickly and
favorably to any discrepancies found in salaries and benefits.

1.15

The purchasing department should maintain its current staffing level, and continue using its
current control systems and procedures to track costs and manage program documents.

1.16

Although automated recording keeping systems are costly to purchase and maintain, it is
recommended that the District protects its investment in those systems by obtaining timely
upgrades and maintenance, and by maintaining back-up systems.

2.0

Cost Performance

2.1

The District should negotiate a fair and equitable fee structure and a well defined scope of
services for architects. Once established, all firms should adhere to the established fee structure
for the established scope of services with an effort to reduce amendments or change orders.

2.2

All board items relative to Proposition O expenses should adequately explain the financial
commitment of the District, and be specific about amounts and caps. Board documents should be
consistent with the contracts and should be prepared under the direction of the chief facility
executive with input from the District finance, purchasing and contracts officials. All contracts
for the Proposition O program should be prepared by District legal counsel.

2.3

Program management contracts should be developed similar to architect or construction contracts
with fee structures tied to a percentage of completion or short term milestones. These short term
guidelines can be established on a phase or stage of program, projects and/or construction.

2.4

Future contracts for program management services should be specific regarding the reimbursable
amounts and percentages if applicable. The total amount authorized should be clearly defined
and consistent in all documents, including the board agenda items and the contracts and
amendments.

2.5

The District should employ a contracts administrator, reporting to the chief facility executive.
The contracts administrator should provide oversight and scrutiny of all contracts, monitor and
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approve payments, and work closely with members of the facilities & planning department to
assist in negotiating contracts. All contracts and payment applications should include
documentation linked to percentage of completion or phases and stages of work.
2.6

The District should conduct a further audit to review all program management contracts, board
approval material invoices, amendments, authorizations, subcontracts and /or other documents
that may impact or be related to the fee caps and the amount of funds expended for program
management services.

2.7

The District should continue to explore construction delivery methods and select and utilize the
method that is the most cost efficient, using metrics provided in this report. The methods should
be recommended by the chief facility executive based upon the District’s experience and ability
to manage the project.

2.8

The District should utilize best practices for the delivery of construction projects as identified in
this performance audit, as well as those outlined in the Association of California Construction
Managers Project Delivery Handbook: A Guide to California School and Community College
Facility Delivery (2011).

2.9

The District and its program managers should continue efforts to reduce soft costs and allow
projects to benefit from more resources allocated to actual construction.

2.10

The District and its program managers should evaluate the difference in the projects and delivery
methods and identify the factors and efficiencies impacting the hard-soft cost ratio.

2.11

The District should improve communication at the board level to increase the community’s
understanding of the need, costs, and fiscal impact of the changes in projects.

2.12

The District should continue to maintain accurate and thorough records and adhere to the practice
and policies in place to govern the change order process.

2.13

The District should consider adopting a Resolution of Futility, allowing a contractor to exceed the
10% change order limit, providing circumstances permit and legal counsel approves.

2.14

A long term analysis should be conducted to determine if delivery method is a factor in the
manner in which facilities age, specifically reviewing the building and systems maintenance,
repair and replacement history.

2.15

The $306 average hard cost per square foot on DBB projects should be used as a primary metric
in determining future construction performance for that delivery method.

2.16

The $382 average hard cost per square foot on LLB projects should be used as a primary metric
in determining future construction performance for that delivery method.

2.17

The $510 average total cost per square foot on all projects should be used as the primary metric in
determining future construction performance.

2.18

If the district continues to utilize LLB on projects in the future, a detailed and rigorously
transparent process should be developed for the selection of LLB contractors following the
prescribed QBS process outlined and recommended in other sections of this report.

2.19

Future bids for construction work contemplated by the District at costs per square foot below the
metrics provided in this report should be reviewed critically and if approved change orders should
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be anticipated and additional amounts should be budgeted for contingencies and management
oversight.
2.20

The District should maintain records showing the program management staffing plan and monitor
the staffing in relationship to the approval and authorization of payments.

2.21

Changes in the numbers of staff assigned to the program should be monitored and agreements
amended to reflect the numbers of staff authorized.

2.22

The District should monitor schedules on a regular basis with the input of the board and the
community.

2.23

The District should continue to work to prevent the schedules from protracting, in an effort to
reduce costs.

2.24

The District should work to restrain project budget growth and to include contingency allocations
for each project and for the overall program.

2.25

Funds that are added to expand scope on one campus are funds that are not available for projects
on other campuses. The allocation and reallocation of funds should be carefully considered and
discussed under the leadership of the chief facilities executive and determined by the board.

2.26

The changes in budgets and budget growth should continue to be reviewed with the independent
Citizens’ Bond Oversight Committee (CBOC).

2.27

The chief facility executive should facilitate an inclusive and transparent process to
systematically prioritize project needs for each campus, to allocate resources when available.

2.28

Budget allocations should be discussed with the CBOC, and the District should continue to
regularly review the recommendations for changes in budgets and allocations by the staff.

3.0

Communication Performance

3.1

The District should develop an outreach program coordinated by the communications department
and re-evaluate the best mix of in-house and outsourced public relations services.

3.2

A QBS process should be issued if the District chooses to outsource future public relations
services.

3.3

A key component of the new outreach effort should be a focus on steps taken by the District to rebuild the community’s confidence in the Proposition O program. The outreach effort should
include active solicitation of community input and reports to the community on the District’s
response to the community’s suggestions. The new outreach coordinator should be a capable
ombudsman.

3.4

The District’s communications department could be assigned the function of public outreach for
the Proposition O program and employ its own spokesperson. The District will be able to save
considerable resources and increase internal capacity by employing a spokesperson and outreach
coordinator.

3.5

The CBOC should continue to meet on a regular basis and review documents and status reports to
ensure that projects and expenditures continue to meet the requirements of Proposition 39 and the
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ballot measure and board resolution authorizing and outlining expenditures for district’s
Proposition O bond program.
3.6

The District’s chief facility executive should support the education and function of the CBOC and
work with the fiscal, purchasing and contracts specialists produce user friendly reports and
documents providing greater understanding and increased transparency in the Proposition O
program.

3.7

The CBOC should play a critical role in increasing the community’s confidence in the
Proposition O program.

3.8

The CBOC should be administered by the District’s chief facility executive with support from
District staff and an outside independent consultant if necessary. The program manager should be
available at CBOC meetings to be a resource.

3.9

The District should work with its legal counsel and develop a policy for board consideration,
restricting all gifts and donations from consultants and contractors. The policy should define gifts
and donations to District staff and board members and should address a restriction or a ban on
gifts and donations before, during and after a contract period.

3.10

The contracts administrator should assist in overseeing this policy on gifts and donations to
employees and board members and the requirement should be included in the contractor prequalifications check list.

3.11

The District should obtain a larger sample of those surveyed by EH&A, and follow up with those
that did not reply regarding satisfaction with the facilities funded from Proposition O.
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Management Performance
Programming Phase
Programming of the nine major projects occurred after the passage of Proposition O in 2006. The term
“programming” is used to describe the process used to ensure that the project design will meet the needs
of the educational program. The programming process for the nine major Proposition O projects was led
by three architectural firms: Bunton Clifford Associates, Inc., Ruhnau Ruhnau Clarke, and LPA
Architecture & Planning.
The campuses were asked to form committees. EH&A was told that up to five programming meetings
were held at each campus. The process was documented in binders containing sketches, floor plans,
space charts, product literature, and estimates. The architects used “space charts” as a key document to
begin the drawings. These charts identify specific spaces, their size, and relationships to other spaces.
The architects organized the information from the programming meetings into binders. The binders were
then circulated among the campus committee members who then signed off on the programming details.
These project design plans were approved by the board.
This process was inclusive at the campus level. However, staff that arrived after the programming work
was completed sought changes in plans and designs to better service students. It is typical for parties
that arrive after the design is decided, to identify items that they would have designed differently. Yet it
is expensive and burdensome for builders to modify the scope of work during the course of construction
and project managers may be reluctant to agree to these changes. District and Gilbane/SGI project
managers were evidently reluctant to agree to those recommended changes, due to the impact on costs,
change order rates, and the schedule of completion.
Turnover and staff changes often lead to requests for redirection or revisions in facility program and
projects. These changes can create friction. Many districts manage this conflict by establishing district
wide standards that can provide continuity across periods of staff tenure.
Findings
1. Efforts were extended by bond program managers to include campus level staff in the
programming meetings to obtain input on the campus facility needs and design preferences.
2. Due to staff turnover and the time lapse between planning and construction, requests for changes
in construction design and priorities occurred. Bond program managers were reluctant to agree to
changes recommended by the District because of the impact on costs, change orders, and the
schedule.
Recommendations
1. District wide standards should be developed to provide continuity across periods of time as staff
changes occur. Bond program managers should continue to provide the District senior staff and
the board with an opportunity to address issues that may occur in the time between when projects
are planned and when they are constructed.
2. The District should consider the development of an additional budgetary contingency in the
program and project specifically for the purpose of “owner directed changes”.
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Project Design Phase
According to interviews with program managers, the prioritization of projects for Proposition O evolved
out of a review of the original 2004 Long Range Facilities Master Plan (LRFMP). Facility needs
identified in the LRFMP and not completed under Proposition BB were prioritized for work under
Proposition O. Emphasis was placed on the older campuses on the west side of the District.
The board resolution approved placing the Proposition O bond measure on the ballot refers to
“modernization” and “reconstruction”. District staff in consultation with the Gilbane/SGI program
managers made the decision to tear down older buildings and replace them. The older buildings were
wood framed and suffered from rot and termites, were built to outdated seismic codes, and were not
designed to accommodate technology. The new buildings are steel framed, resistant to fire, rot and
termites, and designed to accommodate new technology, including energy saving green technologies.
It was believed that “abandon and replace” was allowed under the ‘reconstruction” language in the board
resolution. New buildings were believed to be more cost effective than “modernization”, due to the longer
life span of modern materials and the additional cost and time required to improve the older existing
structures.
The design phase has three components: schematic design, design development, and construction
drawings. Important reviews of design and construction documents take place at various points in the
process. The purpose of these reviews is to confirm conformance to the programming plan, to estimate
costs, to determine “constructability”, and to obtain district staff input and support of the plans.
It is especially important to obtain input from maintenance and operations (M&O) staff. The M&O staff
is responsible for maintaining and operating the structures and is typically expert at knowing what
materials, equipment, and systems have performed well and which materials, equipment, and systems are
problematic. The preferred choice of materials, equipment, and systems may vary from district to district
as a result of the M&O staff members’ training and exposure to these products and systems. Architects
are able to identify new products and techniques that may be advantageous to the maintenance and
operations of the new facilities. A successful design process will include significant deference to the
preferences and experience of the M&O experts, and also educate them about new energy saving
technologies.
The design process followed by the Gilbane/SGI managers involved circulating the design at various
steps in its evolution among ten District departments, including M&O. EH&A discussed this process in
detail with the Gilbane/SGI design managers and determined that a significant and professional effort was
made to back check comments and ensure that they were incorporated by the architects. EH&A was
advised by District staff that a good working relationship existed between SGI and the District facilities
and M&O staff, and regular meetings occurred to discuss design and construction issues. According to
SGI, an attempt was made during the design review process to review plans and capture the comments
and expertise from the M&O staff. The design review process apparently served to introduce advanced
energy saving technologies to the M&O staff.
Findings
1. Efforts were extended to seek the input and advice of the District’s M&O staff regarding the
choice of materials, equipment, and systems that had performed well, and for which skilled staff,
materials, and supplies are available for use in the District.
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2. The decision to spend bond dollars to replace older existing structures was sound. Language in
the bond measure was specific as to the use of bond funds to reconstruct older buildings.
Recommendations
1. The District and program managers should continue to dialogue and collaborate on the use of
materials products and techniques that may be advantageous to the maintenance and operations of
the District during these times of limited resources.
2. The District should evaluate the use of materials, advanced energy saving devices, and systems to
determine if costs savings are realized.

Selection of Professional Services Firms and Contractors
Competitive Selection Process
California state law for public contracts requires qualifications-based procurement for professional
services, such as architectural, engineering, land surveying, or program management services. The State
of California Department of General Services describes this requirement for school districts on its
website:
“In particular, your district must use a competitive selection process to obtain all professional
services used on projects to be funded by the School Facility Program (SFP). This includes the
services of architects, civil and structural engineers, and construction managers. Unlike
construction contractors — such as painters, site-grading subcontractors, or general
contractors — these professional services must be obtained through a qualifications-bid selection
process rather than a competitive bid process. This requires a formal, qualifications-based
selection procedure.
Your district should seek legal counsel to ensure that it complies with the proper legal
requirements for selecting any professional service provider, including Disabled Veterans
Business Enterprise requirements and all other elements of the Public Contract Code. It can also
consult the "School Facility Program Handbook (PDF) " — especially the section on "Selecting
Professional Services" in Chapter 3: Project Development Activities — and the "School Facility
Program Regulations (PDF) ", prepared by the Office of Public School Construction (OPSC).
When your district eventually applies for funding from the State, it will be required to certify that
it used such a competitive process to select professional design and other services. If it cannot do
so, or if the State Allocation Board (SAB) determines that the competitive process was not used,
the entire project will be ineligible for State funding, and any grant already made will be illegal
and may be recalled.”
The QBS process should be merit based and pre-established criteria should be established and
documented to ensure a transparent, objective and competitive process. The QBS process steps are:
x
x
x

Requests For Qualifications (RFQ) statement issued detailing the criteria, schedule and process
Review of proposals, “paper screening” by a qualified panel
Rankings of proposals, based upon a point system metric
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Interviews of the “short listed” firms, by a qualified panel
Interview performance and key factors
Site visits if necessary
Reference checking
Negotiating price and other terms with one or more top ranked firms
Recommendation by the committee to the board
In some cases, the finalist can be interviewed by the board in open public session
Award of contract

Districts can include students, parents, site staff and administrators, and members of community groups
such as the PTA, foundation and booster groups in the selection process. Such wide involvement
improves communication and transparency and builds capacity in the broader school community
regarding the status and impact of the bond program and school facility improvements and/or additions.
In February 2007, the District started the process to select the Proposition O professional services firms.
The Board approved a plan to issue RFP/RFQs for program management (PM) services, architects,
construction management companies, testing companies, inspection firms, and other design and
construction support services (Total School Solutions Audit).

Selection of Program Manager
EH&A reviewed documents related to the program management QBS process. A sample of these
documents, such as selection process summary letters, ranking sheets, and a sampling of questionnaires,
are provided in Exhibit 7. In the program management QBS process, a three-member panel screened
applicants, and selected seven firms for interviews beginning on March 30th, 2007. A five-member
interview panel scored the seven firms based on a 10 question questionnaire with a weighted point
system, where a lower score represented a more favorable ranking. Panelists indicated their 1 st through
7th choice based on total points assigned. These choice rankings were then totaled such that the lowest
score represented the top ranked firm.
A review of the documentation indicates that Gilbane/SGI was ranked number 1 (9 points), Harris &
Associates was ranked number 2 (10 points), and DMJM H&N was ranked number 3 (11 points). After
further discussion these three finalists were recommended for further consideration. From the
documentation, it is not clear if the recommendation to contract with Gilbane/SGI was made by the fivemember panel to the superintendent or to the board or both.
Finding
A QBS process was utilized in the selection of the Gilbane/SGI program management team.
Questionnaires, questions, interview panels and criteria were utilized by the District in ranking competing
firms. Gilbane/SGI was ranked number one in this process. Of the three firms recommended for
consideration, it was not evident to whom the committee advanced the recommendation for final selection
of Gilbane/SGI, i.e. if the firm was recommended to the superintendent or the board or both.
Recommendation
The District should continue to utilize a QBS process to select program managers.
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Selection of Architects
An RFQ for architects for the Proposition O program was sent out in the spring of 2007. EH&A made
inquiries concerning the selection process but was not provided information to verify whether a formal
QBS process was used.
On April 24th, 2007 the Board approved the following architects to provide design services:
Bunton Clifford Associates, Inc.
Ruhnau Ruhnau Clarke
LPA Architecture & Planning

Martinez Architects, Inc.
Rachlin/Reges Architects and as an alternate
Trittipo Architecture and Planning

As previously stated, the work proceeded with the following three firms:
Bunton Clifford Associates, Inc.
Ruhnau Ruhnau Clarke,
LPA Architecture & Planning
Finding
The District selected 6 architect firms for Proposition O bond program design services. EH&A inquired
about the selection process and because the process was conducted prior to 2006, EH&A was not able to
verify how the selection process was administered and if a QBS process was utilized.
Recommendation
The District should continue to utilize a QBS process to select architects.

Selection of Design-Bid-Build Contractors
Design-Bid-Build (DBB) contracts are governed by low bid legal and statutory requirements and
consequently these contracts were not reviewed. EH&A reviewed this process and was advised that the
pre-qualification process used was not sufficiently rigorous because Gilbane/SGI managers did not
thoroughly research contractor references. This weakness was reportedly corrected with revisions to the
process in anticipation of the next round of projects to be constructed with savings from the Phase 1
projects. Constructability reviews by outside firms were used as a best practice and were required as
part of the Memorandum of Understanding between the District and the Division of the State Architect
(DSA). A water intrusion consultant was used to verify water proofing details as means to reduce one of
the most costly sources of claims, water intrusion and damage. The District purchasing department staff
actively collaborated with the program manager in the prequalification and the bid and award process.
Finding
The prequalification process was used and improved with time as the Proposition O program progressed.
The District purchasing staff was involved in the prequalification and bid and award process. As the
program progressed, contractor references were more thoroughly researched.
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Recommendation
District staff should continue to be involved in the bid and award process and utilize a rigorous prequalification process for construction contractors. Prequalification of construction contractors is critical
in slower economic climates because districts are likely to have inexperienced contractors with limited
school construction experience submit price-competitive bids. These firms may have little to no
experience working in an environment with highly prescriptive and continuously inspected work.

Selection of Lease-Leaseback Contractors
EH&A reviewed the QBS process for the three Lease-Leaseback (LLB) contracts. The District followed
best practices and safeguards for the LLB delivery method to minimize risk, including the following:
x
x
x
x
x
x
x

A QBS process
Performance based design criteria for the project
Identification of difficult site and existing facility conditions during pre-construction
Establishment of cost contingencies
Incorporation of subcontractor expertise into plans
Competitive selection of sub contractors or trade contractors
An LLB contract that guaranteed a turn-key project for a guaranteed maximum price (GMP),
limiting costs and schedule burdens for the District

At Sweetwater High School, RFQs were sent to eleven firms. Eleven firms were evaluated by the
selection committee (Figure A). The selection committee was comprised of two District representatives
and four Gilbane/SGI representatives. Firms were ranked on a range of criteria, including cost, with a
paper screening and interviews. The LLB contractor selected by the committee for the Sweetwater High
School project was the second ranked firm, Sundt Construction.
Figure A
Sweetwater High School Contractor Short List Summary

The same QBS process was used to select the Chula Vista High School LLB contractor (Figure B). The
prime contractor selected by the committee for the Chula Vista High School project was the seventhranked firm, Turner Construction.
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Figure B
Chula Vista High School Contractor Short List Summary

EH&A examined cost rankings to determine if Turner was selected based on cost (Figure C). Turner was
ranked third on costs. R & S and Sundt ranked higher than Turner on both costs and on the overall score.
It is not clear why Turner was selected, when both R & S and Sundt were ranked higher. EH&A was
advised that additional information regarding costs may have been a factor in the final selection of the
LLB firm.
Figure C
Chula Vista High School Contractor Ranking Cost Summary

Swinerton had been ranked first on both the Chula Vista High and Sweetwater High School LLB short list
summary, and was not selected. Later, when the District sought to replace the DBB firm SMC at
Montgomery Middle School, the District selected Swinerton as the LLB contractor. EH&A was advised
that there was a QBS process utilized for the selection of Swinerton. However EH&A was not able to
locate the documents and was not provided documents that detailed this selection process.
Findings
1. EH&A reviewed the selection process for LLB contractors and determined that a rigorous
selection process was used for 2 of the 3 selected contractors. The firms selected for the
Sweetwater High School and the Chula Vista High School projects were Sundt (ranked second)
and Turner (ranked seventh), respectively.
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2. The third LLB firm selected by the District for its Proposition O bond construction was
Swinerton. Swinerton had ranked first for both the Chula Vista and Sweetwater High School
project competitions for an LLB contractor, yet was not selected for these projects. Swinerton
was selected to replace SMC for the Montgomery High School project. Documentation of the
separate formal selection process for the Montgomery High School project or the rationale for the
selection of Swinerton was not available.
Recommendations
1. The District should continue to utilize a QBS process to select consultants, architects, engineers,
LLB contractors, and other professionals.
2. The District should develop a board policy governing the selection of consultants and other
professionals and define the Qualifications Based Selection process to be utilized. This policy
should include includes the involvement of the school community, the establishment of selection
criteria, the role of the panelists, including District staff and the board. This process should
specify the ranking process, the advisory or binding nature of the recommendations of committee
members, and the degree of flexibility allowed in selecting any firm from the list regardless of
ranking.
Division of State Architect Memorandum of Understanding
School construction project plans & specifications must be reviewed and approved by the DSA. The
review process takes many months and often has an effect on the project schedule.
To reduce the time needed for review, the Gilbane/SGI managers met with DSA officials and developed a
Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) that reduced the time DSA spent approving the Proposition O
plans & specifications (Exhibit 8). The MOU called for the program architects to meet with DSA during
the design development phase and again at the construction drawing phase when the structural
components were detailed. As part of the agreement, DSA required that the Gilbane/SGI team conduct
independent “constructability” and budget reviews prior to submitting the plans & specifications to DSA
for final review. In exchange, DSA guaranteed that the plan checkers that performed the preliminary
review at the construction drawing phase would be assigned the same project for its final review.
EH&A compared DSA processing times for four Proposition BB projects compared with the nine major
Proposition O projects. DSA processing time was reduced by 51%, from 474 days to 232 days (Figure
D). This effort showed a proactive approach to project scheduling and delivery.
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Figure D
DSA Processing Time, Prop BB vs. Proposition O with M.O.U, provided by SGI

Finding
The District, its program manager, and DSA engaged in a collaborative and proactive plan to reduce the
amount of time necessary for construction plan review and approval. Time for approval of projects
through DSA was reduced by an average of 242 days or 51%.
Recommendation
The District is to be complimented on a sound and active plan to reduce the number of days for project
review and approval by DSA and should continue this effective collaboration and outreach for future
projects.
Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design Certification
In the fall of 2007, the Gilbane/SGI team received direction from the board to target Leadership in Energy
and Environmental Design (LEED) certification for the Proposition O projects. LEED is a nationally
recognized program with several levels of certification designated by precious metal appellations, such as
Platinum (the highest) or Gold Certification ranking (the second highest).
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Projects achieve these rankings with points awarded for environmentally efficient design, construction,
and use of materials. The process involves monthly submittals of check lists to the Green Building
Council. Construction points are awarded to reduce construction waste sent to landfills and other
environmentally harmful construction practices.
The process is sufficiently complex to require the use of an outside consultant. Gilbane/SGI hired the
consultant firm Solterra Systems as a sub contractor to work with its project managers to guide the
contractors to modify work practices and to obtain documentation needed to earn LEED points. Two of
the score sheets used to track LEED performance for the Proposition O projects are attached in Exhibit 9.
The architect fee to design to LEED standards for the Phase 1 projects was included with the original fee.
The project mangers reported that they heard claims from the contractors that compliance was adding
between 1% and 10% to their costs. The project managers estimated that the actual cost was on the low
end of that range and noted that the extra work was in the original contract documents on which these
contractors bid. Incorporating LEED design features appears to have had a minor effect on the overall
cost to produce these projects.
The Sweetwater LEED program has been nationally recognized for its accomplishments. The program is
on target to obtain a Gold or Platinum certification on 16 buildings. Important achievements of the
Sweetwater LEED program are provided in Figure E.
Figure E
LEED Program Achievements – provided by SGI

Findings
1. Under the direction of the District, the bond program managers employed the services of Solterrra
to assist in developing work practices and documentation needed to earn LEED points. The
architect fee to design to LEED standards was included in the original fee.
2. The District achieved success in its design of facilities to LEED standards. The program is
achieving national recognition for its accomplishment and is on target to obtain Gold or Platinum
certifications on 16 separate buildings.
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Recommendations
1. The District is to be complimented on its commitment to energy and environmental design
standards. The environmental efficient design and use of sustainable materials and supplies is
noteworthy. The District should continue LEED efforts on future projects.
2. Although the LEED program is likely to bring significant savings in the operational costs of the
District’s facilities, it is important that the operational costs are reviewed, analyzed and compared
to other District facilities in an effort to measure actual savings.
Oversight of Payments and Contractors
The contractor payment procedure involves fifteen steps between the construction manager, the
contractor, the program controls manager (Gilbane/SGI and SGI), and the District (Exhibit 10).
From November 2007 to September 2011 5,719 invoices were processed and the average processing time
was 21 days (Exhibit 11). The payment processing report in the exhibit shows the capabilities of the
Prolog system and the ePROVE desktop bar code device for tracking information and quickly generating
data.
Findings
1. A detailed process was followed for the approval of payments for contractors, program managers,
and other vendors. Processing time for invoices and payment requests averaged 21 days in the
time period that was tested. A desktop bar code system was used to track invoices and generate
information on payment status.
2. The payment process used on Phase 1 of the Proposition O program was efficient and contained
effective controls.
Recommendations
1. The District should continue to operate on a short time line for processing invoices and payment
requests to ensure that the districts respects its contractors and is an “owner of choice” among the
contractor community. The District should continue to use the ePROVE bar code system to track
the progress of payments and the Prolog system to process invoices promptly.
2. With the suspension of the program manager, the District should adapt the current payment
process continuing to require multiple approvals from parties in the field and office.
Personnel and Staffing
The District experienced turnover in key staff which impacted the stability and consistency in District
guidance, direction and oversight. According the SGI, the program manager maintained consistent
staffing. The names and affiliations of employees working on the bond program were provided by SGI
(Figure F).
The District chose to staff the Proposition O program with few personnel, and was therefore not as
involved in the program as it could be. To improve District control and oversight and increase efficiency,
more staff and resources should be allocated on the District’s side of the program for design, preconstruction, construction, and closeout of the projects.
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Figure F
Major Changes in District Leadership, Source - SGI

Finding
Extensive staff resources were employed by the program manager to oversee the Proposition O program.
Limited District staff resources were allocated to the Proposition O bond program. Consequently the
District was not as involved in the Proposition O program compared to the involvement of the program
manager and other outside consultants. This was evidenced by the calculation (see Cost Performance
section) that showed the District staff resources accounted for less than .05% of the soft costs for the
Phase 1 projects. This imbalance led to a high degree of trust and reliance on an outside third party
contractor to manage significant Proposition O resources.
Recommendation
To increase the District’s involvement in the Proposition O program, a chief facility executive should be
employed to oversee the entire program and the program manager. The District should employ more of
its own facilities management staff and “owner’s representatives” dedicated, allocated and paid for by the
bond program to monitor, oversee, and manage the Proposition O program. The reorganizing should
include a mix of internal resources and District staff and will improve efficiencies, with fewer staff
members assigned and paid for by the program manager and more staff employed directly by the District.
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Labor Compliance Program
Labor compliance services were solicited with an RFQ that was answered by School Construction
Compliance, LLC and The Solis Group. The contract was awarded to the Solis group.
The Labor
Compliance Report, ”LCP-Annual Report From 05-01-08 to 02-27-09”, an annual report filed by the
District with the Department of Industrial Relations for the period May 1, 2008 to February 27, 2009 is in
Exhibit 12. This report notes one enforcement activity took place in the preceding 12 months that
resulted in the collection of $46.44 for underpayment of wages. The report was for interim housing
contracts valued at $2,081,985 for work on four project sites.
Finding
Labor compliance services were awarded on a competitive basis and contractors were compliant with
labor compliance program requirements. Only one enforcement activity occurred, resulting in a payment
of $46.44 for the underpayment of wages. Given the size of the Proposition O bond program this activity
and correction is minimal.
Recommendation
The District should continue to monitor and comply with labor compliance regulations and requirements
by employing the services of competent third party administrators who are well suited and qualified to
perform in this capacity. The District should continue to monitor the wages and benefits paid to
contractors and their employees and continue to respond quickly and favorably to any discrepancies found
in salaries and benefits.
Procurement Practices
EH&A interviewed the director of purchasing and the senior buyer and discussed the procurement roles
and responsibilities of SGI and the purchasing department and specific procedures for compliance with
California state law for public contracts.
EH&A was told that SGI was given the authority to issue purchase order (P.O.) numbers from a block of
P.O.s assigned to the program and periodically reviewed and amended. This practice enabled the
program managers to provide vendors with authorizations via a P.O. number to expedite the purchase
process.
The SGI program managers communicated with the purchasing department when a P.O. was issued and
provided documentation justifying the need for the purchase and the price. The purchasing department
reviewed the documentation and if the documentation met requirements and was acceptable, the P.O. was
entered in the District’s TrueCourse system.
EH&A was advised that the purchasing department personnel were actively involved in the bid and award
process and developed procedures to avoid bid protests. An example was provided for EH&A indicating
that the purchasing staff observed most bid protests involved contractors challenging the subcontractors
listed by the apparent low bidder. Consequently the purchasing staff made it a routine practice to show
the apparent low bidder’s subcontractor list at the time of the opening. This practice apparently was
helpful in eliminating challenges at the time of the opening and avoiding delays responding to requests for
subcontractor lists after the opening. This approach also served to give the purchasing department and
SGI program managers advance notice of the possibility of claims.
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EH&A was advised that the director of purchasing and senior buyer had effective collaboration with the
SGI program management team. The District appeared compliant with public contracting codes, based on
documentation reviewed in Laserfiche and answers provided to EH&A during interviews.
Finding
Computerized control systems used by the program managers and the District to track costs and manage
program documents are robust, accurate and professionally maintained. Purchasing staff were actively
involved in the bid and award process and developed procedures to avoid bid protests. Effective
collaboration occurred between the District purchasing staff and SGI staff.
Recommendation
The purchasing department should maintain its current staffing level, and continue using its current
control systems and procedures to track costs and manage program documents.
Program Controls and Record Keeping
The District, Gilbane/SGI and SGI demonstrated efficiencies in using state of the art accounting and
document control systems. The District system, TrueCourse software, is designed with standard
accounting principles and therefore requires accounts to be reconciled and closed out annually. Capital
construction programs, however, often account for funding from multiple sources and track expenses over
multiple years. SGI made extensive use of Prolog to track program and project costs. The TrueCourse
and Prolog systems made it possible for the District and SGI to readily produce requested summary data.
A challenge of tracking expenses for school construction capital programs often occurs due to the two
distinct accounting control systems employed. However, reconciling these two systems provides an
important control function. Errors in one system are more likely to be spotted in the process of
reconciling the other.
The document control system used by the District and the program managers is Laserfiche. The
Laserfiche systems made it possible for the EH&A audit team to quickly research and obtain
documentation of accounting expenditures. EH&A teams viewed scanned electronic copies of key
documents and associated back up material. The amount of data being tracked is complex and
voluminous. EH&A estimates that the Laserfiche files alone contain tens of thousands of pages of
documents for the Proposition O projects.
For example, backup material includes concrete truck
“dispatch tags” for every load of concrete, prices for the extra work, and logs of the number of workers on
site each day.
The program managers used state of the art scheduling software and desk top based bar code readers
(ePROVE) to manage the sign-off of documents requiring multiple signatures, such as change orders.
The District’s advanced centralized document control and cost reporting systems make it possible to
promptly retrieve data and documents. Equally important, these systems are able to quickly produce
reports with up to date numbers, allowing managers to respond to changing situations more effectively.
With accurate and timely cost reports, field managers in particular can make adjustments in time to save
money.
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These systems come with a cost. The software itself can run many tens of thousands of dollars to
purchase, and require annual service and license costs that add additional tens of thousands of dollars to
the equipment cost. For example, the Prolog system was recently relicensed for three years at a cost of
$45,000. More significant are the costs of the specialists running the systems.
Prompt responses to EH&A’s requests for reports, our direct use of these systems, and reconciliation of
data obtained from multiple sources indicates that information is readily available and the systems and
information were kept updated.
EH&A tested the data integrity of the District and TrueCourse systems, and found the system records
agree to within 2%.
Finding
State of the art accounting and document control systems are in place. The District utilizes the
TrueCourse system and Gilbane/SGI used the Prolog system. The document control system used by the
District and the Gilbane/SGI and SGI teams is Laserfiche. The amount of data managed for the
Proposition O program was voluminous. Prompt responses to EH&A requests for information verifies
that information is readily availability and that the systems were kept updated.
Recommendation
Although automated recording keeping systems are costly to purchase and maintain, it is recommended
that the District protects its investment in those systems by obtaining timely upgrades and maintenance,
and by maintaining back-up systems.
Cost Performance
EH&A reviewed cost performance by evaluating professional service fees, construction costs, and budget
performance.
Professional Services
EH&A reviewed Proposition O professional service contracts for architects and program managers.
Prime contract were not reviewed because they are governed by low bid legal and statutory requirements.
Professional services are commonly paid on an hourly basis with a “not to exceed” amount based on the
percentage of work managed, or a GMP or a combination of both.
Effective cost controls in construction program management contracts depends on two primary factors 1)
a payment cap or “not to exceed” amount, and 2) a schedule of payments by milestone, phase, or
calendar.
Architect Fees
The District and Gilbane/SGI program managers negotiated an architectural base fee of 8% of hard
construction costs. Basing fees on a percentage of construction costs is a common approach and typical
when the project has yet to be designed and the full scope of services is evolving.
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Prior to the passage of SB 50 in 1998, the OPSC required districts that built schools from state funds to
follow a specific fee schedule provided by the state. Many districts and architects continue to use this
schedule in their contract, although it is no longer a regulatory restriction.
This method of charging fees remains an acceptable and widely used state wide standard for architect fees
and is based upon the size of the project (Figure G). For projects where the scope of services will include
coordination of basic engineering services (mechanical, electrical, and plumbing) combined with
additional design factors (short design window, LEED Certification) and additional services
(programming), the fee is calculated as 12% of the construction amount for small projects of less than
$500,000 and then declines to 9% for projects over $6 million. The 8% figure negotiated and paid by the
District appears to be below industry standards.
Figure G
State Allocation Board Recommended Architect Fees

Architectural fees for middle and high school construction projects range between 9% and 12% on
average. The District and Gilbane/SGI project managers took an aggressive approach to architectural
fees, requiring that architects accept a fixed 8% fee.
The design work for the nine projects and for various unspecified smaller projects was divided among the
three firms of Bunton Clifford Associates, Inc., Ruhnau Ruhnau Clarke, and LPA Architecture &
Planning. EH&A was advised that the low architect fee may have been a factor in one or more of the
three firms remaining on the District’s “short list” choosing not to contract for work.
Interviews with District planning project managers and SGI project managers confirmed that the
architect’s budgets were below standards and led to pressure for change orders or amendments.
EH&A reviewed the original contract amounts and the amendments for the three focus projects (Figure
H). EH&A discovered that the final architectural fees paid as a percentage of construction hard costs
were adjusted significantly through contract amendments from the contract fee of 8% to an average
11.8%.
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Figure H
Total Architecture Costs for Focus Projects

The District and SGI managers developed a new contract for architectural services during the 2010/2011
fiscal year. EH&A did not review the revised contract. EH&A was told that a key design of the new
contract was to minimize additional architectural charges for design work associated with change orders
up to the 10% threshold. Specifically, EH&A was told that the new contract would continue to prohibit
additional charges for change orders resulting from architectural “errors and omissions” without limit, but
added a prohibition on charges for change orders resulting from “unforeseen conditions” up to the 10%
mark. The new contract would allow architects to charge for extra design work required for work added
by the District through “owner directed” change orders. These changes will help control the growth in
design costs and cause the design teams to more thoroughly review existing site conditions.
Finding
The District selected a group of architects and created a pool of 6 firms for the Proposition O work. A
base fee of 8% of hard construction costs was negotiated with these firms. These fees were below the
going rate and lead to pressure for contract amendments that negated the low base fee. The fees for
architectural services increased over time to 11.8%. The low initial fee may have caused the pool of
architects to shrink from six to three firms.
Recommendation
The District should negotiate a fair and equitable fee structure and a well defined scope of services for
architects. Once established, all firms should adhere to the established fee structure for the established
scope of services with an effort to reduce amendments or change orders.
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Program Management Fees - Contracts
To better understand the current contractual arrangement between the District and the program manager,
EH&A reviewed the three (3) Proposition O contracts and three (3) amendments for program
management (PM) and construction management (CM) services (Figure I). These contracts, with the
exception of the “interim” contract, included “not to exceed” fee limits based on a fixed percentage of
total project costs for the volume of work managed. The interim contract included a “not to exceed”
amount based on a fixed dollar amount.
Figure I
Contracts Overview
Contract

Gilbane/SGI
Interim

Amendment 1

Gilbane/SGI
Permanent

Date of Contract

May 14 2007
Signed July 24 2007

December 10 2007
Signed Feb 14 2008

May 17 2007
Signed Feb 11 2008

Contract
Description
x
x
x

Sixty day contract extension
Fee amounts not specified,
deferred to permanent contract

x

PM services specified, amounts
not in the contract but included in
an attached staffing plan; annual
amounts provided; a total fee of
$7.5 million included
Reimbursable expenses are
referenced, no cap or amounts
specified

x
Amendment 1

Amendment 2

SGI

Not available
Signed May 29 2008

x
PM services
$650,000 not to exceed cap
Reimbursable expenses are
referenced, no cap or amounts
specified

x
x

x

x

CM services added-included 5%
cap on volume managed
Adds 4% cap on volume managed
for PM services

x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x

x
x
x
x

April 20 2010
Signed May 27 2010

x

Dissolved permanent agreement

June 1 2010
Not certain when
contract was signed
as a date line is not
included nest to the
signature line

x

PM/CM services combinedincluded 8.6% cap on total
volume of work of $ 177 million
Reimbursable expense cap of 8%
$200k cap on additional services
Exhibit contains a staffing plan
value = $ 16.4 million in fees

x
x
x

Board Item Description

x
x
x

No reference to costs, not to
exceed amount, or caps
No reference to reimbursable
expenses
All costs to be in “negotiated,
permanent agreement”
No staffing plan mentioned
Contract extension
Costs deferred to negotiated
permanent agreement
No staffing plan mentioned
States $7.5 mil contract “does not
include reimbursable expenses”
States “Expenditure not to exceed
$ 7.5 million plus reimbursable
expenses”
No staffing plan mentioned

Included not to exceed amount of
$9.9 million for CM services
References a 10% reimbursement
amount authorized
No staffing plan mentioned
States agreement will expire May
31, 2010
No staffing plan mentioned
Included not to exceed amount of
$16.5 million fees for PM/CM
services and reimbursables
No staffing plan mentioned

The contracts for Proposition O include staffing plans, personnel, position titles and associated pay rates.
The SGI contract excluded the names of personnel and provided positions only. Monthly billing rates
would be determined based on an approved staffing plan, included with the contract.
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Gilbane/SGI Interim Contract and Amendment #1
An interim Gilbane/SGI contract, dated May 14, 2007, was signed July 24, 2007 and expired on
December 1, 2007. In the interim agreement, a “not to exceed” fee cap of $650,000 is included.
Reimbursable expenses are referenced as allowed, but a “not to exceed” amount or percentage for
reimbursable expenses are not included. The board item J-01 from the May 16, 2007 Regular Board
Meeting explaining the agreement does not references the contract costs, the $650,000 commitment, or
reimbursable expenses.
Amendment #1 to the “interim” contract, dated December 10, 2007, signed on February 14, 2008,
extended the interim contract by 60 days. The amendment to the interim contract did not include
references to fee or reimbursable amounts. The board item H-16 from the December 10, 2007 Board
Meeting indicated the contract extension included “costs to be incorporated within the negotiated,
permanent agreement for Proposition O services”, and did not reference reimbursable amounts.

Gilbane/SGI Permanent Contract
A “permanent” Gilbane/SGI agreement, dated May 17, 2007, was signed on February 11, 2008. This
agreement is absent any cap or “not to exceed” amount. Compensation was governed by a staffing plan in
the following clause:
1.1.48 "Staffing Plan. The agreed plan attached to Exhibit A-2 showing the numbers of
individuals and working hours that Program Manager is authorized to expend in performance
of the Services and which serves as the basis for payments to Program Manager under this
Agreement."
The agreement and the following contract language govern changes:
22.1 “ENTIRE AGREEMENT
This Agreement represents the entire Agreement between District and Program Manager for
furnishing of program management services and supersedes all prior negotiations,
representations or agreements, either written or oral, and may be amended only by written
instrument signed by both District and Program Manager, and formally approved or ratified
by the Board of Trustees." [Emphasis added.]
The board item H-20 for the Board of Education meeting on January 28th 2010 describes the agreement as
having a cap:
H-20 ...a permanent agreement with Gilbane/SGI for program management services for phase
1 of Proposition O for a ‘not to exceed’ amount of $7.5 million, 4.17 percent of the first bond
sale. This contract amount does not include reimbursable expenses……. Expenditure not to
exceed $7.5 million plus reimbursable expenses”.
The board item does not state the amount of reimbursable expenses. The staffing plan, which governs
costs, is not included or referenced in the board agenda item.
The contract refers to reimbursable expenses as an allowable expense; however, the caps, percentages or
amounts are not specified. EH&A was advised by SGI that the reimbursable amounts were assumed to be
a maximum of 10% of the contract amount for program and construction management expenses.
Gilbane/SGI maintained a budget of $750,000 for reimbursable expenses that was not specifically
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referenced in the board material and this amount was not included as a percentage or fee cap in the
contract or the amendment number 1.

Gilbane/SGI Amendment #1
Amendment #1 to the “permanent” agreement was signed on May 29, 2008. This agreement added
construction management services to the program management services described in the original contract.
Paragraph 2.7 of the contract amendment describes construction management services and contains the
following cost caps:
2.7.2.2 "The fee for services (excluding the services performed pursuant to 2.7) provided by
Program Manager shall not exceed four percent ( 4.0%) of the total value of Project Costs for
which program management services were provided during that same period of time. In
addition to this 4.0%, the fee for services provided by Program Manager pursuant to 2.7 shall
not exceed five percent (5.0%) of the total value of Project Costs for which program
management services were provided during that same period of time."
As identified above, the 4% cap is to be applied to program management work and the 5% cap is for
construction management services. The value of the Project Costs or a projection of these costs are not
defined or described.
Board item H-01 from the May 20, 2008 Regular Board Meeting states:
H-01….Staff is recommending a contract amendment for project management services for the
first nine projects of Proposition O, for a not-to-exceed amount of $9.9 million, which is 5.5
percent of the first bond sale. This contract amount includes 10 percent reimbursable expenses.”
Expenditure not to exceed $9,900,000, including reimbursable expenses…

Gilbane/SGI Amendment #2
Amendment #2 to the “permanent” agreement was signed on May 27, 2010, terminating the agreement
effective May 31, 2010. EH&A asked the SGI program managers why the decision was made to dissolve
the Gilbane/SGI joint venture and was advised that the District was concerned about the costs of the
Gilbane/SGI agreement and joint venture. EH&A was advised that the expertise that Gilbane brought to
the District was more construction oriented and SGI’s expertise was more program related and that the
change was in the best financial interest of the District.
Board item H-19 from the April 19, 2010 Regular Board Meeting indicates “The district has examined
potential cost savings in program management fees. In discussions among the parties to the Program
Management Agreement, the parties have concluded that it is in their mutual best interests to amend the
Agreement to cause the term to expire on May 31, 2010.”

SGI Contract
An SGI contract, dated June 1, 2010, expires June 30, 2013 and contains four 2-year options to renew.
The contract was similar to the Gilbane/SGI contract, except for the staffing plan and costs. The new SGI
agreement specified that PM/CM services were combined and included a lower fee for program and
construction management services of 8.6% on project budgets identified to be valued at $177 million.
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Reimbursable expenses are included in the agreement with a cap of 8%, which is lower than the 10%
undocumented amount used by Gilbane/SGI. A revised staffing plan was included which identified two
staff members by name. The previous staffing plan in the Gilbane/SGI contract identified all staff
members by name. Both contracts listed the balance of individuals by position title, pay rate, and hours
authorized.
The board agenda item H-20 for the April 19, 2010 Regular Board Meeting for this SGI contract
referenced “Expenditure not to exceed $16,456,136, including reimbursables”. The specific dollar
amount of reimbursable expenses allowed is included in the maximum fee amount but not referenced as a
specific amount in the board agenda item. This staffing plan which controls and governs costs is not
included or referenced in the board agenda item.
Program Management Fees – Expenditures
The Gilbane/SGI contract added a statement to the paragraph that addressed compensation. This revision
stating the following: “The fee for services (excluding the services performed pursuant to 2.7) provided
by Program Manager, shall not exceed four percent (4%) of the total value of Project costs for which
program management services were provided during that same period of time”.
The program manager and the district have interpreted the above statement and value of work for which
the fee applies to be the entire amount of the first bond sale, $180 million. This interpretation is critical to
determining the appropriate amount of fees earned because if the percentage fee was applied to the
amount of work in programming, planning, design, preconstruction, and construction, the fee would have
been higher. On the contrary, the use of the total amount of the first bond measure as a method of
calculating fees serves the District well because the total project and construction budgets are higher
when accounting for all project and construction funds including state matching funds.
According to SGI the total dollar value of projects for which program and construction management
services were provided total $252.7 million. This amount accounts for projects in construction or
completed at $199 million, projects in design amounting to $53 million and projects for which
programming services were provided amounting to $1.6 million. District project budgets as presented to
the Board and the CBOC in December, 2011, reference $231 million worth of projects in the
construction, planning and programming stages, higher than the $180 million for which program
management fees are based.
EH&A reviewed documents comparing the invoices and staffing allocated and paid to the total authorized
“not to exceed” percentage caps in both the District and SGI documents. Different maximum fee
amounts were tracked as the total value of work and the total fee allowed. These amounts tracked by the
District did not correlate to the maximum amounts and reimbursable amounts reflected in the contract
documents. The amounts tracked by SGI correlated to some board items and contract language.
Ensuring consistent contract and board item approval documents is a critical efficiency measure. It is in
the best interests of the District to employ a contracts manager to work with legal counsel in developing
the board agenda and contract documents. Providing thorough and consistent board item descriptions
including the staffing plan, the allowable reimbursable amounts, the percentage rate for fees and the
specific value of work for which the fees apply will provide efficiencies, transparency and financial
controls in the Proposition O program.
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Findings
1. Some board agenda items for the interim and permanent agreements and amendments for the
program manager do not specifically reference not-to-exceed fee amounts and do not adequately
explain the financial commitment of the district.
2. Most contracts documents and board agenda items are not specific about the authorization and
costs of reimbursable expenses and do not adequately explain the financial commitment of these
costs to District.
3. Board agenda item stating the terms, conditions, and fiscal impact did not reference the critical
document that governs the program manager’s fees and generates costs to the district, the
program manager’s staffing plan
4. The board agenda items for the permanent Gilbane/SGI agreement included contradictory
information relative to the reimbursable amounts allowed.
5. The District monitored program management invoices, contracts and amendments against
amounts authorized; however the amounts authorized did not correlate with the contract amounts
in board agenda material and program manager contracts.
6. Calculating the amount of the program managers fee as a percentage of $180 million as the total
value of first bond sale and applying the 9% or the most recent lower amount of 8.6% to this total
value of work does not provide the district with a measure of efficiency or accountability in
progress performance per project, phase, stage or percentage of project completion.
Compensating the program manger strictly based upon a staffing plan of those individuals who
have worked in any given month makes it difficult to measure efficiencies and control program
and construction management costs.
Recommendations
1. All board items relative to Proposition O expenses should adequately explain the financial
commitment of the District, and be specific about amounts and caps. Board documents should be
consistent with the contracts and should be prepared under the direction of the chief facility
executive with input from the District finance, purchasing and contracts officials. All contracts
for the Proposition O program should be prepared by District legal counsel.
2. Program management contracts should be developed similar to architect or construction contracts
with fee structures tied to a percentage of completion or short term milestones. These short term
guidelines can be established on a phase or stage of program, projects and/or construction.
3. Future contracts for program management services should be specific regarding the reimbursable
amounts and percentages if applicable. The total amount authorized should be clearly defined
and consistent in all documents, including the board agenda items and the contracts and
amendments.
4. The District should employ a contracts administrator, reporting to the chief facility executive.
The contracts administrator should provide oversight and scrutiny of all contracts, monitor and
approve payments, and work closely with members of the facilities & planning department to
assist in negotiating contracts. All contracts and payment applications should include
documentation linked to percentage of completion or phases and stages of work.
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5. The District should conduct a further audit to review all program management contracts, board
approved materials, amendments, authorizations, subcontracts and/or other documents that may
impact or be related to the fee caps and the amount of funds expended for program management
services.
Construction Costs
EH&A evaluated construction costs by looking at delivery methods, hard/soft cost ratios, change orders,
hard cost/sq ft and total cost/sq ft.
Selection of Delivery Method
A variety of construction delivery methods are available to school districts. The Association of California
Construction Managers published a guide on construction delivery methods entitled Project Delivery
Handbook: A Guide to California School and Community College Facility Delivery. This guide book is a
tool used by school districts to inform the board and staff on delivery methods. The District used the
DBB and LLB delivery methods for Proposition O projects.
Delivery methods in school bond projects are analyzed in the San Diego Taxpayers Educational
Foundation report School Facilities Bond Programs in San Diego County (April 2011). The report states
San Diego County school districts are moving away from traditional DBB delivery methods toward nontraditional methods, and that each method has its own advantages and disadvantages. The report notes
that DBB projects have the most change orders and project delays, and LLB projects had the lowest
change order rates and highest savings. In the report, savings is emphasized as a performance measure;
however the savings are based on the difference between the final cost and the “original project budget”.
The report’s methodology for evaluation does not utilize the actual cost of construction, namely the cost
per square foot as the basis for measuring performance.
Finding
The District used DBB on six of the nine major projects, and LLB on two projects. On one project a
DBB contractor was replaced with an LLB contractor.
Recommendations
1. The District should continue to explore construction delivery methods and select and utilize the
method that is the most cost efficient, using metrics provided in this report. The methods should
be recommended by the chief facility executive based upon the District’s experience and ability
to manage the project.
2. The District should utilize best practices for the delivery of construction as identified in this
performance audit, as well as those outlined in the Association of California Construction
Managers Project Delivery Handbook: A Guide to California School and Community College
Facility Delivery (2011).
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Hard Cost/Soft Cost Ratio
A common measure of construction cost performance is the hard to soft cost ratio. Hard costs are those
costs incurred for construction. Hard costs include the cost of contractors performing the work, and work
installed such as furniture and equipment. Soft costs are those costs incurred in the planning, design, and
management of projects, including inspections, fees, and costs for regulatory and environmental
compliance. The bulk of project costs in the beginning are soft costs. Then, as the project moves from
the planning/design phase to construction, hard costs increase. An acceptable and customary industry
standard is a hard cost allocation of at least 70% of the project costs, and a soft cost allocation of less than
30%.
The industry lacks agreement on a precise dividing line for assigning hard and soft costs. The District
included its Prop O staff costs and both PM and CM fees in calculating soft costs. Some districts will
include only CM fees in soft costs. It is a best practice to include all costs and thus to provide a key
measure of overall program performance and not simply project performance.
Hard and soft cost data was reviewed by EH&A in the course of this audit. The data provided by SGI
was for the time period ending June 30th 2011. Exhibit 13 lists the cost centers allocated to hard and soft
costs for Sweetwater High School. In that document, code 6224, titled “other design”, refers to program
management fees. Cost code 6225, titled “program management”, refers to construction management
fees.
To verify the accuracy of the soft and hard cost data provided by SGI, EH&A confirmed the following:
Grand total project costs for the soft/hard cost data provided by SGI closely matched the grand
total costs from both SGI and the District. These total costs varied by 1.6%.
Individual project total costs for the soft/hard cost data closely matched the data reported in the
Project Status Summary sheets, which are key summary reports used to monitor projects at
monthly meetings held with District and program team leaders.
A sample Project Status
Summary Sheet is provided in Exhibit 14.
Prime contract amounts used for the soft/hard cost data closely matched the prime contract
amount “cost to date” column in the Project Status Summary sheets. This varied by 5% on
average. The difference reflects the different data ending dates: the soft/hard cost data is based
on expenses ending June 30, 2011, and the Project Status Summary sheet data is based on
expenses as of September 7, 2011.
The soft cost percentage for each of the nine major projects is provided in Figure J. The soft cost ratio
exceeded industry standards for Chula Vista High School, Montgomery High School, and Sweetwater
High School. The soft cost ratio fell below industry standards for Southwest High School. For all
schools, the soft cost ratio exceeds the goal in the program manager’s contract and the industry standard
of expending 70% or more of the project costs on hard construction costs.
Soft costs attributed to the District employed staff was 2.8% of the soft costs (Figure J). The Proposition
O program has been managed primarily by program managers not District staff.
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Figure J
Hard-Soft Cost Ratios by Project

The soft cost percentage for the past four years for each of the three “focus” projects shows that the soft
cost ratio decreases over time as projects move from planning/design into construction (Figure K).
Figure K
Soft Cost Ratio as Percent of Total Costs for Focus Projects

The soft cost ratio by delivery method for each of the nine major projects (Figure L) shows the average
soft cost ratio was 31.0% for the DBB delivery method and thus did not meet the PM contract goals or the
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industry standards. The average soft cost ratio was 22.3% for the LLB delivery method and exceeded the
PM contract goal and industry standards.
Figure L
Hard-Soft Cost Ratios by Delivery Method

Findings
1. EH&A calculated the hard-soft cost ratio as 73% hard costs and 27% soft costs for all projects
and delivery methods. This achievement exceeds the goal as specified in the program manager’s
contracts and the generally accepted industry standard of expending 70% or more of the project
costs on hard construction costs.
2. EH&A calculated the hard-soft cost ratio as 69% hard costs and 31.0% for the DBB delivery
method and 78% hard costs and 23% soft costs for the LLB delivery method.
3. District soft costs amount to 2.8% of the overall soft costs for the program. The Proposition O
program has been managed mostly by program managers, not staff employed by the District.
Recommendations
1. The District and its program managers should continue efforts to reduce soft costs and allow
projects to benefit from more resources allocated to actual construction.
2. The District and its program managers should evaluate the difference in the projects and delivery
methods and identify the factors and efficiencies impacting the hard-soft cost ratio.
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Change Orders
A common measure of bond program efficiency is the change order ratio as a percentage of hard
construction costs. The change order process is rigorous, involving many steps and several levels of
approval including the architect, the inspector, the contractor, the program manager, the District, and the
DSA (Exhibit 15). According to interviews and processes reviewed, the District followed these steps for
change orders:
Field
1. Prime or subcontractor identifies work claimed to be extra
2. Project manager reviews the plans and specifications (P&S) to determine if the work is included
in the P&S, and consults with architect to determine if the work is included in the contractor’s
scope
3. If the work is determined to be “extra”, the project manager determines if this is due to
unforeseen conditions; the architect’s oversight, an omission or unclear plans; or field conditions
4. The project manager requests the contractor to propose a cost for the work.
5. The contractor obtains price quotes for materials and labor from the relevant parties and presents
this information to the project manager
6. The project manager reviews the quotes and evaluates and checks material charges, labor charges,
and contractual profit/overhead
7. The project manager in consultation with the architect may require additional documentation of
costs, negotiate reduced charges, or accept the proposal as presented
8. Once a negotiated price is agreed to, the project manager presents this Preliminary Change Order
(PCO) to the owner’s representative (District project manager)
9. The District project manager in consultation with the architect may
a. Question whether the change order is due to unforeseen conditions, an architect
responsibility, or included in the original scope
b. Require additional documentation of costs
c. Request that the project manager reduces the costs
d. Accept the proposal as presented
10. Once the District project manager accepts the PCO, the information is logged by the project
manager and backup documentation is retained
Construction Office
1. PCO and change order documentation is scanned into Laserfiche
2. Change order data is entered into Prolog for the approver’s review and report generation
3. Using a “Sign-off” sheet, the change order information is reviewed and approved by the
following:
x Senior Project Manager-Gilbane/SGI or SGI (“Area” Project Manager)
x Program Controls Manager-Gilbane/SGI or SGI
x Program Manager-Gilbane/SGI or SGI (“Program Director”)
x Director of Planning and Construction-District
x Purchasing Department-District
4. The “Contract Change Order” summary sheet (Figure M) is generated. Figure N shows Change
Order Number 8 from the prime contractor’s file for Chula Vista High School. It contains 108
pages of backup documentation, and is one of 20 change orders for this contractor. It is common
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practice for several PCOs to be collected and packaged into one Change Order and sent to the
District/program management team for further processing.
Change orders are scanned into Laserfiche and Prolog, and routed for barcode scanning and
signature to several District staff in accounting, purchasing, and facilities (Figure N). Change
orders can run well over 100 pages. They are signed and stamped by the architect, the contractor,
and the District’s assistant superintendent of operations or designee. If necessary, they are sent to
DSA with architectural details. This information is captured by the Prolog software system and
allows program managers to quickly determine the status of the change order.
A board item is prepared listing the cost and reasons for the change order (Figure O).
The change order item is placed on the board of education agenda for approval. Before payment
is made, the change order is ratified by the board.
Board approval date is noted on the “Sign-off” sheet and the board agenda item is scanned into
the Laserfiche storage system.

In some circumstances when changes must occur and work must commence immediately to prevent
significant delays a Time & Material change order may be approved. This situation typically requires
substantially more documentation. Such documentation may include tracking time and materials and
using a dispatch log for the hours and number of workers devoted to the extra work using proof of
delivery and amount and quantities utilized from material suppliers.
EH&A reviewed the change order process and found appropriate and sufficient evidence existed to
confirm that the steps outlined above were used on the change orders that were reviewed, analyzed and
tested.
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Figure M
Change Order Summary Sheet
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Figure N
Change Order Sign-Off Form
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Figure O
Board Agenda Item for Change Order

The public contract code sets a 10% limit on change orders. Under this code, contractors cannot bid low
with the intent to make up pricing on later change orders. Projects which go over budget would then
require that the prime contractor relinquishes a portion of the project to another contractor. Thus, the
10% cap provides other contractors an opportunity to bid on the work and provides districts with
competitive pricing.
When the size of the change order exceeds 10%, the District should consult with legal counsel regarding
its options. The 10% change order rate can be interpreted as applying to the single change or the entire
contract. If the option to provide the work to the current contractor does not exist, it is necessary to issue
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an order to stop work that is underway and to bid portions of the work to other contractors, even though
doing so increases costs and delays program schedules.
EH&A reviewed the percentage of change orders for the Proposition O program. EH&A discovered that
on several Proposition O projects the 10% cap was approached, and at Hilltop Middle School, a DBB
project, it was exceeded (Figure Q). In some other cases, portions of work were rebid by removal of
certain scope of work from the project and rebidding enabled the work to proceed under the 10% change
order cap. A change order summary report through August 31, 2011 is provided in Exhibit 16.
Under some conditions when a change order may exceed the 10% allowed amount, a district board can
adopt a “Resolution of Futility”, which declares that bidding the work will be futile because savings will
not result or because other contractors are not likely to bid on the work. This situation can occur because
of the circumstances of the current contractor being on the site and the management difficulties in having
a second contractor simultaneously on site and performing work. In these circumstances, the savings may
be non-existent. In fact, costs may increase if the current contractor who is on the site does not perform
the change order work. EH&A was not able to locate a resolution of this nature for the work that
exceeded the 10% limit.
EH&A reviewed data provided by the District regarding change orders for other school districts. The
following data was developed by West Ed and provided to EH&A by the District (Figure P). EH&A was
not provided with information on the type of delivery method used in these programs. The change order
rate varied from 1.87% to as high of 7.38%. The District’s change order rate was 5.4% overall according
to this study. (Figure Q in next section “Impact of Delivery Methods on Cost”).
Figure P
Change Order Rate for Construction Projects 2002 – 2008
Selected Districts and Data, Provided by WestEd
Proposition
D
R
S
H
J
P
N
R
O
D
U
H
C
S
X

School District
West Contra Costa USD*
Grossmont-Cuyamaca CCD
San Diego CCD
Grossmont Union HSD
West Contra Costa USD*
Carlsbad USD
San Diego CCD
Santee School District
Sweetwater UHSD
Cajon Valley
Grossmont Union HSD
Oceanside USD
Poway USD
San Diego USD
South Bay*
*SGI Clients

Year
2002
2002
2002
2004
2005
2006
2006
2006
2006
2008
2008
2008
2008
2008
2008

Average Change Order Rate
5.63%
3.8%
5.7%
5.6%
1.87%
3.0%
4.8%
2.7%
5.36%
2.08%
2.2%
3.5%
3.7% to 3.8%
1.9%
6.04% to 7.38%

Findings
1. A detailed and organized process for managing change orders is in place. The change order
records were reviewed in the Laserfiche system for the Chula Vista High School, Hilltop High
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School and Southwest Middle School projects with a special focus on the change order records
for the prime contractor, architect, and inspector. All appropriate documentation exists including
numerous levels of approvals by various individuals. Evidence of false change order requests
was not found in any of the instances where we tested the records.
2. The board items reviewed regarding change orders communicated the appropriate information
regarding costs, analysis of the reason for the change, and the fiscal impact.
Recommendations
1. The District should improve communication at the board level to increase the community’s
understanding of the need, costs, and fiscal impact of the changes in projects.
2. The District should continue to maintain accurate and thorough records and adhere to the practice
and policies in place to govern the change order process.
3. The District should consider adopting a Resolution of Futility, allowing a contractor to exceed the
10% change order limit, providing circumstances warrant and legal counsel approves.
Impact of Delivery Method on Costs
About half of the square footage of the facilities was constructed with the DBB delivery method, and
about half was produced with the LLB method. The split in the delivery method and percentage of
projects under LLB and DBB allowed EH&A to compare change order rates by delivery method.
EH&A analyzed project performance by looking at prime hard costs per square foot for the nine major
projects, and evaluating the impact of change orders and delivery method (Figure Q).
We note that the individual project costs per square foot show a wide spread, ranging from $236/sq ft to
$501/sq ft for DBB projects, and from $291/sq ft to $426/sq ft for LLB projects. Several variables affect
projects costs besides the delivery method. In addition to the key variables of design complexity and
builder and field manager experience, other major variables affecting individual project costs within these
categories include the type of space constructed and site conditions. For example, kitchen and bath areas
are far more costly to construct than classroom spaces. Considering site conditions, a project constructed
on a crowded, sloped site with poor soil will be more expensive than a project built on a flat, open site
with good soil. It is not possible to control for all variables when analyzing project cost data, and the
effect of project specific factors, like those noted above, should be considered when using the data to
compare projects.
DBB project costs are impacted by competitive pressures which can result in the award of a low bid
contract to a contractor who has priced portions of the work below the real cost to construct. These
factors were likely in play with the lowest priced DBB project, Southwest Middle School, which is now
in litigation following the removal of the contractor.
One of the LLB projects started out as a DBB project, and was converted to an LLB project. As a result,
the cost for this project was higher than it would have been if it had been an LLB project from the start.
The Sweetwater Proposition O Phase 1 projects provide an ideal opportunity to contrast delivery methods,
change order rates, hard and soft costs, and cost per square foot for the following reasons:
x

Large sample size: nine major projects totaling $167 million and 354 thousand square feet

44

Sweetwater Union High School District Proposition O Performance Audit

x
x
x
x

March 20, 2012

Roughly even split between delivery methods: approximately 171 thousand square feet
constructed using DBB and 183 thousand square feet using LLB
Same bid environment: depth of recession
Same geographic location: same labor and material market
Projects phased simultaneously: all nine projects taken through programming, design and
construction at the same time

The large, roughly even sample size allowed EH&A to calculate averages that will equalize many of the
individual variables discussed above by using weighted averages. Weighted averages for each delivery
method divide the total construction cost of those projects by the total square footage of those projects, so
larger projects carry more weight.
EH&A analyzed project costs on a per square foot basis for prime contracts alone (Figure Q), and for the
entire project cost (Figure R). In the prime contract analysis, EH&A found DBB projects had more
change orders but were cheaper to build. The average change order rate for the DBB projects was 9.6%,
and the average change order rate for the LLB projects was 2.8%. Average construction costs were
$293/sq ft for DBB projects and $346/sq ft for LLB projects. A long term analysis should be conducted
to determine if the facilities age in the same manner and if the delivery method is a determining factor in
long term maintenance and repair costs.
Figure Q
Delivery Method Impact on Change Orders and Hard Cost per Square Foot
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In the total cost analysis, EH&A found the average total cost to deliver these projects was $444/sq ft
using for the DBB method and $492/sq ft for the LLB method (Figure R). In this table, the column
“Total Project Cost” includes soft costs and the hard costs provided n in Figure R.
Figure R
Delivery Method Impact on Soft Cost and Total Cost per Square Foot

As noted above, the Montgomery High School project was a not an LLB project from the start and its
higher cost per square foot partly reflects changing contractors mid-stream. Removing that project, the
weighted average for the remaining LLB projects is $466 rather than $492.
EH&A estimated that if the DBB method had been used to produce the 183,104 square feet of work
produced with the LLB method, then the projects might have been built for a savings ranging between
$4.0 million and $8.7 million. The savings range calculations are as follows:
$4,028,288 (183,104sf * $444=$81,298,176 rather than 183,104sf *$466=$85,326,464)
and
$8,768,421 (183,104sf * $444=$81,298,176 rather than 183,104sf *$492 (90,066,597)
This potential savings assumes all other factors remain constant, including market conditions affecting
pricing, availability of materials and supplies and experienced labor, architecture plans and level of
experienced CM and PM managers, to name a few.
Figures S.1 and S.2 summarize our cost findings. In these figures hard costs include the prime contractor
costs in Figure R plus all other hard costs.
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Figure S.1
Project Cost Analysis – Substantial Completion

To obtain the metrics shown above, we have relied on a substantial sampling of both DBB and LLB
project costs analyzed over a four year period. During this period project costs were tracked from the start
of planning to substantial completion. “Substantial completion” is obtained when projects can be used for
their intended purpose but are not yet 100% complete. The above data for change order rates, hard &
soft cost ratios, and hard & soft costs per square foot can serve as useful performance benchmarks for
comparison of these same measures with future projects.
For use as a high level performance measure, the total cost per square foot for both the DBB projects and
the LLB projects should be further modified to take into account the difference between “substantial
completion” and the expected final total costs for these projects. The district worked with SGI program
managers to obtain a final estimated cost to complete. These final anticipated costs were presented to the
board in December 2011.
Based on these estimated final costs to complete, EH&A was able to determine that final completion is
likely to add an average of 8% to the cost per square foot determined at the “substantial completion”
mark. This determination includes controlling for the SOM & SOH projects which are not yet
substantially complete because the contractor was removed and the projects were referred to the insurance
surety company for completion.
This adjustment yields final bench mark numbers for all costs per square foot of $479 for DBB projects,
$531 for LLB projects and an average of $510 when the data for both delivery methods are combined
(Figure T). This ladder number is the expected final average cost per square foot for all Proposition O
Phase 1 projects including all hard and soft costs. This number should be used as the highest level
benchmark for measuring program and project performance for subsequent projects.
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Figure S.2
Project Cost Analysis – Estimated Final Completion

Findings
1. The average change order percentage for all projects was determined to be 5.4%, at or below
industry standards. The 10% change order cap was exceeded on the Hilltop Middle School
project, a DBB contract.
2. For DBB projects, the average change order rate was 9.6%, and the hard construction cost was
$306/sq ft.
3. For LLB projects, the average change order rate was 2.8% and the average hard construction cost
was $382/sq ft.
4. In the total cost analysis, EH&A found the average total cost to deliver these projects was
$479/sq ft using the DDB method and $531/sq ft using the LLB method.
5. The District benefited from efficiencies with the DBB method. If this method of delivery had
been used for the LLB projects, the District may have been able to build 5% - 10% more in
additional construction projects.
Recommendations
1. A long term analysis should be conducted to determine if delivery method is a factor in the
manner in which facilities age, specifically reviewing the building and systems maintenance,
repair and replacement history.
2. The $306 average hard cost per square foot on DBB projects should be used as a primary metric
in determining future construction performance for that delivery method.
3. The $382 average hard cost per square foot on LLB projects should be used as a primary metric
in determining future construction performance for that delivery method.
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4. The $510 average total cost per square foot on all projects should be used as the primary metric in
determining future construction performance.
5. If the district continues to utilize LLB on projects in the future, a detailed and rigorously
transparent process should be developed for the selection of LLB contractors following the
prescribed QBS process outlined and recommended in other sections of this report.
6. Future bids for construction work contemplated by the District at costs per square foot below the
metrics provided in this report should be reviewed critically and if approved change orders should
be anticipated and additional amounts should be budgeted for contingencies and management
oversight.
PM/CM Staffing Costs
Another cost performance measure is the PM/CM staffing cost. EH&A evaluated PM/CM staffing plans
in the contracts (Figure T) and PM/CM staffing invoices submitted to the District. The District’s
contract with SGI called for 20 staff members: 16 full-time and 4 part-time positions. This was an
increase of 33% in staffing positions from the Gilbane/SGI contract. District records show payments
were made to an average of 30 staff members during the period June 2011 to December 2011. The
contract indicated that any changes to the staffing plan would require “specific written approval from the
District”. EH&A could not locate documents showing that a change in the staffing plan was approved by
the District.
Figure T
Billable Personnel/Positions Listed in Contract Staffing Plans

EH&A was not able to review adherence to staffing plans during the entire period under review. A
staffing plan was not included in Amendment #1 to the Gilbane/SGI contract. According to the
amendment, a plan was to be produced at a later date. EH&A asked SGI and the District for this plan and
was advised that this plan could not be located.
Time cards were maintained for each program member and used as a basis for claim for payments
submitted each month. The time cards included hours worked, pay rate and reimbursable amounts for
standard office/program overhead purposes. Standard backup includes timecards for each employee on
the program, and reimbursable cost documentation.
EH&A was told by SGI project managers that they did not replace Gilbane field staff when the
Gilbane/SGI partnership was dissolved and SGI took over.
According to these conversations, SGI
reduced the ratio of managers on a project from 2 to 1.5, a 25% reduction in field staff. Two District
project managers noted a problematic void in field staff leadership as a result. EH&A found that at the
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same time that field staff was reduced, the construction volume managed by SGI field personnel declined
14% from the prior year.
Findings
1. Time cards were maintained for each program member. The number of SGI staff specified in the
contract documents called for 20 staff members. Staff numbers increased beyond what was
originally planned.
2. A ratio of 2 managers (one “project manager” and one “project engineer”) per project was
reduced to 1.5 managers per project upon the SGI succession of the program management
agreement. This change represented a field staff reduction of 25%.
3. Comparing the changes in volume of construction work managed by SGI with the volume
managed the previous year, SGI field personnel managed 14% less volume during the time the
staff was reduced 25%.
Recommendations
1. The District should maintain records showing the program management staffing plan and monitor
the staffing in relationship to the approval and authorization of payments.
2. Changes in the number of staff assigned to the program should be monitored and agreements
amended to reflect the number of staff authorized.
Program Schedule Review
EH&A reviewed the baseline schedule produced by the Gilbane/SGI team in April 2008 (Exhibit 17). It
should be noted that this was a planning schedule. Six months later, the projects were awarded and the
contractors were required to produce the official schedule for the projects. The Gilbane/SGI team noted
on the schedule that this was a “working document” and “not intended to be an exact projection of the
project dates”.
EH&A compared the baseline schedule with an “As-Built” schedule produced on September 21, 2011
(Exhibit 18). A comparison of the two schedules shows that the schedule exceeded the baseline schedule
by approximately six and a half months.
Findings
1. Although significant time was saved during the DSA plan review stage, the projects required
more time in other phases than originally planned. A comparison of the original baseline schedule
produced in April 2008 with the as-built schedule produced in September 2011 shows that the
schedule exceeded the baseline schedule by approximately six and a half months.
2. If the baseline schedule dates had been met, the PM fees for the work performed and costs for
other services and consultants would have been reduced.
Recommendations
1. The District should monitor schedules on a regular basis with the input of the board and the
community.
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2. The District should continue to work to prevent the schedules from protracting so as to avoid
additional costs.
Budget Performance
Deviation from Budget
EH&A examined project budget data at the initiation of the Proposition O program to determine if the
District TrueCourse system and the SGI Prolog system were consistent at the initiation of the budget
process (Figure U). In this table, the Gilbane/SGI starting budgets (column 2, SGI ”Total Budget”) are
higher because they included funding from other projects.
Figure U
Starting Discrepancy on Project Budgets – Comparing District and SGI Records
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EH&A examined current records to determine if the starting discrepancies had been reconciled. The
District’s ending “original budget” grew with the addition of Prop BB funds. The District’s TrueCourse
entries remained consistent once we allowed for the addition of Proposition BB funds (Figure V, column
2). EH&A discovered that the SGI records were in closer agreement to the TrueCourse original budget.
The District and SGI maintained separate accounting records and tracking of the original project budgets.
The SGI controls manager and the District account manager could benefit from close coordination of their
budgets during periodic reviews at different stages of the program.
Figure V
Ending Discrepancy on Project Budgets – Comparing District and SGI Records
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Original budgets are almost always revised during the planning stages of projects. EH&A compared
current budget data provided by the District and SGI (Figure W). The “current revised budget” is
reflected here as the anticipated cost to complete the project. Current budgets differ from original
budgets because funds were added from several sources including Proposition BB, state matching funds,
grants, and transfers between projects. We found that District and SGI budgets match exactly, with the
exception of the budget for Montgomery High School.
Budgeting and accounting for facility projects will often differ between the program manager and the
district. This due to the multi fund and multiyear nature of facility projects compared to the annual
accrual accounting used for district fund accounting. The two methods seem to have been reconciled
between the district and the program manager during ongoing conversations for the transactions that
EH&A tested.
Figure W
Current Revised Project Budgets – Comparing District and SGI Records

Budget Growth Rate
EH&A reviewed the budgets for projects and how they may have changed throughout the life of the
program. Figure X shows project budget changes from “starting budget” to “current revised budget”,
using the costs from Figures V and W, respectively. NCM Phase 2 was not built during Phase 1 and is
not included in this analysis. EH&A found that budget allocations for all projects varied between -2% to
+122% with a total increase of costs of 40% over the time period.
EH&A was advised that significant budget changes occurred on certain projects due to the receipt of
additional funds from the State. This does not completely explain all the differences although most
projects have increased due to State funds. Public discussion should occur with the board and staff
regarding the additional State funds, the additional buildings and facilities that were programmed and the
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change in priorities, the increase in costs, and/or other factors that may have led to an increase or decrease
in funding allocations.
The lack of accurate project budgets between the District and SGI can make accurate tracking of changes
difficult. Funds for a single project could result in allocating more funds than are available.

Figure X
Projected Budget Growth Rate through November 2011

Figure Y shows the increase in budgets that were carried on the books from January 28, 2008 to
December 2011. In December 2011, the District analyzed the current expenditures to date and revised the
estimated costs to complete each project (Figure Y).
Figure Y shows a downward revision of the budgets based on estimated costs to complete at the 90%
complete mark. District staff indicated this revision would determine projected project savings in order
to plan for the next phase of work. The estimated cost difference to complete these projects varies, by
project, from -27% to +99%, and averages a 23% increase. This adjustment yielded a savings of
approximately $31 million. These savings have been rolled into the next round of projects approved by
the board. We conclude that the Figure X budgets were conservative, ensuring that projects would be
completed within budget. Figure Y, on the other hand, provides a more accurate picture of the anticipated
final project costs and of actual budget growth over time.
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Figure Y
Estimated Final Budget Growth December 2011

EH&A reviewed the budget revisions to determine if project budgets were significantly decreased, or if
the allocation of funds were shifted to other projects. EH&A discovered project budgets increased due to
increases in funding available for the projects.
Findings
1. The District and SGI maintained separate accounting records and tracking of project budgets.
2. The SGI budgets were higher than the District budgets because the availability of funds included
state funding as well as Proposition O funds.
3. Original budgets were revised as the projects moved through the design and programming stages.
4. Budget allocations for all projects varied between -2% and +122% for projects between the
original budget amount established by the District in 2008 and the allocations revised in
December of 2011.
5. An average change rate of 40% for project budget projections occurred between 2008 and 2011.
6. The final anticipated growth for all projects, based on estimated costs to complete made by the
District in December 2011, is 23%.
Recommendations
1. The District should work to restrain project budget growth and to include contingency allocations
for each project and for the overall program.
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2. Funds that are added to expand scope on one campus are funds that are not available for projects
on other campuses. The allocation and reallocation of funds should be carefully considered and
discussed under the leadership of the chief facilities executive and determined by the board.
3. The changes in budgets and budget growth should continue to be reviewed with the independent
Citizens’ Bond Oversight Committee (CBOC).
4. The chief facility executive should facilitate an inclusive and transparent process to
systematically prioritize project needs for each campus, to allocate resources when available.
5. Budget allocations should be discussed with the CBOC, and the District should continue to
regularly review the recommendations for changes in budgets and allocations by the staff.
Communication Performance
Public Outreach
Under board direction, the District hired the firm Martzen and Martzen to assist with public outreach,
including organizing and coordinating as follows:
1. Contractor outreach
2. Meetings with civic groups
3. Ground breakings
4. CBOC annual report brochure production
5. Informational flyers
6. Web site construction & maintenance
This outreach effort was professional and provided an important, positive flow of information to the
community. The web site, buildingpropo.com, is attractive, fairly easy to navigate, and kept updated with
import CBOC information.
These efforts to inform the public concerning the successes of the program were in some measure
countered by the recent negative publicity.
Findings
1. The program manager subcontracted with a public relations firm to assist with public outreach.
Considerable resources have been expended toward this effort.
2. The outreach efforts were professional and robust and provided a positive flow of information to
the community.
3. The web site is updated regularly and comprehensive and is easy to navigate.
4. The ground breaking and ribbon cutting ceremonies were well organized and are considered a
component of the public relations outreach for the Proposition O program.
Recommendations
1. The District should develop an outreach program coordinated by the communications department
and re-evaluate the best mix of in-house and outsourced public relations services.
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2. A QBS process should be issued if the District chooses to outsource future public relations
services.
3. A key component of the new outreach effort should be a focus on steps taken by the District to rebuild the community’s confidence in the Proposition O program. The outreach effort should
include active solicitation of community input and reports to the community on the District’s
response to the community’s suggestions. The new outreach coordinator should be a capable
ombudsman.
4. The District’s communications department could be assigned the function of public outreach for
the Proposition O program and employ its own spokesperson. The District will be able to save
considerable resources and increase internal capacity by employing a spokesperson and outreach
coordinator.
Citizens’ Bond Oversight Committee
CBOC and General Compliance
The CBOC was established in a timely fashion after passage of the Proposition O bond in compliance
with Proposition 39 requirements (Total School Solutions audit). The committee has made regular public
reports before the board and issued annual reports for each year of operation. These reports and meeting
dates are easily accessed via the Proposition O website.
Finding
The CBOC was established in a timely fashion and continues to meet on a regular basis.
Recommendation
The CBOC should continue to meet on a regular basis and review documents and status reports to ensure
that projects and expenditures continue to meet the requirements of Proposition 39 and the ballot measure
and board resolution authorizing and outlining expenditures for district’s Proposition O bond program.
CBOC Support Costs
Proposition 39 requires that CBOC expenses, such as office resources, duplication costs and training, are
paid out of the District’s general fund, and not out of bond dollars.
It is both time and cost effective for the program managers to prepare the reports that are reviewed by
CBOC members in the course of preparing, printing and distributing reports for District staff and board
attendees. Program managers preparing these reports should develop these materials for District review
and distribution to the CBOC.
EH&A did not research or examine records to determine whether the program administrators, when
preparing financial and summary reports for many consumers, are parsing their report preparation time
and printing costs between District reviewers and CBOC reviewers.
EH&A did not detect that budgets for snacks or sandwiches provided to CBOC members are provided
from bond funds or general funds. The District should research and monitor this to ensure compliance.
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Finding
The CBOC is administered by the program manager with support from the Distinct.
Recommendation
The District’s chief facility executive should support the education and function of the CBOC and work
with the fiscal, purchasing and contracts specialists produce user friendly reports and documents
providing greater understanding and increased transparency in the Proposition O program.
Sweetwater CBOC Perspective
EH&A met with the CBOC chair on two occasions, and attended a committee meeting and a joint
meeting of the committee and the board. EH&A had an opportunity to speak briefly with several
members and reviewed the Proposition O CBOC web reports. EH&A discovered that the District CBOC
has worked diligently to provide capable oversight and is eager to improve its effectiveness and apply its
expertise. A member with a construction background has joined the committee and will add additional
value to the other members, who have expertise as well.
It is necessary for CBOC members to become knowledgeable in construction sequencing, compliance
rules, facility planning, design, construction, and closeout, as well as project budgeting and financial
accounting.
In a program the size of Proposition O, a great deal of information appears to be shared with the
committee on a regular basis such as reports on the financial status of each project, change order trends,
schedule developments and sources and uses of funds.
Depending upon the level of expertise in the District, the chief facility executive could use the services of
outside experts to assist in building the capacity of the CBOC to understand the complexities of public
contract code, best practices in selection of consultants, fiscal and budget reports and schedules and fees
as needed. This approach has been utilized in other districts to strengthen the CBOC’s understanding of
the bond program and the unique nature of California school facility funding, design, pre construction,
programming and construction.
The CBOC and its proceedings can serve to increase transparency in the operations and can also play a
critical role in increasing the community’s confidence in the Proposition O program.
Finding
The CBOC consists of a dedicated group of community members who seek to understand a complex and
labor intensive program.
Recommendation
The CBOC should play a critical role in increasing the community’s confidence in the Proposition O
program.
Performance Metrics for CBOC Oversight
As an alternative to outside expertise, committee members can become versed at identifying and
monitoring key performance measures. We offer the following:
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Central performance measures should address one of the three primary construction variables: Scope,
Schedule or Budget. For a metric to be instructive it must contrast two points in time. As a performance
measure, it is not useful to see an updated project schedule. It is necessary to contrast the updated
schedule with a baseline schedule. There is a story behind every significant change in the schedule.
The same relationship holds for budget reviews with the caveat that project budgets should always be
studied in relationship to the entire program budget. New sources of funding may become available and
changes in the sources of funds result. In the absence of increasing funds, adding budget and scope to one
project will reduce budget and scope for some other project.
It is not in the purview of oversight committees to approve or reject these planning decisions but knowing
how these changes will affect other projects will be of interest to committee members and the public.
We refer CBOC members to our Cost Performance section above for additional recommendations for
appropriate metrics and values for evaluating program performance.
Finding
The CBOC is seeking additional information and metrics to focus on performance, scope, schedule and
budget for projects.
Recommendation
The CBOC should be administered by the District’s chief facility executive with support from District
staff and an outside independent consultant if necessary. The program manager should be available at
CBOC meetings to be a resource.
Transparency
The District asked for suggestions to improve the transparency of the Proposition O program and the
related transactions.
The board discussed influence in the selection of vendors during its discussion on guidelines and bylaws
of the board and declared in a statement on February 12, 2012, that “the Board of Trustees should not
attempt to influence selection of vendors, personnel or contact the media”. The board is to be
complimented for signing this statement. In addition to many of the suggestions previously provided
regarding improved processes and policies, additional steps and board policies could be developed to
improve the transparency of the Proposition O program. Board policies could be developed addressing the
selection of contractors and consultants and regarding the banning of gifts and donations.
Findings
1. In its statement of February 12, 2012, the board confirmed its interest to not influence the
selection of vendors.
2. The District is interested in improving the transparency and in standardizing procedures regarding
the QBS process governing the merit based selection of consultants and contractors.

59

Sweetwater Union High School District Proposition O Performance Audit

March 20, 2012

Recommendations

1. The District should work with its legal counsel and develop a policy for board consideration,
restricting all gifts and donations from consultants and contractors. The policy should define gifts
and donations to District staff and board members and should address a restriction or a ban on
gifts and donations before, during and after a contract period.
2. The contracts administrator should assist in overseeing this policy on gifts and donations to
employees and board members and the requirement should be included in the contractor prequalifications check list.
Staff Surveys
EH&A conducted a survey of campus administrators active with the Proposition O projects (Exhibit 19).
The survey questions were designed to evaluate the effectiveness of program efforts in the following
areas:
Programming
Design
System performance
Communication in general
Communication with change orders
The twenty-two question survey was sent to thirty two individuals involved with all nine major project
sites. Respondents were asked to read a statement and indicate their level of agreement. Respondents
were also able to add their own comments. We received responses from five individuals representing 3
project sites.
Given the small size of the response (16%) we are unable to determine whether the responses are a good
measure of performance. Further complicating any meaningful evaluation of the results, we note that two
of the five responders were commenting on the Southwest Middle and Southwest High school sites. Both
of these projects were halted and the District is in litigation with the contractor. The remaining three
respondents commented on the Chula Vista High project.
All comments received are listed below:
Chula Vista High
“AC still not working in New Library
More discussions on final designs to school staff that has to work with buildings after all is done
Overall grade: A for SGI and A+ for Turner Construction”
“The entire crew of Prop O worked well to meet the needs of the school during the construction
phase of the project. Weekly meetings and updates help monitor and support the school”
“Overall, the Prop. O Team did a great job at CVHS. Construction meetings held at the site were
very beneficial in helping us keep the staff informed of the progress of construction.”
Southwest High
“We have no idea of the status of this project.”
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Findings
1. A survey was sent to 32 school site level staff, to obtain information on the satisfaction levels
regarding the projects constructions from Proposition O funds.
2. The survey was returned by 5 of the individuals who were surveyed (16% response rate).
3. The responses were positive from three of the respondents and two respondents questioned the
status of the project at Southwest High School.
Recommendation
The District should obtain a larger sample of those surveyed by EH&A, and follow up with those that did
not reply regarding satisfaction with the facilities funded from Proposition O.
Conclusions
The guidance, observations, findings and recommendations included in this report are provided to the
Sweetwater Union High School District in the spirit of increasing efficiencies and improving the systems
and procedures governing the Proposition O Bond Program.
The District and its program managers, Gilbane/SGI and most recently SGI, used innovative techniques
and many best practices in school facility programming, design, preconstruction, construction,
recordkeeping and technology to manage complex systems and construct state of the art facilities.
The facilities constructed have improved the teaching and learning environment and will serve the
community for many years to come.
Management, cost, and communication are key components in this study. Many improvements can be
made in these areas to improve and strengthen the efficiency and effectiveness of the Proposition O
program. This report includes 59 findings, 55 recommendations, 26 figures, and 19 exhibits. Several
additional references are provided to increase understanding of best practices in the field of school
facilities.
The intent of this performance audit has been to analyze and review the information available and to
provide suggestions and ideas for improvements with a narrative explaining the importance of these
alternatives. School facility bond programs are complex. Many disciplines are involved. Millions of
dollars are expended. It is in the best interested of the District, the staff, program mangers and all those
that assist in this process to attempt to improve the program and to employ practices and procedures that
allow a better product to be built using fewer resources.
Eric Hall & Associates appreciates the opportunity to provide this performance audit to the Sweetwater
Union High School District.
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Exhibit 1

SUHSD Proposition O November 2006

Exhibit 2

SUHSD Resolution No. 3542

SWEETWATER UNION HIGH SCHOOL DISTRICT
RESOLUTION NO. 3542

RESOLUTION ORDERING A SCHOOL BOND ELECTION,
ESTABLISHING SPECIFICATIONS FOR AN ELECTION
ORDER, REQUESTING CONSOLIDATION WITH OTHER
ELECTIONS OCCURRING ON NOVEMBER 7, 2006, AND
TAKING OTHER ACTIONS

ON THE MOTION of Member

)
)
)
)

, seconded by Member

, the following resolution is adopted:

WHEREAS, the Sweetwater Union High School District ("School District"), a California public school district
organized and operating pursuant to the laws of the State of California, desires to acquire and construct schools and
school facilities, modernize, renovate and make improvements to existing facilities, to rehabilitate and upgrade existing
school facilities and add classrooms and school facilities, all as further described herein, to serve the students within the
School District as further described herein ("School Facilities"); and
WHEREAS, in the judgment of the Board of Trustees of the School District ("Board") the least costly method of
providing funding required for the School Facilities is by means of general obligation bonds of the School District
("Bonds"); and
WHEREAS, Section 1(a) of Article XIIIA of the California Constitution enacted in 1978, subject to exceptions set
forth therein, limits ad valorem taxes on real property to one percent (1%) of the full cash value of such property; and
WHEREAS, Proposition 46, approved by the voters of the State of California in June 1986, added a provision to
Section 1(b) of Article XIIIA to exempt from such one percent (1%) of full cash value limitation, those ad valorem taxes
used to pay debt service of any bonded indebtedness for the acquisition or improvement of real property approved on or
after July 1, 1978, by two-thirds (2/3) of the votes cast by the voters voting on the proposition for bonded indebtedness;
and
WHEREAS, the Smaller Classes, Safer Schools and Financial Accountability Act ("Proposition 39") was adopted
by the voters within the State of California on November 7, 2000, amended Section 1(b) of Article XIIIA of the California
Constitution and Section 18(b) of Article XVI of the California Constitution, and allows a California public school district,
upon approval by a two-thirds vote of its Board of Trustees, to incur bonded indebtedness approved in an election
conducted after such date for the construction, reconstruction, rehabilitation, or replacement of school facilities, including
the furnishing and equipping of school facilities or the acquisition or lease of facilities or real property for school facilities, in
consideration of safety, class size reduction and information technology needs, to be approved by at least fifty-five percent
(55%) of the voters of such school district provided that certain findings, determinations, certifications and requirements
are applicable to such a bond election and the proposition for such bonded indebtedness includes specified accountability
requirements all as set forth in Proposition 39, as approved, and related State legislation ("Proposition 39 Accountability
Requirements"); and
WHEREAS, under existing State law, November 7, 2006, is a Statewide General Election Date; and
WHEREAS, in the judgment of the Board, it is advisable to order the San Diego County Registrar of Voters
("County Registrar") to conduct an election within the School District on the question of whether the Bonds shall be issued
and sold for the purpose as set forth below and subject to the Proposition 39 Accountability Requirements.
NOW, THEREFORE, THE BOARD OF TRUSTEES OF THE SWEETWATER UNION HIGH SCHOOL DISTRICT
DOES HEREBY RESOLVE, DETERMINE AND ORDER AS FOLLOWS:
That the Board, pursuant to Education Code Sections 15100 and 15264 et seq., Section
Section 1.
1(b)(3) of Article XIIIA of the California Constitution and Section 18(b) of Article XVI of the California Constitution, hereby
orders and calls an election to submit to the electors of the School District the question of whether Bonds will be issued
and sold for the purpose of raising money to finance the School Facilities listed on Exhibit "A" attached hereto, on file at
the School District office and incorporated herein by this reference, and for paying costs incident thereto, which election
will occur on a Statewide General Election Date. The amount of the Bond Authorization shall be $644,000,000 as further
set forth in the exhibits hereto.
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Section 2.

That the date of the election shall be November 7, 2006.

Section 3.
That the purpose of the election shall be for the voters in the School District to vote on a
proposition as set forth in Section 9 hereof ("Proposition"), containing the question of whether the School District shall
issue the Bonds for the purposes stated therein, including the Proposition 39 Accountability Requirements, and subject to
the terms and conditions set forth in this Resolution.
Section 4.
That the authority for ordering the election is contained in Sections 15100 and 15266 of the
Education Code, Section 1(b)(3) of Article XIIIA of the California Constitution and Section 18(b) of Article XVI of the
California Constitution as amended pursuant to the provisions of Proposition 39.
Section 5.
That the authority for the specification of the election order is contained in Section 5322 of the
California Education Code.
Section 6.
That this resolution constitutes the order of the School District to the County Registrar to call
and conduct an election within the boundaries of the School District on November 7, 2006, which is a Statewide General
Election Date, subject to the terms, provisions and requirements set forth herein.
Section 7.
That the Clerk of the Board is directed to send, or cause to be sent, a certified copy of this
resolution to the County Registrar and a certified copy of this Resolution to the San Diego County Clerk of the Board of
Supervisors ("County Clerk") not later than August 11, 2006. The Clerk of the Board shall also transmit a copy of this
resolution to the San Diego County Superintendent of Schools as soon after the adoption hereof as may be practical.
Section 8.
Pursuant to Education Code Section 5342 and Part 3 (commencing with Section 10400) of
Division 10 of the Elections Code, the County Registrar and the San Diego County Board of Supervisors ("County Board")
are hereby requested to take any and all actions necessary to consolidate the election ordered hereby with any and all
other elections to be held on November 7, 2006, within the boundaries of the School District, and to take all other actions
necessary to call and conduct the election specified herein. The County Registrar, the County Clerk and the County Board
are hereby also requested to take all other actions necessary to conduct the election called and ordered hereby.
Based upon the requirements of the California Constitution and state law, the Proposition to be
Section 9.
voted on by the voters in the School District in such election shall be as set forth in Exhibit "B" attached hereto and
incorporated herein by this reference. A Bond Measure Statement, to comply with Elections Code Section 13247(a), is
attached hereto as Exhibit "C" and incorporated herein by this reference. The form of the School Bond Election Notice is
attached hereto as Exhibit "D" and is incorporated herein by this reference.
That if the Bonds are approved pursuant to the requirements of the California Constitution and
Section 10.
applicable California law, the Board of the School District shall establish and appoint members to an independent citizens'
oversight committee (which may include members from the District’s existing citizen’s oversight committee) in accordance
with the requirements of Article 2 of Chapter 1.5 of Part 10 of the California Education Code. The appointment(s) shall be
made either at a regularly scheduled meeting of the Board, or at a special meeting of the Board, the time, place and date
of which shall have been announced at a regularly scheduled meeting of the Board. At the time of making any such
appointment(s), information concerning the qualifications of the oversight committee candidates to be considered by the
Board (subject to redaction of personal information, such as addresses, phone numbers and e-mail addresses) shall be
available to members of the public. The members of the citizens’ oversight committee shall, where possible, include
construction, finance or other qualified professionals in its membership. The citizens' oversight committee shall, as part of
its activities, review and, as appropriate, provide comments to the Board on bond measure expenditure plans, bond
measure-related staffing and consultants, and the District’s deferred maintenance plans. The citizens' oversight
committee shall be advisory only, and shall not replace or impede the activities or decisions of the District’s Board.
Pursuant to Education Code Section 15272 and as included in Exhibit "B" attached hereto, the
Section 11.
Board hereby directs that the County Registrar cause to be printed in or on the ballot materials for the election the
following statement:

"If this Bond measure is approved, the Sweetwater Union High School District Board of Trustees will
appoint a citizens' oversight committee and conduct annual independent audits to assure that bond
funds are spent only on school and classroom improvements and for no other purposes."
Section 12.
That in accordance with Education Code Section 15270(a), the Bonds will only be issued if the
tax rate levied to meet the requirements of Section 18 of Article XVI of the California Constitution will not exceed thirty
dollars ($30) per year per one hundred thousand dollars ($100,000) of taxable property when assessed valuation is
projected by the School District to increase by the maximum amount allowed by law in accordance with Article XIIIA of the
California Constitution.
Section 13.
That, additionally, pursuant to Government Code Section 53410, the Board hereby finds,
determines and directs as follows:
(a)

The purpose of the Bonds to be authorized pursuant to the Election is to finance the School Facilities
as described herein.

(b)

The Board hereby directs that at the time the Bonds are authorized by the Board for issuance and sale,
the Board shall provide, in such issuance resolution or other bond issuance documents, that the
proceeds of the Bonds shall be used only for the purpose(s) set forth in Section 13(a), above.

(c)

The Board hereby directs that at the time the Bonds are authorized by the Board for issuance and sale,
the Board shall provide in such issuance resolution or other bond issuance documents for the creation
of one or more funds or accounts (which may include subaccounts) into which the proceeds of the
Bonds, or each series of Bonds as the case may be, shall be deposited. The Bonds may be issued in
one or more series consistent with applicable law, including the provisions and restrictions of this
Section 13 which shall apply to each such series of the Bonds.

(d)

The School District's Superintendent shall have the responsibility (once the Bonds are authorized and
issued) to provide to the Board, no less often than annually, a written report which shall contain at least
the following information:
(i)

The amount of the Bond proceeds received and expended within the identified period of time.
If no Bonds have been issued and sold, the report may simply note such situation; and

(ii)

In the event that Bonds have been issued and sold, and proceeds therefore received, the
report shall include the status of the acquisition, construction or financing of the School
Facilities with the proceeds of such Bonds or series of Bonds.

The report required by this Section 13(d) may be combined with other periodic reports which include the
same information, including, but not limited to, periodic reports made to the California Debt and
Investment Advisory Commission, continuing disclosure reports, annual audit reports or other reports
made in connection with the Bonds or any series thereof.
The requirements of this Section 13(d) shall apply only until all Bonds, or each series of Bonds, are
redeemed or defeased, but if the Bonds or any series of Bonds are refunded, such provisions shall
apply until all such refunding Bonds are redeemed or defeased.
That any or all of the members of this Board are authorized to act as an author of any ballot
Section 14.
argument prepared in connection with the election, including a rebuttal argument.
Section 15.
The Board hereby states that, in connection with the bond measure described and ordered
herein, that the School District has on file plans and policies to address issues of deferred maintenance of School District
properties and facilities, with a goal thereof to eliminate deferred maintenance of School District properties and facilities
using available funds, including, but not limited to state funding to reduce deferred maintenance of School District
properties and facilities. Pursuant to the provisions of applicable state law, the independent citizens' oversight committee
referred to above, will have the authority to receive, review and comment upon the School District’s deferred maintenance
plans and programs.
That the Superintendent, President of the Board, and their designees, are hereby authorized to
Section 16.
execute and deliver any Tax Rate Statement (prepared or provided pursuant to Elections Code Sections 9400-9404) or
any other document and to perform all other acts necessary to place the Bond measure called hereby on the ballot.
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Section 17.
That the Superintendent, President of the Board, and/or their designee(s) are hereby
authorized and directed to make any changes to the text of the proposition referenced in Section 9 of and set forth in
Exhibit "B" as required to conform to any requirements of Section 1(b) of Article XIIIA of the California Constitution, the
Proposition 39, state law or the County Registrar.
Section 18.
That the adoption of this resolution is not a "project" for purposes of the California
Environmental Quality Act, Division 13 (commencing with Section 21000) of the Public Resources Code ("CEQA") but that
each of the projects specified in Exhibit "A" will be accomplished in accordance with the requirements of CEQA. The Clerk
of the Board is directed to complete, execute and file, or arrange for filing of, a Notice of Exemption in such regard.
PASSED AND ADOPTED by the Board of Trustees of the Sweetwater Union High School District, County of San
Diego, State of California, this 24th day of July, 2006, by the following vote:
AYES:
NOES:
ABSTAIN:
ABSENT:

*****************************************************************************************************************************************

State of California )
County of San Diego

) SS
)

I, Sandra L. Smith, Clerk of the Board of Trustees of the Sweetwater Union High School District, County of San Diego,
State of California, do hereby certify that the foregoing is a true copy of a resolution adopted by such board at a regular
meeting thereof, at the time and by the vote therein stated, which original resolution is on file in the office of such board.

Sandra L. Smith, Clerk

July 24, 2006
Date
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SWEETWATER UNION HIGH SCHOOL DISTRICT REQUEST FOR PROPOSAL

RFP No. 12-2274-GP

Background
Sweetwater Union High School District “the District” was established in 1920 and covers
approximately 153 square miles. The District provides education for grades 7-12 and is
currently operating: eleven middle schools, twelve high schools, one continuation high
school, five adult schools, and four alternative education schools. One charter school
also operates within the District boundaries.
On November 7, 2006, the voters of San Diego County approved by more than 55%
Proposition O, authorizing the issuance and sale of $644,000,000 of general obligation
bonds. On March 12, 2008, the District issued a series of 2008A of the Election of 2006
General Obligation Bonds in the amount of $180,000,000.
Proposition O is a Proposition 39 bond. The passage of Proposition 39 on November 7,
2000 amended the California Constitution to include accountability measures.
Specifically, the District must conduct an annual independent performance audit to
ensure that funds have been expended only on the specific projects listed as well as an
annual, independent financial audit of the proceeds from the sale of the bonds until all of
the proceeds have been expended for facilities projects.
Upon the passage of Proposition 39, an accompanying piece of legislation, AB 1908
(Chapter 44, Statutes of 2000), was also enacted, which amended the Education Code
to establish additional procedures which must be followed if a District seeks approval of
a bond measure pursuant to the 55% majority authorized in Proposition 39 including
formation, composition and purpose of the Citizens’ Bond Oversight Committee, and
authorization for injunctive relief against the improper expenditure of bond revenues.
The Citizens’ Bond Oversight Committee was comprised of the following members as of
June 30, 2011:
_______Name_______

________Representation________

Maria Arroyo
David Butler
Guillermo Camarena
Debbie Espe
Dency Souval
Lourdes Valdez
Bernardo Vasquez

Parent-Teacher Organization Member
At-Large Member
At-Large Member
Bona Fide Taxpayer Association Member
Senior Citizen Organization Member
Business Organization Member
Parent of SUHSD Student Member
1
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I.

Sweetwater Union High School District Request for Proposal
A. Address to Send Proposals
The Sweetwater Union High School District is requesting audit proposals
from interested Certified Public Accountants. Detailed information
regarding the nature of the audit follows later in this request for proposal.
Please send proposal to:
Sweetwater Union High School District
Attn: Georgette Parkerson, Purchasing Department
1130 Fifth Avenue
Chula Vista, CA 91911
(619) 691-5540
Proposal must include “RFP No. 12-2274-GP” on the outside of the
sealed proposal and must be received by 4:00 pm Wednesday August
24h, 2011. All proposals will become property of the official files of
Sweetwater Union High School District without any further obligation to the
proposer on the part of the Sweetwater Union High School District,
(hereinafter referred to as “the District”).
B. Purpose and Scope of RFP
The Proposition O Bond Program is subject to the requirements of
Proposition 39, which includes annual financial and performance audits.
The scope of this RFP is limited to the Performance Audit of the
Bond Program.
In accordance with Proposition 39, a Financial Audit will be conducted by
a separate firm. The Performance Auditor will coordinate as necessary
with the Financial Auditor.
The Performance Audit shall provide an independent review and
evaluation of the following issues and recommend improvements where
appropriate:
1. The Management Program and Plan for the current Bond Program.
2. Design and Construction Timelines which include benchmarking to
industry standards or averages.
2
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3. Review of Project Budgets.
4. Use of Best Practices and Technology Regarding the Planning and
Construction of School Facilities.
5. Payment Procedures and Payment Processing Time.
6. Program and Construction Management Structure including
consultants, district staff and fees.
7. Change Order Procedures and Results which include benchmarking to
industry standards or averages.
8. Construction Project Delivery Methods and Performance Analysis.
9. “Best Practices” for Procurement of Contractors and Professional
Services and compliance with public contracting code.
10. Evaluation of Public Outreach and Communication Program.
11. Evaluation of Overall transparency of Bond Program, including but not
limited to the evaluation of the bond website information.
12. Compliance with legal requirements for prevailing wage and labor
compliance.
13. Review performance of Independent Citizen’s Bond Oversight
Committee.

C. Assistance Available to the Auditor
1. District staff and consultants will be available to provide audit
assistance.
2. Exhibit 1 presents the audit firms who performed the most recent bond
program audits.
3. The District will issue required representation letters. Ms. Dianne
Russo, Interim Deputy Superintendent of Operations will be the
individual to sign representation letters.

3
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D. Report Requirements
1. The Audit Report shall be addressed to Dr. Edward Brand, Interim
Superintendent and Board of Trustees of the Sweetwater Union High
School District
2. A Management Letter addressed to Ms. Dianne Russo, Interim Deputy
Superintendent of Operations, which shall explain in greater detail the
findings. It should also include a statement of audit findings and
systems, legality of actions, other instances of non-compliance with
laws and regulations, and any other material matters, if applicable.
3. The auditor may be expected to make a formal presentation of the
audit report to the Board of Trustees and/or The Citizens’ Bond
Oversight Committee.
E. Timeline
1. RFQ Issued Wednesday August 10, 2011
2. Questions must be submitted by 4pm Thursday, August 18, 2011 in
writing by fax to (619) 426-2397 or by email to Georgette Parkerson
(georgetta.sourbeer@sweetwaterschools.org).
3. Audit Proposals shall be submitted by 4:00 pm Wednesday August
24, 2011.
4. The contract will be awarded Monday September 19, 2011.
5. Audit work may commence when the selection of the auditor is
completed. Any additional audit work must be authorized by the
Interim Deputy Superintendent.
F. Contractual Arrangements
1. The audit contract will be for a specified period of time.
2. A draft of the audit report must be made available by Friday, October
29, 2011.
3. Sufficient copies of the audit report shall be provided in order to supply
each School Board Member with a copy of the report, as well as to
provide each responsible member of management with a copy. In

4
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addition, sufficient copies shall be provided to supply state and local
authorities with copies.
4. Each Auditor shall retain the audit work papers for at least five (5)
years. The working papers will be available for examination by
authorized representatives of the appropriate agency involved with
special projects operated by the District. Also, the State Controller
shall be granted access to audit working papers prepared by the
auditors, if requested.
5. The District reserves the right to reject any and all proposals submitted
and to request additional information from all proposers. The contract
will be made to the firm, which, in the opinion of the District is best
qualified based upon the criteria, which is considered necessary.
II.

Information to be Provided by the Proposers
In order to simplify the review process and to obtain the maximum degree of
comparison, auditors should organize their proposals in the manner specified
herein:
A. Title Page
Show the RFP subject, the name of the proposer’s firm, local address,
telephone number, name of the contact person, and the date.
B. Table of Contents
Include a clear identification of the material by section and by page
number.
C. Letter of Transmittal
Limit the letter to one or two pages.
1. Briefly state the proposer’s understanding of the work to be done and
make a positive commitment to perform the work within the time
period.
2. State the names of the persons who will be authorized to make
representations for the proposer, their titles, addresses, and telephone
numbers.

5
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D. Profile of the Proposer
1. State whether the firm is local, regional, national, or international.
2. State the location of the office from which the work is to be done and
the number of partners, managers, supervisors, or others who will
actually be available to perform significant services under this contract.
3. Describe the range of services including hourly costs provided by the
local office, such as auditing, accounting, tax service, or management
service.
E. Mandatory Criteria
1. Affirm that the proposer is a properly licensed Certified Public
Accountant
2. Affirm that the proposer meets the independence standards of the
GAO Standards for Audit of Governmental Organizations Programs,
Activities, and Functions
3. A copy of the most recent peer review report.
4. A description of continuing education training given over the past two
years to all audit team members who are listed in the proposal
5. A statement regarding their independence
6. A statement of any business, family or financial interest that the
Proposer may have with any officer, agent, employee, or director of the
District.
7. A statement regarding the status of any disciplinary actions against the
firm
8. Cost of the proposal/fees
F. Optional Criteria
1. A biography of each item member assigned to the audit
2. A list of school audits performed by the firm and by the team members
included in the proposal, within the last two (2) years
3. List of at least five (5) client references
4. An overview of the clients audit approach
6
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5. Estimated hours by staffing level assigned
6. What the hourly rate is for each staffing level assigned
7. Whether they will subcontract out and the qualifications of the intended
subcontractor(s)
8. Whether they are properly insured.
9. The audit timeline.
G. Summary of the Proposer’s Qualifications
1. Identify the supervisors who will work on the audit. Please include
résumés including relevant experience and continuing education for
each supervisory person to be assigned to the audit. The résumés
may be included as an appendix.
2. Identify client references and school district bond programs most
recently audited, including contact personnel at each agency.
H. Agreed Upon Procedures
1. State whether the examination will be made in accordance with
generally accepted auditing standards and consistent with Proposition
39 objective to ensure that funds are spent on projects for which the
ballot initiatives indicated the funds would be used and that such an
examination is subject to the inherent risk that errors or irregularities
may not be detected.
2. State conditions, that if discovered, would lead to the belief that
material errors, defalcations, or other irregularities may exist, or if any
other circumstances are encountered that require extended services
the auditor will promptly advise the District. Finally, state that extended
services will not be performed unless they are authorized in the
contractual agreement or in an amendment to the agreement.
3. State whether the compliance audit will be made in accordance with
generally accepted auditing standards and the GAO Standards for
Audit of Governmental Organizations, Programs, Activities and
Functions.

7
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III.

Evaluation of Proposals
The selection of an auditor will be dependent upon both fees and technical
expertise in school audits. The following factors will be considered in making
the final selection.
1. Technical experience of the firm in previously performing audits of this
nature, size, and scope. (30 percent)
2. Responsiveness of the proposal in clearly stating an understanding of the
work to be performed. (15 percent)
3. Qualifications of the staff that will actually perform significant audit
services under this contract. (30 percent)
4. Cost of the work to be performed. (25 percent)

IV.

Selection Process
1. All project proposals received by the specified deadline will be reviewed
be the Sweetwater Union High School District’s evaluation team for
content, completeness, experience, qualifications, and fees.
2. The Sweetwater Union High School District reserves the right to select the
firm that best meets the needs of the District, based on the criteria set
forth herein. The District reserves the right to waive minor irregularities in
the RFP and in the proposals submitted in response to the RFP. The
District may or may not conduct interviews as part of the selection
process. The District reserves the right to reject any and all Project
Proposals and to negotiate the terms and conditions of the contract for the
procurement of audit services.
3. By submitting the Project Proposal in response to the RFP, the audit firm
must acknowledge and accept the terms and conditions of the District’s
standard Agreement for the Professions Services contract form, a copy of
which is attached hereto.

Note: The Sweetwater Union High School District and its District Administration
reserves the right to modify the selection process.
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Exhibit 1
The following presents the audit firms who performed the most recent bond
audits:
Christy White Accountancy Corporation— 2009/2010
Nigro, Nigro, & White, PC— 2007/2008, 2008/2009
Total School Solutions— 2006/2007
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Exhibit 4

Performance Audit, EH&A RFP September 2011
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Letter of Transmittal
Audit Purpose & Basic Scope

(ULF +DOO  $VVRFLDWHV SURSRVHV WR FRQGXFW DQ LQ GHSWK 3HUIRUPDQFH $XGLW RI WKH NH\
PDQDJHPHQW FRQWURO DQG FRPPXQLFDWLRQ SURFHVVHV HPSOR\HG E\ WKH 6ZHHWZDWHU 8QLRQ +LJK
6FKRRO 'LVWULFW 'LVWULFW  DQG WKH 'LVWULFW¶V FRQVXOWDQWV WR LPSOHPHQW WKH 3URSRVLWLRQ 2 %RQG
3URJUDP ,Q DFFRUGDQFH ZLWK )HGHUDO *RYHUQPHQW $FFRXQWLQJ 6WDQGDUGV $UWLFOH $ RI WKH
&DOLIRUQLD&RQVWLWXWLRQDQG6HFWLRQRIWKH(GXFDWLRQ&RGHZHZLOOFRQGXFWLQWHUYLHZV
H[DPLQH GRFXPHQWV DQG DQDO\]H EXGJHW DQG FRVW UHFRUGV DV QHHGHG WR SURYLGH WKH 6ZHHWZDWHU
&RPPXQLW\ZLWKDFOHDUSLFWXUHRIWKH3URJUDPWRGDWH

2XU ILQDO UHSRUW ZLOO LQFOXGH ILQGLQJV DQG UHFRPPHQGDWLRQV IRU XVH E\ 'LVWULFW 3URJUDP
0DQDJHUVDQGWKHJUHDWHU6ZHHWZDWHU&RPPXQLW\WRPHDVXUHSHUIRUPDQFH2XUILQGLQJVZLOOEH
GHVFULEHGLQDQDUUDWLYHIRUPDWWKDWZLOOFKURQLFOHWKHKLVWRU\RIWKHSURJUDP:HZLOOHQGHDYRU
WR JLYHWKHUHDGHUDVHQVHRIWKHGUDPDXUJHQF\FKDOOHQJHV DFFRPSOLVKPHQWV DQGVLJQLILFDQW
HIIRUWWKDWLVWKHIOHVKDQGEORRGRIDQXQGHUWDNLQJRIWKLVPDJQLWXGHSURYLGLQJDKXPDQFRQWH[W
IRUWKHIDFWVDQGILJXUHV

,Q DGGLWLRQ ZH ZLOO SURYLGH D 0DQDJHPHQW /HWWHU VXPPDUL]LQJ RXU NH\ ILQGLQJV DQG
UHFRPPHQGDWLRQVDQGSURYLGLQJGHWDLORIDQ\LVVXHVRIFRQFHUQDQGFRPSOLDQFH

2XU'UDIW$XGLWZLOOEHFRPSOHWHGRQRUEHIRUH2FWREHUWK$ORQJZLWKWKH)LQDO$XGLW
5HSRUW ZH ZLOO SUHSDUH D 3RZHU 3RLQW VXPPDU\ IRU SUHVHQWDWLRQ WR WKH &LWL]HQ¶V 2YHUVLJKW
&RPPLWWHHDQGWKH%RDUG

Audit Team

7KH IROORZLQJ WHDP PHPEHUV ZLOO EH DXWKRUL]HG WR PDNH UHSUHVHQWDWLRQV IRU (ULF +DOO
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Proposer Profile

(ULF +DOO  $VVRFLDWHV LV D VPDOO ILUP EDVHG LQ &DUOVEDG &DOLIRUQLD VHUYLQJ 'LVWULFW FOLHQWV
WKURXJKRXW WKH 6WDWH &ROOHFWLYHO\ RXU WHDP SRVVHVVHV H[WHQVLYH NQRZOHGJH REWDLQHG DW WKH
VHQLRUPDQDJHULDOOHYHOLQVFKRROILVFDORSHUDWLRQDODQGFDSLWDOSURJUDPPDQDJHPHQWDVZHOODV
SRVVHVVLQJH[SDQVLYHDUFKLWHFWXUDOJHQHUDOFRQWUDFWLQJDQGFRQVWUXFWLRQPDQDJHPHQWH[SHUWLVH
2XUH[SHULHQFHKDVEHHQDFTXLUHGIURPLQVLGHVFKRROGLVWULFWVDQG&RXQW\2IILFHVRI(GXFDWLRQ
DQG IURP WKH SULYDWH VHFWRU ZRUNLQJ GLUHFWO\ DV EXLOGHUV DQG FRQVWUXFWLRQ SURIHVVLRQDOV  :H
EHOLHYHWKLVGHSWKRIH[SHULHQFHPDNHVXVXQLTXHO\TXDOLILHGWRDVVHVVSURJUDPSHUIRUPDQFHLQ
OLJKWRILQGXVWU\DQGJRYHUQPHQWEHVWSUDFWLFHV

)ROORZLQJ DUH KLJKOLJKWV RI WKH H[SHULHQFH WKDW RXU DXGLW WHDP ZRXOG EULQJ WR EHDU ZLWK WKLV
UHYLHZ

Eric Hall-President

(ULF EULQJV WKLUW\ WZR \HDUV RI GLVWULFW DGPLQLVWUDWLYH H[SHULHQFH LQFOXGLQJ VHUYLFH DV ERWK DQ
$VVLVWDQWDQG$VVRFLDWH6XSHULQWHQGHQWRI%XVLQHVV6HUYLFHV(ULFLVDSDVWFKDLURI&DOLIRUQLD V
&RDOLWLRQ IRU $GHTXDWH 6FKRRO +RXVLQJ &$6+  DQG D FRUH LQVWUXFWRU IRU &$6+¶V )DFLOLWLHV
/HDGHUVKLS $FDGHP\ 6LQFH HVWDEOLVKLQJ (ULF +DOO  $VVRFLDWHV LQ  (ULF KDV VHUYHG DV
,QWHULP &KLHI %XVLQHVV 2IILFHU IRU VHYHUDO GLVWULFWV DQG DV DQ LQVWUXFWRU IRU WKH &DOLIRUQLD
$VVRFLDWLRQ RI 6FKRRO %XVLQHVV 2IILFLDO¶V &$6%2  &%2 WUDLQLQJ SURJUDP  :KLOH DW 6DQ
'LHJXLWR86'(ULFZDVLQVWUXPHQWDOLQWKHHVWDEOLVKPHQWRIQLQHVHSDUDWH&RPPXQLW\)DFLOLW\
'LVWULFWVZLWKDERQGLQJFDSDFLW\RIPLOOLRQDQGSOD\HGWKHOHDGUROHLQRUFKHVWUDWLQJWKH
FRQVWUXFWLRQ RI ILIWHHQ QHZ VFKRROV DQG PRGHUQL]DWLRQ ZRUN YDOXHG DW DSSUR[LPDWHO\ 
PLOOLRQ

(ULFZRXOGSURYLGHJXLGDQFHVXSSOHPHQWDODQDO\VLVDQGRYHUVLJKWRIWKHDXGLWWHDP

David Randolph-Associate
'DYLGKDVWKLUW\\HDUVRIH[SHULHQFHLQFRQVWUXFWLRQSURGXFLQJDZDUGZLQQLQJUHVLGHQWLDO
SURMHFWVJUHHQEXLOGLQJVDIIRUGDEOHKRXVLQJDQGVXFFHVVIXOVFKRROFDSLWDOSURJUDPV'DYLG
JUDGXDWHGZLWKKRQRUVIURP:LOOLDPV&ROOHJHZLWKD%$LQ3ROLWLFDO6FLHQFH+HLVDOLFHQVHG
*HQHUDO&RQWUDFWRUDQGDJUDGXDWHRIWKH&$6+/HDGHUVKLS$FDGHP\'DYLGFDQFRPELQHKLV
QXWV EROWVNQRZOHGJHRIEXLOGLQJEXVLQHVVUHJXODWRU\FRGHDQGFRQVWUXFWLRQPDQDJHPHQWWR
REWDLQDQLQGHSWKXQGHUVWDQGLQJRIDFDSLWDOSURJUDP6HUYLQJDVDQ$VVRFLDWH%RQG3URJUDP
0DQDJHU'DYLGKHOSHGZLWKWKHSODQQLQJDQGLPSOHPHQWDWLRQRID%RQGSURJUDPYDOXHGDWRYHU
KDOIDELOOLRQGROODUV,QDGGLWLRQWRKLVGLUHFWH[SHULHQFHDVDEXLOGHU'DYLGLVIDPLOLDUZLWKDOO
DVSHFWVRIFDSLWDOSURJUDPPDQDJHPHQWPRQLWRULQJDQGFRPSOLDQFHIURPFRQWUDFWGUDIWLQJWR
FORVHRXWUHTXLUHPHQWV
'DYLG ZRXOG OHDG WKH GHYHORSPHQW RI WKH DXGLW SODQ FRQGXFW LQWHUYLHZV UHYLHZ VRXUFH
GRFXPHQWVDQDO\]HEXGJHWDQGFRVWGDWDDQGVHUYHDVOHDGZULWHUIRUWKHDXGLWWHDP
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Bob Nicholson-Associate

%REVHUYHGLQWKH6DQ'LHJR&RXQW\2IILFHRI(GXFDWLRQIRUWZHOYH\HDUVDVWKH6HQLRU'LUHFWRU
RI)DFLOLW\3ODQQLQJ6HUYLFHV%REOHGWKH)DFLOLW\3ODQQLQJ6HUYLFHV8QLWLQDFWLYHO\UHDFKLQJ
RXWWRRYHUIRUW\VFKRRO'LVWULFWVWRDVVLVWLQOHYHUDJLQJ&RXQW\UHVRXUFHVVWDIIDQGH[SHUWLVHWR
DGYDQFHORFDOIDFLOLWLHVSURJUDPV%RE¶VH[SHUWLVHFRYHUVIXQGLQJIURPDZLGHUDQJHRIVRXUFHV
LQFOXGLQJWKH)HGHUDO(PHUJHQF\0DQDJHPHQW$JHQF\ )(0$ 6WDWHDQGORFDOERQGV6WDWH
6FKRRO)DFLOLW\3URJUDPV'HYHORSHU)HHVDQG5HGHYHORSPHQW$JHQFLHV%RE¶VIDFLOLWLHV
H[SHUWLVHUDQJHVIURPFRRUGLQDWLQJ)DFLOLW\0DVWHU3ODQVWRFODVVURRPFDSDFLW\VWXGLHVDQG
GHPRJUDSKLFDQDO\VLV
%REZLOOEHDYDLODEOHWRDVVLVWWKHDXGLWWHDPRQDQDVQHHGHGEDVLVDQGZRXOGOHDGDQ\HIIRUWWR
DVVHVVWKHDGHTXDF\RI6WDWHIXQGLQJHIIRUWVVKRXOGWKLVREMHFWLYHEHDGGHGWRWKHDXGLWVFRSH
Victoria Carreón-Associate

9LFWRULDHDUQHGD%$IURP6WDQIRUG8QLYHUVLW\ZLWKKRQRUVLQ(GXFDWLRQDQGD0DVWHU¶VGHJUHH
LQ 3XEOLF 3ROLF\ IURP WKH 8QLYHUVLW\ RI &DOLIRUQLD 3ULRU WR MRLQLQJ (ULF +DOO  $VVRFLDWHV
9LFWRULD VHUYHG WKH 6DQ 'LHJR &RXQW\ 2IILFH RI (GXFDWLRQ 6'&2(  DV D FRQVXOWDQW LQ WKH
&RXQW\¶V%XVLQHVV$GYLVRU\6HUYLFHVGLYLVLRQ,QWKLVFDSDFLW\VKHKHOSHGWUDLQVFKRRO)LQDQFH
'LUHFWRUV DQG &KLHI %XVLQHVV 2IILFLDOV DQG VHUYHG LQ OHDGHUVKLS SRVLWLRQV LQ WKH &DOLIRUQLD
$VVRFLDWLRQRI6FKRRO%XVLQHVV2IILFLDOV &$6%2 3ULRUWRZRUNLQJIRU6'&2(VKHZRUNHGDW
WKH /HJLVODWLYH $QDO\VW V 2IILFH LQ 6DFUDPHQWR DQDO\]LQJ . ILQDQFH LVVXHV 9LFWRULD EULQJV
H[SHUWLVH LQ 'LVWULFW EXGJHW SURFHVVHV FDVK IORZ SURMHFWLRQV DQG 6WDQGDUGL]HG $FFRXQW &RGH
6WUXFWXUH 6$&6 VRIWZDUH
9LFWRULDZRXOGDVVLVWWKHDXGLWWHDPZLWKILVFDODQDO\VLVHVSHFLDOO\WKHWLPHOLQHVVDQGDFFXUDF\
RI ILVFDO GDWD WUDQVIHUUHG EHWZHHQ WKH &DSLWDO 3URJUDP DFFRXQWLQJ V\VWHP DQG WKH 'LVWULFW¶V
DFFRXQWLQJV\VWHP
Schahrzad Berkland-Associate
6FKDKU]DGREWDLQHGD%6LQ&RPSXWHU6FLHQFHIURPWKH8QLYHUVLW\RI1HEUDVNDDQGDQ0%$
IURP$UL]RQD6WDWH8QLYHUVLW\6FKDKU]DGKDVSHUIRUPHGUHVHDUFKDQGDQDO\VLVIRUWKHUHDO
HVWDWHHQYLURQPHQWDODQGVRIWZDUHLQGXVWULHV,Q6FKDKU]DG¶VDQDO\WLFDODFXPHQOHGKHU
WRDFFXUDWHO\IRUHFDVWWKH6DQ'LHJRKRXVLQJPDUNHWGRZQWXUQWKHPLQLERRPDQGWKH
VXEVHTXHQWGHFOLQH6FKDKU]DGKDVEHHQDQDGYLVRUWRKHGJHIXQGPDQDJHUVWKH&LW\RI3RZD\
DQGWKH6DQ'LHJR&LW\&RXQW\5HLQYHVWPHQW7DVN)RUFH

6FKDKU]DGZRXOGDVVLVWWKHDXGLWWHDPLQHYDOXDWLQJWKHHIIHFWLYHQHVVRIWKH%RQG7HDPV¶
FRPSXWHUL]HGLQIRUPDWLRQV\VWHPDQGV\VWHPFRQWUROV
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Mandatory Criteria
Legal Authority

(ULF+DOO $VVRFLDWHVDUHH[SHUWILVFDODQGSURJUDPPDQDJHUV:HDUHQRWDOLFHQVHG&3$
ILUP2XUOHJDODXWKRULW\WRFRQGXFWWKLVERQGLVGHULYHGIURPWKH³<HOORZ%RRN´IRU
*RYHUQPHQW$XGLWLQJ6WDQGDUGV-XO\5HYLVLRQ *$2* LVVXHGE\WKH
&RPSWUROOHU*HQHUDORIWKH8QLWHG6WDWHV,QFRQWUDVWWR)LQDQFLDO$XGLWV*RYHUQPHQW
$FFRXQWLQJ2IILFH *$2 DXGLWLQJVWDQGDUGVGRQRWUHTXLUHWKDW3HUIRUPDQFH$XGLWVEH
FRQGXFWHGRUVXSHUYLVHGE\DOLFHQVHG&3$

7KHUHOHYDQWODQJXDJHLVIRXQGLQ&KDSWHURIWKH³<HOORZ%RRN´DQGUHDGVLQSDUW
³7KHVWDIIDVVLJQHGWRSHUIRUPWKHDXGLW«PXVWFROOHFWLYHO\SRVVHVVDGHTXDWHSURIHVVLRQDO
FRPSHWHQFHIRUWKHWDVNVUHTXLUHG´*HQHUDOO\$FFHSWHG*RYHUQPHQW$FFRXQWLQJ6WDQGDUGV
*$*$6 UHFRJQL]HVWKDWWKHGHPDQGVRIDFRPSUHKHQVLYH3HUIRUPDQFH$XGLWLQDVSHFLDOL]HG
ILHOGVXFKDVVFKRROFRQVWUXFWLRQPD\EHEHWWHUPHWE\XWLOL]LQJSURIHVVLRQDOVZLWK³VSHFLDOL]HG
NQRZOHGJHLQ WKH VXEMHFWPDWWHU«´ G 
Affirmation of Independence

(ULF +DOO  $VVRFLDWHV DQG WKH DXGLW WHDP PHPEHUV SURSRVHG IRU WKLV DXGLW DUH IUHH IURP
SHUVRQDO H[WHUQDO DQG RUJDQL]DWLRQDO LPSDLUPHQWV WR LQGHSHQGHQFH  :H KDYH QR UHODWLYHV
HPSOR\HG E\ WKH SURJUDP QR EXVLQHVV IDPLO\ RU ILQDQFLDO LQWHUHVW ZLWK DQ\ RIILFHU DJHQW
HPSOR\HH RU GLUHFWRU RI WKH 'LVWULFW QR UHVSRQVLELOLW\ IRU PDQDJLQJ WKH SURJUDP DQG QR
SROLWLFDOLGHRORJLFDORUVRFLDOFRQYLFWLRQVWKDWZRXOGDIIHFWRXULQGHSHQGHQFH

:H REWDLQ ZRUN EDVHG RU RXU FRPSHWHQFH DQG LQWHJULW\ :H ZLOO QRW ULVN GDPDJH WR RXU
UHSXWDWLRQE\IDLOLQJWRGLVFKDUJHRXUGXWLHVZLWKLQWHJULW\REMHFWLYLW\DQGLQGHSHQGHQFH2XU
OHDG DXGLWRU 'DYLG 5DQGROSK LV DOVR OLFHQVHG E\ WKH 6WDWH RI &DOLIRUQLD DQG ZLOO DSSO\
DSSURSULDWH VWDQGDUGV RI FDUH GLFWDWHG E\ KLV SURIHVVLRQDO VWDWXV LQ HYDOXDWLQJ FRQVWUXFWLRQ
RSHUDWLRQV

:HUHFRJQL]HWKHFKDOOHQJHVWKDW'LVWULFWRIILFLDOVIDFHLQPDQDJLQJDORFDOJRYHUQPHQWDJHQF\
FKDUJHG ZLWK PHHWLQJ D IXQGDPHQWDO FRPPXQLW\ JRDO IRU RXU FKLOGUHQ  :H UHFRJQL]H WKDW
'LVWULFWOHDGHUVH[SHULHQFHSUHVVXUHIURPQXPHURXVVWDNHKROGHUVDQGDUHVXEMHFWWRDKLJKOHYHO
RI VFUXWLQ\  &RQVHTXHQWO\ ZH ZLOO H[HUFLVH GLVFUHWLRQ WR EDODQFH ³WKH SXEOLF¶V ULJKW WR WKH
WUDQVSDUHQF\RIJRYHUQPHQWLQIRUPDWLRQ«ZLWKWKHSURSHUXVHRIWKDWLQIRUPDWLRQ«´ *$*$6
 






$YHQLGD(QFLQDV6XLWH+&DUOVEDG&$
3&)




Internal Quality Control

(ULF+DOO $VVRFLDWHVKDVHQJDJHGLQFRQGXFWLQJ3HUIRUPDQFH$XGLWV:LWKWKHUHFHQWDGRSWLRQ
RI (GXFDWLRQ &RGH  UHTXLULQJ WKDW 3URSRVLWLRQ  3HUIRUPDQFH $XGLWV PHHW *$*$6
VWDQGDUGV WKHUH LV D KHLJKWHQHG LQWHUHVW IURP 'LVWULFWV WR VROLFLW H[SDQGHG SHUIRUPDQFH DXGLWV
7KHVHDXGLWVFDQJLYHWKH'LVWULFW%RQG2YHUVLJKW&RPPLWWHHPHPEHUVDQGWKHJHQHUDOSXEOLFD
PRUH GHWDLOHG SLFWXUH RI D ERQG SURJUDP¶V LQWHUQDO FRQWUROV FRPSOLDQFH ZLWK DSSOLFDEOH
UHJXODWLRQVDQGPDQDJHPHQWHIIHFWLYHQHVV

(ULF+DOO $VVRFLDWHVKDYHQRWUHDFKHGWKHWKUHH\HDUPDUNUHTXLULQJWKDW$XGLWILUPVREWDLQD
SHHU UHYLHZ RI WKHLU LQWHUQDO DXGLW SURFHGXUHV WUDLQLQJ DQG FRQWUROV  2XU SURFHGXUHV LQFOXGH
UHWHQWLRQ RI RXU DXGLW UHFRUGV IRU DW OHDVW ILYH \HDUV DQG WKH SURYLVLRQ RI ZRUNLQJ SDSHUV WR
DSSURSULDWHDXWKRULWLHVVXFKDVWKH6WDWH&RQWUROOHU
Continuing Education

(ULF +DOO  $VVRFLDWHV DXGLW WHDP PHPEHUV DUH DFWLYH PHPEHUV RI &$6+ DQG &$6%2 DQG
DWWHQG6WDWH$OORFDWLRQ%RDUGPHHWLQJVUHJXODUO\DQGSDUWLFLSDWHLQORFDODVVRFLDWLRQVIRFXVHGRQ
VFKRRO ILVFDO DQG IDFLOLW\ LVVXHV $XGLW WHDP PHPEHUV DWWHQG DQG KRVW &$6+ ZRUNVKRSV DQG
VHPLQDUVDQGVKDUHDUWLFOHVDQGVWXGLHVUHOHYDQWWRRXUZRUNIURPQXPHURXVVRXUFHVLQFOXGLQJ
WKH $PHULFDQ %DU $VVRFLDWLRQ $VVRFLDWLRQ RI *HQHUDO &RQWUDFWRUV $VVRFLDWLRQ RI 6FKRRO
$GPLQLVWUDWRUV DQG 7KH &DOLIRUQLD 6FKRRO %RDUGV $VVRFLDWLRQ  0RVW UHFHQWO\ WHDP PHPEHUV
SDUWLFLSDWHGLQD&$6+ZRUNVKRSRQGHOLYHU\PHWKRGV

:HDUH FRQVWDQWO\ VKDULQJLQIRUPDWLRQ JDLQHGLQ ZRUNVKRSV ZHELQDUVDQGIURP RXUH[WHQVLYH
FRQWDFWVLQWKHLQGXVWU\LQRUGHUWRVWD\DEUHDVWRIWKHODWHVWOHJLVODWLRQWUHQGVDQGEHVWSUDFWLFHV
(ULF +DOO  $VVRFLDWHV SXEOLVKHV D PRQWKO\ HOHFWURQLF QHZVOHWWHU VXPPDUL]LQJ ZKDW ZH OHDUQ
DQGEHOLHYHZLOOEHLPSRUWDQWIRURXU'LVWULFWFOLHQWVWRFRQVLGHU&XUUHQWO\WKH+DOO0RQLWRULV
GLVWULEXWHG WR RYHU  VFKRRO GLVWULFW VWDII $VVLVWDQW 6XSHULQWHQGHQWV )DFLOLW\ 3ODQQHUV DQG
6FKRRO%RDUG0HPEHUV
Exemplary Record

1RGLVFLSOLQDU\DFWLRQVKDYHEHHQEURXJKWDJDLQVWWKHILUPRULQGLYLGXDODVVRFLDWHVRI(ULF+DOO
$VVRFLDWHV
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Optional Criteria
Client References




'LVWULFW 
6HUYLFH

<HDU
6RXWK%D\6'3HUIRUPDQFH$XGLW

6DQ<VLGUR6' )DFLOLWLHV3URJUDP0JP 
+HVSHULD 6' )DFLOLWLHV3URJUDP0JP 
6DQWHH
6' )DFLOLWLHV %XVLQHVV

(QFLQLWDV 6' )DFLOLWLHV3URJUDP0JP 
&DOH[LFR 6' )DFLOLWLHV %XVLQHVV


&RQWDFW1DPH 7LWOH 

3KRQH
6FRWW%X[EDXP $VVRF6XSHULQWHQGHQW  
'HQD:KLWWLQJWRQ$VVLVWDQW6XSHULQWHQGHQW  
&DUPHQ%HFNHU 'LU3XUFKDVLQJ)DFLOLWLHV  
.DUO&KULVWHQVHQ $VVLVWDQW6XSHULQWHQGHQW  
$EE\6DDGDW
$VVLVWDQW6XSHULQWHQGHQW  
5LFKDUG)UDJDOH $FWLQJ6XSHULQWHQGHQW   

Audit Objectives

7KH5)3IRUWKLVZRUNLGHQWLILHVWKHVFRSHRIWKHDXGLWWREHOLPLWHGWR3URSRVLWLRQ2DQGIXUWKHU
LGHQWLILHVWKLUWHHQNH\DUHDVWREHUHYLHZHG7KHVHDUHDVDUH

0DQDJHPHQW3URJUDPDQG3ODQ


'HVLJQDQG&RQVWUXFWLRQ7LPHOLQHV
3URMHFW%XGJHWV




3URJUDP,QIRUPDWLRQ6\VWHP ,7 
3D\PHQW3URFHGXUHVDQG3URFHVVLQJ 

&06WUXFWXUH6WDIILQJ )HHV
&KDQJH2UGHUV




'HOLYHU\0HWKRG 3HUIRUPDQFH
3XEOLF&RQWUDFWLQJ&RGH&RPSOLDQFH %HVW3UDFWLFHV



3XEOLF2XWUHDFK &RPPXQLFDWLRQ

2YHUDOO3URJUDP7UDQVSDUHQF\ :HE6LWH
3UHYDLOLQJ:DJH&RPSOLDQFH


&%2&3HUIRUPDQFH




7KLVLVDFOHDUDQGFRPSUHKHQVLYHOLVWRIDXGLWREMHFWLYHV2XUSURSRVDOIHHLVEDVHGRQREWDLQLQJ
VXIILFLHQW DSSURSULDWH HYLGHQFH WR HYDOXDWH HDFK RI WKHVH DUHDV WR SURYLGH XVHIXO DQG UHOHYDQW
ILQGLQJV WR LQIRUP WKH 6ZHHWZDWHU &RPPXQLW\ DQG WR SURYLGH VXSSOHPHQWDO JXLGDQFH IRU
'LVWULFW 0DQDJHUV  ,Q DGGLWLRQ WR WKH WKLUWHHQ DUHDV OLVWHG DERYH ZH ZLOO DOVR HYDOXDWH SURMHFW
GHVFULSWLRQVZRUNRUGHUVDQGFRQWUDFWVDQGFRPSDUHWKHVFRSHRIZRUNLQWKHGRFXPHQWVWRWKH
ODQJXDJHLQWKH%RQGEDOORWPHDVXUHDQG%RDUGUHVROXWLRQV
Methodology

2XUSURFHVVZRXOGVWDUWZLWKDPHHWLQJZLWK,QWHULP6XSHULQWHQGHQW'U(GZDUG%UDQG,QWHULP
'HSXW\6XSHULQWHQGHQWRI2SHUDWLRQV'LDQQH5XVVRDQGRWKHUSURJUDPOHDGHUVDVUHFRPPHQGHG
E\ 'U %UDQG DQG 0V 5XVVR WR UHYLHZ DQG ILQDOL]H DXGLW REMHFWLYHV  $W WKDW WLPH ZH ZRXOG
SURYLGH WKH 'LVWULFW ZLWK D SUHOLPLQDU\ OLVW RI DXGLW GRFXPHQWV QHHGHG  :H ZRXOG FRQGXFW
LQWHUYLHZVZLWKNH\3URJUDP0DQDJHPHQWVWDIIDVDJUHHGWRLQRXUDXGLWREMHFWLYHVPHHWLQJ:H
ZRXOG WDNH WKH LQIRUPDWLRQ REWDLQHG WKURXJK LQWHUYLHZV GRFXPHQW UHYLHZ DQG LQGHSHQGHQW
LQWHUQDODQDO\VLVDQGGUDIWWKHUHSRUWQDUUDWLYHILQGLQJVDQGFRQFOXVLRQV

$SHUIRUPDQFHDXGLWLVDG\QDPLFSURFHVVDQGRXUJRDOLVWRREWDLQVXIILFLHQWHYLGHQFHWRVXSSRUW
RXUILQGLQJVZLWKDUHDVRQDEOHOHYHORIDVVXUDQFHWKDWRXUILQGLQJVRXUDFFXUDWH7KLVDXGLWLVQRW
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D IUDXG DXGLW DQG ZH FDQQRW JXDUDQWHH WKDW ZH ZRXOG GHWHFW HYHU\ LQVWDQFH RI D SRRU SURFHVV
SRRUMXGJPHQWDEXVHRUPDOIHDVDQFH+RZHYHUW\SLFDOO\WKHOHYHORIHYLGHQFHUHYLHZHGZLOOEH
VXIILFLHQWWRDUULYHDWVROLGFRQFOXVLRQVIRUWKHDUHDVUHYLHZHG,QVRPHLQVWDQFHVFRQWUDGLFWRU\
LQIRUPDWLRQPD\EHHQFRXQWHUHGWKDWZRXOGDUJXHIRUDPRUHLQGHSWKORRN,QWKHVHVLWXDWLRQV
ZHZRXOGPHHWZLWK6XSHULQWHQGHQW%UDQGDQG'HSXW\6XSHULQWHQGHQW5XVVRDQGUHHYDOXDWHWKH
DXGLWREMHFWLYHV,WPD\EHGHWHUPLQHGWKDWWKHDUHDLQTXHVWLRQGRHVGHVHUYHDFORVHUORRN7KLV
FRXOGUHVXOWLQDUHFRPPHQGDWLRQIRUH[SDQGLQJWKHDXGLWRUDOWHUQDWHO\EDVHGRQILQGLQJVWRGDWH
LQRWKHUDUHDVXQGHUUHYLHZLWPD\EHPRUHFRVWHIIHFWLYHDQGDSSURSULDWHWROLPLWWKHDXGLWLQ
VRPHDUHDVDQGH[SDQGLWLQRWKHUV

,Q QR LQVWDQFH ZRXOG ZH ELOO IRU DGGLWLRQDO VHUYLFHV ZLWKRXW WKH SULRU DSSURYDO DQG PXWXDO
DJUHHPHQWRIWKH'LVWULFW


Timeline

6HSWHPEHUWK±2EWDLQFRQWDFWLQIRUPDWLRQDQGVXEPLWSUHOLPLQDU\GRFXPHQWOLVW6FKHGXOH



PHHWLQJZLWK,QWHULP6XSHULQWHQGHQW'U(GZDUG%UDQGDQG,QWHULP



'HSXW\6XSHULQWHQGHQWRI2SHUDWLRQV'LDQQH5XVVR
6HSWWK6HSWUG±5HYLHZ6ZHHWZDWHUZHEVLWHUHSRUWV'U%UDQGDQG0V5XVVR¶VVFKHGXOH



DOORZLQJPHHWWRFRQILUPDXGLWREMHFWLYHVDQGZRUNSODQ6FKHGXOHLQLWLDO



LQWHUYLHZVZLWKRWKHU3URJUDP0DQDJHUV6WDII
6HSWWK6HSWWK±3UHOLPLQDU\GRFXPHQWOLVWGXH&RQGXFWLQLWLDOLQWHUYLHZV%HJLQUHYLHZRI



SUHOLPLQDU\GRFXPHQWOLVW
2FWUG2FWWK±5HYLHZSUHOLPLQDU\GRFXPHQWOLVW6FKHGXOHDGGLWLRQDOLQWHUYLHZV 



LQFOXGLQJ%RQG2YHUVLJKW&RPPLWWHH&KDLU
2FWUG2FWWK±&RQWLQXHGRFXPHQWUHYLHZDQGDQDO\VLV&RQGXFWDGGLWLRQDOLQWHUYLHZV 
2FWUG2FWWK±'RFXPHQWUHYLHZDQGDQDO\VLV5HSRUWZULWLQJ
2FWG2FWWK±$VVHPEOHGUDIWUHSRUW
2FWREHUWK±Deliver draft report.
2FWVW1RYWK±Deliver Management Letter0HHWZLWK6XSHULQWHQGHQW%UDQGDQG



'HSXW\6XSHULQWHQGHQW5XVVRWRUHYLHZGUDIWUHSRUWDQG0DQDJHPHQW



/HWWHU
1RYWK1RYWK±5HYLVHGUDIWUHSRUW,QFRUSRUDWH'LVWULFWUHVSRQVHWRILQGLQJV ZKHUH



DSSOLFDEOH 
1RYWK1RYWK±Deliver final report.3UHSDUH3RZHU3RLQWVXPPDU\SUHVHQWDWLRQIRU



%RDUGDQG&%2&
1RYWK1RYWK±'HOLYHU3RZHU3RLQWIRU'LVWULFW5HYLHZ5HYLVH
3HU&%2&6FKHGXOH±3UHVHQWUHSRUWKLJKOLJKWVYLD3RZHU3RLQWSUHVHQWDWLRQ



$YHQLGD(QFLQDV6XLWH+&DUOVEDG&$
3&)




3HU%RDUG6FKHGXOH±3UHVHQWUHSRUWKLJKOLJKWVYLD3RZHU3RLQWSUHVHQWDWLRQ
Compensation & Payment

7KH &RQVXOWDQW VKDOO EH FRPSHQVDWHG  IRU WKH ZRUN DV LGHQWLILHG LQ WKH ZRUN SODQ DQG
VFRSHRIVHUYLFHVDERYH7KHFRQWUDFWSULFHVKDOOLQFOXGHWUDYHOPDWHULDOVVXSSOLHVGXSOLFDWLRQ
UHSRUWVDQGDOOQHFHVVDU\H[SHQVHV

7KHFRQVXOWDQWVKDOOEHFRPSHQVDWHGDVIROORZV

 XSRQLQLWLDWLRQRIWKHSURMHFWDQG
 XSRQFRPSOHWLRQRIWKHGUDIWUHSRUWDQG
 XSRQFRPSOHWLRQRIWKHILQDOUHSRUW

7KHVXJJHVWHGSD\PHQWVFKHGXOHLVVXEMHFWWRGLVFXVVLRQDQGQHJRWLDWLRQVZLWKWKH'LVWULFW

7KHSURSRVHGFRVWVRIDUHEDVHGXSRQDSURMHFWLRQRIDSSUR[LPDWHO\KRXUVRIVWDII
WLPH DW WKH DVVRFLDWH OHYHO  KRXUV RI WKH SUHVLGHQW¶V WLPH DQG DSSUR[LPDWHO\  RI
H[SHQVHV

3URMHFWHGKRXUVE\DXGLWREMHFWLYHDQGFDOHQGDUEHQFKPDUNDUHDYDLODEOHXSRQUHTXHVW
Additional Services

6SHFLDOVHUYLFHVVWXGLHVRUSURMHFWVUHTXHVWHGE\WKH'LVWLQFWRXWVLGHRIWKHVFRSHRIVHUYLFHVDV
LGHQWLILHGLQWKLVSURSRVDOVKDOOEHSDLGDWWKHIROORZLQJUDWHV

3UHVLGHQWSHUKRXU
$VVRFLDWHSHUKRXU
-XQLRU$VVRFLDWHSHUKRXU
$GPLQLVWUDWLYH6XSSRUWSHUKRXU
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Exhibit 5

Performance Audit, SUHSD selection process for EH&A







Exhibit 6

GAGAS Compliance Statement

GAGASComplianceStatement&Methodology
CompliancewithGenerallyAcceptedGovernmentAccountingStandards(GAGAS)
PurposeofGAGASStandards
TheComptrollerGeneraloftheUnitedStates,DavidWalker,summarizesthepurposeofthese
standardsasfollows:
“Theprofessionalstandardspresentedinthisdocumentprovideaframeworkforperforminghighqualityaudit
workwithcompetence,integrity,objectivity,andindependence.”

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

GAGAS Compliance Requirements
In order to be GAGAS compliant, auditors must meet all Unconditional Requirements as well as

Presumptively Mandatory Requirements.
Unconditional Requirements
It is our professional judgment that this audit meets all Unconditional Requirements. Highlights of
areas covered that are relevant to this audit include:
3.07Auditors participating on an audit assignment must be free from personal impairments
to independence.
3.10Audit organizations must be free from external impairments to independence.
7.06Auditors must adequately plan and document the planning of the work necessary to
address the audit objectives.
7.07Auditors must plan the audit to reduce audit risk to an appropriate level for the auditors
to provide reasonable assurance that the evidence is sufficient and appropriate to support
the auditors’ findings and conclusions.
7.50Auditors must prepare a written audit plan for each audit.
7.55Auditors must obtain sufficient, appropriate evidence to provide a reasonable basis for
their findings and conclusions.

7.77Auditors must prepare audit documentation related to planning, conducting, and
reporting for each audit.
8.03Auditors must issue audit reports communicating the results of each completed
performance audit.

Presumptively Mandatory Requirements
It is our professional judgment that this audit substantially meets all Presumptively Mandatory
Requirements. Highlights of areas covered that are relevant to this audit include:

Assessing risk (a) and significance by gaining an understanding of
-the nature of the program
-the needs of the South Bay community
-relevant internal controls
-relevant information systems

Applying our knowledge of relevant legal and regulatory requirements
Determining the appropriateness (quality) and sufficiency (quantity) of evidence by
-review of documents from various sources
-conducting interviews in private
-conducting interviews with multiple department heads, consultants and the chair of
the Citizen’s Bond Oversight committee
-independent corroboration
-performing computational analysis of key data
-review of previous audits

Objectives, Scope, & Methodology
Our objectives and scope are described in the Methodology Overview and Scope of the Audit sections
of the Performance audit. Our methodology progressed through the following steps:





InterviewswithDistrict,SGI,CBOC,andothercommunitymembers
RequestsforspecificsummarydatafromSGIandtheDistrict
AsurveyofcampusleadersinvolvedwithPropositionOprojects
Projecttours
Selectionofthreemajorfocusprojectsforadetailedreviewofcostrecordstoverifythe
accuracyofthesummarydata(ChulaVistaHS,HilltopHS,SouthwestMS)
Documentreviewofcostrecordsstoredinthetwomaincomputerizeddocumentmanagement
systems(LaserFiche&Prolog)
ComparisonandanalysisofsummarydataprovidedbytheDistrictwithsummarydataprovided
bySGIandsummarydataobtainedindependently
Reportwriting

List of Persons Interviewed
The following people were interviewed in the course of this audit:



Maty Adato
Dr. Edward Brand
Kathryn Cheers
Linda Clark
Russell Decker
Justin Devers
Tim Duke
Bryan Ehm
Mari Jo Huges
Brad Johnson
Al Kirsininkas
Jaime Ortiz
Georgette Parkerson
Stewart Payne
Antonio Ruiz
Dianne Russo
Bernardo Vasquez
Tom Webb
Paul Woods

Community Activist
Interim Superintendent (SUHSD)
Community Activist
Planning Project Manager (SUHSD)
Planning Project Manager (SUHSD)
Sr. Construction Manager (SGI)
Director of Purchasing (SUHSD)
Deputy Program Manager Construction (SGI)
Facilities Accounting Manager (SUHSD)
Program Controls Manager (SGI)
Project Manager (SGI)
Bond Program Manager (SGI)
Senior Buyer (SUHSD)
Community Activist
Quality Control Manager (Controls) (SGI)
Assistant Superintendent of Business & Operations (SUHSD)
Chair Citizen’s Bond Oversight Committee
Deputy Program Manager Pre-Construction (SGI)
Director of Planning & Construction (SUHSD)

Non-audit Services Provided by Eric Hall & Associates
None

Footnote
(a)Audit risk is the possibility that the auditors’ findings, conclusions, recommendations, or
assurance may be improper or incomplete, as a result of factors such as evidence that is not
sufficient and/or appropriate, an inadequate audit process, or intentional omissions or misleading
information due to misrepresentation or fraud.
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Program Manager QBS Process

Evaluator names have been removed

Exhibit 8

Memorandum of Understanding between DSA and SUHSD

Exhibit 9

LEED Master Score Sheet

Schools v2007 Master Score Sheet
Sweewater Union High School District PROP O
56
7
5
27

60
3
5
29

59
3
4
28

55
6
3
26

56
5
3

57
4
3
26

55
7
4
16

CVM HTH MOH NCM1 NCM2 MVH SOH

60
2
4
28

55
5
2
27

59 Certified 29 Silver 37 Gold 44 Platinum 58 REPORT : 2011 SEP 08 by Soltierra LLC
COLOR CODES PLAT=ADD FOR PLATINUM?
6 Possible Points + Appeal + Defer
7 Point Margin Over PLATINUM Level
Documented Points Some Points Over Margin include
Points not currently in the projects.
Review Question Asked
28 EARNED LEED POINTS
BCA

HM Review Updated Needed

21,000 56,100 26,500 31,093 17,568 6,500 34,752 31,500 9,896 81,000 ◄ Building Gross Square Footage
07/24/11 06/17/11 12/05/10 07/05/11 07/05/11 07/06/11 07/05/11 07/24/11 03/30/11 07/24/11 ◄ LEED Online Points Check Date

CVH SOM SUH TEAM

RRC

LPA

Review Question Answered

District Supported
Design Submittal (D)

1w; REQw = In Work

Construction Submittal (C)

UNDER Des Review Des Review Des Review
Des Review Providing Des Review Des Review UNDER
IN DESIGN
APPEAL 2 COMPLETE COMPLETE COMPLETE
COMPLETE Response COMPLETE COMPLETE APPEAL

1n; REQn = Not In Work EAc1 w/ No Renewables
◄ LEED Design Review Status
11
11
12
12
13
10
11
12
11
11 S U S T A I N A B L E S I T E S
Possble Points 16
REQc REQc REQc REQc REQc REQc REQc REQc REQc REQc SSp01
Construction Activity Pollution Prevention (Required)
C
REQ REQ REQ REQ REQn REQ REQ REQ REQ REQ SSp02
Environmental Site Assessment (Required)
D
1
1
1
1
1n
1
1
1
1
1 SSc01
Site Selection
D
Development Density & Community Connectivity
D
1
1
1
1
1n
1
1r
1
1
1 SSc02
1
1
1c
1c
1c
1
1c
1
1
1 SSc03
Brownfield Redevelopment
D
LOST
1
NO
1
1
1n
1
1
1
1 SSc04.1
Alternative Transportation: Public Transportation Access
D
1
1
1
1
1n
1
1r
1
1
1 SSc04.2
Alternative Transportation: Bicycle Use
D
1
1
1
1
1n
1
1
1
1
1 SSc04.3
Alternative Transportation: Low-Emitting, Fuel-Efficient Vehicles
D
1
1
1
1
1c
1
1
1
NO
1 SSc04.4
Alternative Transportation: Parking Capacity
D
NO
NO
NO
NO
NO
NO
NO
NO
NO
NO SSc05.1
Site Development: Protect or Restore Habitat
C
1
1
1
1
1n
1
1
1
1
1 SSc05.2
Site Development: Maximize Open Space
D
Stormwater Design: Quantity Control
D
NO
NO
NO
NO
NO
NO
NO
NO
NO
NO SSc06.1
NO
1
1
1
1n
NO
NO
1
NO DEFER SSc06.2
Stormwater Design: Quality Control
D
(USGBC Refuses to Review as Design Point) C
1c
1c
1c
1c
1n
1c
1c
1c
1c
1c SSc07.1
Heat Island Effect: Non-Roof
1
1
1
1
1n
1
1r
1
1
1 SSc07.2
Heat Island Effect: Roof
D
1
1
1
1
1n
1
1w
1
1
1 SSc08
Light Pollution Reduction
D
NO
NO
NO
NO
1n
NO
NO
NO
NO
NO SSc09
Site Master Plan
D
DEFER DEFER DEFER DEFER DEFER DEFER DEFER DEFER
DEFER SSc10
(Deferred to Const Submittal) C
1
Joint Use of Facilities
4
5
4
4
3
3
4
4
4
5 WATER EFFICIENCY
Possble Points 7
1
1
1
1
1n
1
1
1
1
1 WEc01.1 Water Efficient Landscaping: Reduce by 50%
D
NO
NO
NO
NO
NO
NO
NO
NO
NO
NO WEc01.2 Water Efficient Landscaping: No Potable Water Use OR No Irrigat D
NO
NO
NO
NO
NO
NO
NO
NO
NO
NO WEc02
Innovative Wastewater Technologies
D
1
1
1
1
1n
1
1
1
1
1 WEc03.1 Water Use Reduction: 20% Reduction
D
1
1
1
1
1n
1
1
1
1
1 WEc03.2 Water Use Reduction: 30% Reduction
D
1
1
1
1
POSn LOST
1
1
1
1 WEc03.3 Water Use Reduction: 40% Reduction
D
APPEALED
1
NO
NO
NO
NO
NO
NO
NO
1 WEc04
Process Water Use Reduction (20%)
D
16
16
16
16
16
16
16
16
16
16 E N E R G Y & A T M O S P H E R E
Possble Points 17
REQc REQc REQc REQc REQc REQc REQc REQc REQc REQc EQp01
Commissioning of Building Energy Systems (Required)
C
REQ REQ REQ REQ REQn REQr REQr REQ REQ REQr EAp02
Minimum Energy Performance (Required)
D
REQ REQ REQ REQ REQn REQ REQ REQ REQ REQ EAp03
Fundamental Refrigerant Management (Required)
D
1
1
1
1
1n
1
1r
1
1
1 EAc01.01 Optimize Energy Perf: >= 10.5% (New)(Required)
D
1
1
1
1
1n
1
1r
1
1
1 EAc01.02 Optimize Energy Perf: >= 14% (New)(Required)
D
1
1
1
1
1n
1
1r
1
1
1 EAc01.03 Optimize Energy Perf: >= 17.5% (New)
D
(Deferred PV to Const Submittal) D
1
1
1c
1
1n
1
1r
1c
1
1c EAc01.04 Optimize Energy Perf: >= 21% (New)
(Deferred PV to Const Submittal) D
1c
1c
1c
1c
1c
1c
1r
1c
1c
1c EAc01.05 Optimize Energy Perf: >= 24.5% (New)
(Deferred PV to Const Submittal) C
1c
1c
1c
1c
1c
1c
1c
1c
1c
1c EAc01.06 Optimize Energy Perf: >= 28% (New)
(Deferred PV to Const Submittal) C
1c
1c
1c
1c
1c
1c
1c
1c
1c
1c EAc01.07 Optimize Energy Perf: >= 31.5% (New)
(Deferred PV to Const Submittal) C
1c
1c
1c
1c
1c
1c
1c
1c
1c
1c EAc01.08 Optimize Energy Perf: >= 35% (New)
(Deferred PV to Const Submittal) C
1c
1c
1c
1c
1c
1c
1c
1c
1c
1c EAc01.09 Optimize Energy Perf: >= 38.5% (New)
(Deferred PV to Const Submittal) C
1c
1c
1c
1c
1c
1c
1c
1c
1c
1c EAc01.10 Optimize Energy Perf: >= 42% (New)
(Deferred PV to Const Submittal) C
1c
1c
1c
1c
1c
1c
1c
1c
1c
1c EAc02.1
On-Site Renewable Energy: >= 2.5%
(Deferred PV to Const Submittal) C
1c
1c
1c
1c
1c
1c
1c
1c
1c
1c EAc02.2
On-Site Renewable Energy: >= 7.5%
(Deferred PV to Const Submittal) C
On-Site Renewable Energy: >= 12.5%
1c
1c
1c
1c
1c
1c
1c
1c
1c
1c EAc02.3
District PV District PV 65 kW District PV District PV 21 kW 84 kW 126 kW District PV 204 kW EAc02
C
Renewable Energy – kW DC to Earn Max Pts; XX Site with PV, XX No PV
EAc02
C
District PV LEED Ruling – Non-PV Sites: kW DC Needed to Earn Max Points
26 kW 105 kW
60 kW TBD
24 kW
On-Site Renewable Energy – PV Sites: kW DC Proposed to Install
None None 508 kW None None 390 kW 822 kW 267 kW None 254 kW EAc02
Enhanced Commissioning
C
1c
1c
1c
1c
1c
1c
1c
1c
1c
1c EAc03
NO
NO
NO
NO
NO
NO
NO
NO
NO DENIED EAc04
Enhanced Refrigerant Management
D
1c
1c
1c
1c
1n
1c
1c
1c
1c
1c EAc05
Measurement and Verification (USGBC Refuses to Review as Design Point) D
1c
1c
1c
1c
1c
1c
1c
1c
1c
1c EAc06
Green Power
C
4
7
6
4
6
7
4
7
4
7 MATERIALS & RESOURCES
Possble Points 13
REQ REQ REQ REQ REQn REQ REQr REQ REQ REQ MRp01
Storage & Collection of Recyclables (Required)
D
NO
NO
NO
NO
NO
NO
NO
NO
NO
NO MRc01.1 Building Reuse: Maintain 75% Existing Walls, Floors & Roof
C
NO
NO
NO
NO
NO
NO
NO
NO
NO
NO MRc01.2 Building Reuse: Maintain 95% Existing Walls: Floors & Roofs
C
NO
NO
NO
NO
NO
NO
NO
NO
NO
NO MRc01.3 Building Reuse: Maintain 50% Interior Non-Structural Elements
C
1c
1c
1c
1c
1c
1c
1c
1c
1c
1c MRc02.1 Construction Waste Management: Divert From Disposal 50%
C
POSc 1c
1c
POSc 1c
1c POSc
1c POSc 1c MRc02.2 Construction Waste Management: Divert From Disposal 75%
C
NO
NO
NO
NO
NO
NO
NO
NO
NO
NO MRc03.1 Materials Reuse: 5%
C
C
NO
NO
NO
NO
NO
NO
NO
NO
NO
NO MRc03.2 Materials Reuse: 10%
1c
1c
1c
1c
1c
1c
1c
1c
1c
1c MRc04.1 Recycled Content: 10% (post-consumer + 1/2 pre-consumer)
C
POSc 1c
1c
1c POSc 1c POSc
1c POSc 1c MRc04.2 Recycled Content: 20% (post-consumer + 1/2 pre-consumer)
C
1c
1c
1c
1c
1c
1c
1c
1c
1c
1c MRc05.1 Regional Materials: 10% Extracted, Processed & Manufactured
C
POSc 1c POSc POSc 1c
1c POSc
1c POSc 1c MRc05.2 Regional Materials: 20% Extracted, Processed & Manufactured
C
NO
NO
NO
NO
NO
NO
NO
NO
NO
NO MRc06
Rapidly Renewable Materials (2.5%)
C
1c
1c
1c
NO
1c
1c
1c
1c
1c
1c MRc07
Certified Wood (50% of all Wood)
C
16
16
16
14
13
16
15
16
15
15 I N D O O R E N V I R O N M E N T A L Q U A L I T Y
Possble Points 20
REQ REQ REQ REQ REQn REQ REQr REQ REQ REQ EQp01
Minimum IAQ Performance (Required)
D
REQ REQ REQ REQ REQn REQ REQ REQ REQ REQ EQp02
Environmental Tobacco Smoke (ETS) Control (Required)
D
REQ REQ REQ REQ REQn REQ REQr REQ REQ REQ EQp03
Minimum Acoustical Performance
D
DEFER EQc01
1c
1c
1
1
1n
1
1
1
1
Outdoor Air Delivery Monitoring
D
DEFER DEFER DEFER DEFER
1c
1
1
1
NO
1 EQc02
Increased Ventilation
D
1c
1c
1c
1c
1c
1c
1c
1c
1c
1c EQc03.1
Construction IAQ Management Plan: During Construction
C
1c
1c
1c
1c
1c
1c
1c
1c
1c
1c EQc03.2
Construction IAQ Management Plan: Before Occupancy
C
EQc04
Low-Emitting Materials: 4 Points Maximum from Below
(v2.2 PIEACP) C
Low-Emitting Materials: Adhesives & Sealants
1c
1c
1c
1c
1c
1c
1c
1c
1c
1c EQc04.1
(v2.2 PIEACP) C
1c
1c
1c
1c
1c
1c
1c
1c
1c
1c EQc04.2
Low-Emitting Materials: Paints & Coatings
1c
1c
1c
1c
1c
1c
1c
1c
1c
1c EQc04.3
Low-Emitting Materials: Flooring Systems
C
(v2.2 PIEACP) C
NO
NO
NO
NO
NO
NO
NO
NO
NO
NO EQc04.4
Low-Emitting Materials: Composite Wood & Agrifiber Products
1c
1c
1c
1c
1c
1c
1c
1c
1c
1c EQc04.5
Low-Emitting Materials: Furniture & Furnishings
C
NO
NO
NO
NO
NO
NO
NO
NO
NO
NO EQc04.6
Low-Emitting Materials: Ceiling & Wall Systems
C
DEFER DEFER
DEFER DEFER EQc05
NO DEFER DEFER DEFER DEFER
1
Indoor Chemical & Pollutant Source Control
D
1
1
1
1
1n
1
1
1
1
1 EQc06.1
Lighting System Design & Controllability
D
Thermal Comfort Controllability
D
1
1
1
1
1n
1
1
1
1
1 EQc06.2
1
1
1
1
1n
1
1r
1
1
1 EQc07.1
Thermal Comfort: Design
D
1
1
1
1
1n
1
1r
1
1
1 EQc07.2
Thermal Comfort: Verification
D
1
1
1
1
1n
1
1
1
1
1 EQc08.1a Daylighting: 75% Classrooms & Core Learning Spaces
D
1
1
1
1
POSn
1
1
NO
1
1 EQc08.1b Daylighting: 90% Classrooms & Core Learning Spaces
D
1
1
1
NO POSn
1
1
NO
1
NO EQc08.1c Daylighting: 75% All Other Reqularly Occupied Spaces
D
1
1
1
1
1n
NO
1
NO
1 APPEALED EQc08.2
Views: 90% of Spaces
D
D
NO
NO
NO
NO
NO
1
NO
1
NO
1 EQc09.1
Enhanced Acoustical Performance: 40 dba OR 32 RC
NO
NO
NO
NO
NO
1
NO
1
NO
1 EQc09.2
D
Enhanced Acoustical Performance: 35 dba OR 27 RC
NO
NO
NO
NO
NO
NO
NO
NO
NO
NO EQc10
Mold Prevention
D
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5 INNOVATON & DESIGN PROCESS
Possble Points 6
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0 IDc01
Possible Innovation in Design: 4 ID Points Max, 4 Max Exemplary
1c
1c
1c
1c
1n
1c
1c
1c
1c
1 IDc01
Innovation: Sustainable Building Education
C
1
1
1
------ ------ ------ ------ ------ ------ ------ IDc01
Exemplary Performance: EQc8.1 95% for Regularly Occupied Spaces
D
1n Backup 1c Backup 1c
1c IDc01
Exemplary Performance: Green Power x2
C
Backup Backup Backup 1c
Exemplary Performance: EAc2 >= 17.5%
C
1c
1c
1c
1c
1c
1c
1c
1c
1c
1c IDc01
1c
1c
1c
1c
1c
1c
1c
1c
1c
1c IDc01
Exemplary Performance: EAc1 >= 45.5%
C
NO
NO
NO
NO
NO
NO
NO
NO
NO
NO IDc01
Exemplary Performance: MRc7 95%
C
NO GCdata GCdata NO GCdata NO GCdata NO GCdata NO IDc01
Exemplary Performance: MRc4 30%
C
NO
NO GCdata NO GCdata 1c
NO
1c GCdata NO IDc01
Exemplary Performance: MRc5 30%
C
LEED Accredited Professional
C
1c
1c
1c
1c
1n
1c
1c
1c
1c
1c IDc02
DEFER DEFER DEFER DEFER DEFER DEFER DEFER DEFER DEFER DEFER IDc03
(Deferred to Const Submittal) C
The School as a Teaching Tool
CONSTRUCTION REVIEW STATUS
DESIGN REVIEW STATUS
PROJECT LEED CERTIFICATION PROCESS NOTES
Completed Responded Commented Submitted Reviewed 2 Responded Reviewed 1 Submitted
CVMS
HTHS
MOHS
NCMS1
MVHS
SOHS
CVHS
SOMS
SUHI

Reg Date:
Reg Date:
Reg Date:
Reg Date:
Reg Date:
Reg Date:
Reg Date:
Reg Date:
Reg Date:

03/06/08
03/06/08
03/24/08
04/11/08
09/18/08
04/08/08
Unknown
07/25/08
04/08/08

DESIGN: 1 CREDIT DENIED during appeal. Submitted for Second Appeal 2011-0818.
DESIGN: Review Complete, including appeal.
DESIGN: Review Complete, including appeal.
CONSTRUCTION: Construction Submittal: In Work. ISSUE: GC LEED data collection stalled.
DESIGN: Review Complete, including appeal.
DESIGN: Responding to Design Review Comments. ISSUE: Stuck on Site Lighting Credit.
DESIGN: Review Complete, including appeal.
DESIGN: Design Review Complete. One point lost due to site lighting cost missing from EAc1.
DESIGN: Review Complete, including appeal. 1 CREDIT DENIED. Submitted for Appeal 2011-0818

STALLED
Nearly Done
IN WORK
STALLED
Nearly Done
STALLED
GC DONE
STALLED
Nearly Done

11/24/10
11/24/10
11/04/10
02/25/10
04/20/11
Responding
07/23/11 01/31/11
03/30/11 03/09/11
APPEAL 1 06/17/11
APPEAL 2
06/17/11
12/05/10
08/06/10
07/06/11

04/26/10
APR 2010
APR 2010
11/18/09
JAN 2011
JAN 2011
11/10/10
12/04/10
12/06/10

03/05/10
03/05/10
02/25/10
08/18/09
12/17/10
11/30/10
08/30/10
11/26/10
11/22/10

Exhibit 10

SGI Payment Procedure Flowchart

Sweetwater Union High School District

Proposition ‘O’

PROGRAMMANAGEMENT
PLANNINGANDCONSTRUCTIONMANUAL

1. CONTRACTOR INVOICES WITH A COST LOADED SCHEDULE.
1.1. Roles and Responsibilities.
1.1.1. Architect/Engineer (AE). The person, firm, corporation or entity responsible for the Project Architectural or
Engineering designs licensed to practice Architecture or Engineering as identified in the Contract Documents.
1.1.2. Contracts Manager (CM). The person responsible to manage and control prime contracts and consultant
agreements for the Owner.
1.1.3. Contractor (GC). The person, firm, corporation or entity with whom the Owner has or intends to enter into a
Contract for construction of a District project.
1.1.4. Financial Manager (FM). The person who oversees all aspect of budget, cost and payment processes.
1.1.5. Project Manager (PM). The person with whom the Owner has contact with at the school project sites. He
performs and manages the construction project.
1.1.6. Project Engineer (PE). The person who assists the PM with daily construction activities.
1.1.7. Scheduler. The person who enters and updates project’s construction schedule.
1.1.8. Inspector of Record (IOR). Project Inspector approved by the DSA and employed by the District in
accordance with the requirements of Title 24 of the California Code of Regulations.
1.2. Definitions. The following terms explain the Contractor Invoices documents and their support documentation.
1.2.1. Preliminary Schedule. A Preliminary Schedule it is a schedule of the first ninety days of construction.
1.2.2. Notice to Proceed (NTP). A Notice to Proceed is a document prepared that notifies the construction work
project start and end dates
1.2.3. Application for Payment. Document prepared to invoiced work performed on a monthly basis.
1.2.4. Primavera. Application used to keep track of the projects cost and construction schedule.
1.2.5. Prolog. Application used to manage the Prop O Bond by the Program Management team.
1.2.6. Laserfiche. Application used by the District to upload & manage electronic documents.
1.3. Contractor Invoices with a Cost Loaded Schedule. The following steps will be taken to prepare this
document:
1.3.1. GC shall prepare a “Preliminary Schedule” within ten days of NTP. The “Preliminary Schedule” should
include detailed activities for the first ninety days of the performance period. The remaining performance
period may be summarized with a single activity titled “Remaining Construction”. The “Preliminary
Schedule” shall be cost loaded. The values assigned for the individual activities (excluding “Remaining
Construction”) shall remain constant for the proposed baseline schedule. A sample of a “Preliminary
Schedule” is attached.
1.3.2. The GC shall formerly transmit the schedule in PDF format and Primavera backup format (PRX or XER) to
SGI. The PM and PE shall review the schedule and provide comments to Scheduler. The Scheduler
shall review the “Preliminary Schedule” for adherence to the specifications, cost loading and general
scheduling principals. The Scheduler shall recommend to the SGI that the schedule is Approved,
Approved as Noted, Revise and Resubmit or Rejected. If the “Preliminary Schedule” is Approved or
Approved as Noted, SGI shall transmit the PDF file to FM for entry into Prolog.
1.3.3. FM shall create a contract with contract type set as “Variable Contract with Fixed Cap” within Application
for Payment module. This type is used so that the contract schedule of values can be expanded when the
baseline schedule is approved.
1.3.4. GC, IOR and SGI shall meet at the construction field office to review progress on or about the 25th of
each month. The GC shall redline the paper draft of the schedule update with actual start dates, percent
complete and actual finish dates through the end of the current month. All disputes regarding progress shall
be resolved during this meeting. Upon agreement, all parties shall keep a copy of the agreed upon paper
schedule update. Items projected to be completed by the end of the month are validated once SGI signs
the payment application.
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1.3.5. GC shall complete the schedule update in accordance with the project specifications and formally transmit
the schedule update to SGI. SGI shall forward the schedule update to Scheduler for review. SGI
shall forward the pencil draft to FM for review by no later than the last day of the month.
1.3.6. GC shall forward Application for Payment (only AIA G702/703) to SGI for final review.
NOTE: SGI WILL NOT SIGN THE PAYMENT APPLICATION PRIOR TO OFFICIAL SUBMITTAL BY THE
GC TO FM.
1.3.7. The GC is responsible for obtaining signatures for the IOR and ARCT prior to delivery to FM. GC shall
provide complete invoice package to FM via mail (Fedex/UPS, etc) or by personal delivery to SUHSD
between the 1st and 10th day of the month.
NOTE: THE GC WILL NOT USE SGI STAFF TO DELIVER PAYMENT APPLICATIONS FOR
PROCESSING.
1.3.8.GC shall record the percent complete for each item on the Application for Payment schedule of values
through remote connection to Prolog.
1.3.9.FM will confirm that the invoice is consistent with the paper draft and that all required items have been
submitted. FM shall route the invoice packet for internal and district signature approvals.
1.3.10. Once invoice is executed, District Accounting will cut check and mail it to GC
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Exhibit 11

SGI Payment Processing Time Report

Invoices Average Day Routing
Prop 'O' Bond Per Month Report
Month

Total
Invoices
Received
to Date
November 2007
13
December 2007
10

AP

Area PM

Program
Controls

Program
Director

Planning District Rep

Check
Mailed

Total
Days

16.08
8.40

4.77
3.00

(3.69)
2.40

2.46
3.56

3.23
1.80

2.77
0.60

27.69
23.60

53.31
43.36

January 2008
February 2008
March 2008
April 2008
May 2008
June 2008
July 2008
August 2008
September 2008
October 2008
November 2008
December 2008

42
35
30
44
54
49
37
60
82
150
90
106

2.38
3.40
1.27
4.64
3.46
1.65
2.49
1.90
2.33
3.47
4.83
4.95

2.47
2.51
2.63
1.41
6.11
0.67
2.30
0.87
0.82
2.06
2.57
5.38

0.71
0.83
(0.23)
0.86
(3.30)
0.76
2.43
1.92
2.17
3.43
4.60
1.77

2.86
0.94
0.07
0.95
2.83
0.12
0.00
0.00
1.52
0.07
0.00
0.00

4.52
3.89
2.00
3.30
3.54
1.80
0.84
(1.52)
9.98
1.37
1.10
2.45

1.36
0.51
0.57
1.75
7.89
1.73
2.68
7.63
4.34
5.08
4.87
3.13

19.38
19.17
14.50
12.50
12.43
9.73
16.86
7.59
3.56
4.76
6.90
4.93

33.69
31.26
20.81
25.41
32.97
16.47
27.59
18.39
24.71
20.22
24.87
22.62

January 2009
February 2009
March 2009
April 2009
May 2009
June 2009
July 2009
August 2009
September 2009
October 2009
November 2009
December 2009

95
136
140
144
124
197
160
172
152
125
165
158

0.49
0.66
0.15
0.90
1.44
4.17
3.43
5.01
5.82
3.98
2.02
5.35

1.85
2.54
2.31
1.28
1.27
1.84
2.68
2.16
3.05
4.05
6.78
5.68

1.42
3.08
2.41
0.69
1.24
0.38
0.86
2.75
1.89
3.73
3.01
6.25

0.00
0.00
0.01
4.88
3.81
0.58
1.39
3.58
0.08
0.21
0.04
0.00

4.45
1.24
2.33
3.31
1.64
0.65
1.77
1.20
1.86
7.79
1.73
1.81

2.79
6.10
1.16
1.99
3.39
2.74
9.04
6.63
4.62
5.01
4.84
2.68

3.02
4.49
6.60
5.10
6.74
6.06
4.92
4.01
2.98
5.02
5.88
4.73

14.03
18.10
14.97
18.16
19.52
16.43
24.09
25.33
20.29
29.79
24.29
26.51

January 2010
February 2010
March 2010
April 2010
May 2010
June 2010
July 2010
August 2010
September 2010
October 2010
November 2010
December 2010

190
157
174
186
149
184
128
136
164
153
205
105

3.74
2.67
1.99
4.95
4.63
2.79
3.67
1.43
2.73
2.45
4.73
1.12

3.14
1.80
1.94
1.31
1.21
2.75
3.05
3.55
4.22
2.39
3.46
5.73

1.70
0.82
1.45
1.38
1.26
0.58
0.38
0.43
0.99
1.04
0.42
0.56

2.12
2.29
2.28
1.09
0.79
1.27
1.62
2.25
1.56
1.41
4.81
3.59

1.92
2.38
2.47
3.77
3.13
1.67
1.77
1.72
2.13
1.69
1.24
1.70

2.16
4.02
4.77
3.94
2.31
3.61
6.66
3.16
1.60
2.30
4.28
2.59

3.24
5.11
4.84
4.92
4.33
3.40
1.57
4.01
4.31
4.16
4.26
7.80

18.02
19.09
19.75
21.36
17.66
16.08
18.71
16.56
17.54
15.45
23.21
23.09

January 2011
February 2011
March 2011
April 2011
May 2011

121
142
137
147
119

0.86
1.50
2.70
2.35
1.68

2.96
2.37
2.69
3.33
2.86

1.14
1.11
0.63
0.84
0.76

3.72
1.98
2.08
1.79
2.45

2.61
2.56
2.03
0.76
0.99

1.90
3.82
3.32
5.63
3.99

4.39
5.49
4.31
4.28
3.77

17.57
18.83
17.76
18.98
16.50

Month

Total
Invoices
Received
to Date
June 2011
195
July 2011
103
125
August 2011
September 2011
129
Total Invoices

5,719

AP

Invoices Average Day Routing
Prop 'O' Bond Per Month Report
Program Planning District Rep
Director

Area PM

Program
Controls

Check
Mailed

Total
Days

1.60
1.02
1.19
1.32

3.37
3.45
4.43
2.84

1.06
1.12
0.82
0.92

2.10
2.39
3.02
6.41

1.71
2.28
1.68
1.66

4.50
16.75
13.30
2.30

3.89
6.59
5.04
3.53

18.23
33.59
29.47
18.99

2.85

2.92

1.48

1.77

2.20

4.31

5.28

20.81

Averages per Month
28

20
16
12
8
4
0

20
2 00 7
/
2007/11
20 0812
2008 /1.
2008/10
/
2008/11
200812
2008/2.
2008/3.
2008/4.
2008/5.
2008/6.
2008/7.
2008/8.
20 09/9.
2009 /1.
2009/10
/
2009/11
200912
2009/2.
2009/3.
2009/4.
2009/5.
2009/6.
2009/7.
2 09/8.
20010/9.
2010 /1.
2010/10
/
2010/11
201012
2010/2.
2010/3.
2010/4.
2010/5.
2010/6.
2010/7.
2010/8.
2011 /9.
2011/1.
2011/2.
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2011/4.
2011/5.
2011/6.
2011/7.
1 /8

Average Days

24
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LCP Annual Report from 05-01-08 to 02-27-09
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Hard and Soft Cost Descriptions

Type
Object
HARD
4310
HARD
4410
HARD
4411
HARD
6233
HARD
6234
HARD
6235
HARD
6236
HARD
6238
HARD
6299
HARD Total
SOFT
5750
SOFT
5852
SOFT
5890
SOFT
6140
SOFT
5750
SOFT
6220
SOFT
SOFT
SOFT
SOFT
6221
SOFT
6222
SOFT
6223
SOFT
6224
SOFT
SOFT
SOFT
SOFT
6225
SOFT
SOFT
SOFT
6230
SOFT
6237
SOFT
6240
SOFT
6245
SOFT Total
Grand Total

Maint WO
Legal Fees
Misc Admin
Surveys
Interfund District Services
Architects/Engineering
0000
0001-Fees
0002-Reimbursables
DSA Plan Check Fees
CDE Plan Check Fees
Preliminary Tests
Other Design
0000
0001-Fees
0002-Reimbursables
Project Mgmt Fees
0001-Fees
0002-Reimbursables
Utility Servces/Permits
Labor Compliance
Testing
Inspection

Description
Supplies
Equipment > $20,000
Furniture
Demolition
Other Construction
Interim Housing
New Construction
Site Cleanup
Construction Contingency

SUH Project 1
Total Exps
180,353.98
921,099.24
127,582.70
0.00
83,201.61
600,918.56
32,352,915.60
0.00
0.00
34,266,071.69
1,625.64
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
2,937,909.83
231,023.21
206,875.50
24,068.87
121,512.33
0.00
37,396.72
2,775,587.52
225,731.88
0.00
1,437,783.54
50,651.03
0.00
79,219.53
388,405.88
503,737.79
9,021,529.27
43,287,600.96
20.84%
100.00%

79.16%

Ratios

20.84%

79.16%

SUHHardSoftCostRatios
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Project Status Summary Sheet
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PROGRAM MANAGEMENT
PLANNING AND CONSTRUCTION MANUAL
1. CHANGE ORDER PROCESS.
Overview:
All construction projects have a certain element of unknown conditions that must be addressed by the contractor. In
addition, the owner must be able to make adjustments in the construction program to reflect changes in operation or
circumstances that occur after the design is completed. This section outlines the process used for Change Orders.
1.1. Purpose. The purpose of a Change Order is to communicate and record changes in the Contract Amount and /or
Time.
1.2. Roles and Responsibilities.
1.2.1. Architect/Engineer (AE). The person, firm, corporation or entity responsible for the Project Architectural or
Engineering designs licensed to practice Architecture or Engineering as identified in the Contract Documents.
1.2.2. Contracts Manager (CM). The person responsible to manage and control prime contracts and consultant
agreements for the Owner.
1.2.3. Document Control Assistant (DCA) The person responsible to make sure all documentation is printed,
routed executed, scanned and filed for the Owner.
1.2.4. Contractor (GC). The person, firm, corporation or entity with whom the Owner has or intends to enter into a
Contract for construction of a District project.
1.2.5. GSGI Construction Manager (GSGI CM). The person or entity contracted for management and administration
of construction contract(s) relative to a District project.
1.2.6. Office Manager (OM). Responsible for organizing and coordinating office operations.
1.2.7. Program Controls (PC). The person who oversees the financial, contract management, quality control and
documentation aspects of all school projects.
1.2.8. Program Director (PD). The person in charge of Program Management and Controls Teams.
1.2.9. Project Manager (PM). The person with whom the Owner has contact with at the school project sites. He
performs and manages the construction project.
1.2.10. Project Engineer (PE). The person who assists the PM with daily construction activities.
1.2.11. Quality Manager (QM). The person who makes sure a process is within procedure guidelines.
1.2.12. The Owner. The Sweetwater Union High School District (referred to as District).
1.3. Definitions. The following terms explain the Change Order documents and their support documentation.
1.3.1. Request for Proposal (RFP). A Request For Proposal is made by the PM, directing the GC’s to submit a
written proposal detailing the proposed changes to the Contract Amount and/or Contract Time in response
to the proposed Work contained therein. See Exhibit A for reference.
1.3.2. Field Work Directive (FWD). A Field Work Directive is a written directive directing the GC to proceed
regarding an issue of dispute, or requiring GC to take a specified action regarding the Work, Project and/or
Contract. A Field Work Directive may, but not always, result in an addition, deletion, and/or revision in the
Work, and may contain a proposed basis for adjustments to, if any, the Contract Amount and/or Contract
Time. See Exhibit B for reference.
1.3.3. Potential Change Order (PCO). A Potential Change Order is a written instrument, prepared by the PM
setting forth proposed adjustments to the Contract Amount or Time, if any, in response to a directed (by the
District) and/or proposed (GC) addition, deletion or revision in the Work. The PCO shall include all prices,
breakdowns and costs, data and/or information required in order to validate a proposed adjustment in the
Contract Amount, Milestones and/or Contract Time. See Exhibit C for reference.
1.3.4.Board Item (BI). A Board Item is a document submitted to the monthly Board of Trustees meeting for
approval for contract change order requests. See Exhibit D for reference.
1.3.5.Change Order (CO). A Change Order is the signatory document authorizing a change in the Contract
Amount and/or Time. See Exhibit E for reference.
1.3.6. Prolog. Application used to manage the Prop O Bond by the Program Management team.
1.3.7. Laserfiche. Application used by the District to upload & manage electronic documents.
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NOTE: ALL DIRECTION MUST BE GIVEN IN WRITING. VERBAL DIRECTION WITHOUT WRITTEN
CONSENT AS BACK UP, IS PROHIBITED.
1.4. Field Work Directive (FWD). See Field Work Directive Flow Chart Figure No. 1 for reference.
1.4.1.The PM creates and prints FWD in Prolog and enters with not to exceed cost.
1.4.2.PM will forward it to GC, AE, GSGI CM and District for signature approval.
1.4.3. If FWD is approved by the District staff, PM will transmit it to GC and make a copy to attach as backup
when PCO needs to be created in Prolog (see following step).
1.4.4. If FWD is not approved, PM will revise and resubmit; rejected FWD will be archived.
NOTE: THE PM MAY SPECIFY ON THE FWD, THE METHOD OF PRICING FOR THE COST OF THE
WORK (I.E. TIME AND MATERIAL, LUMP SUM, UNIT PRICES, ETC.) AND INCLUDE A “NOT TO
EXCEED” AMOUNT. PRIOR TO THE ISSUANCE OF A FWD, THE PM MUST VERIFY THAT THE
ESTIMATED AMOUNT OF THE WORK DESCRIBED IN THE FWD IS WITHIN THE CONSTRUCTION
CONTINGENCY AND PRELIMINARILY APPROVED BY THE DISTRICT’S DIRECTOR OF PLANNING
AND FACILITIES.
1.5. Potential Change Order (PCO). See Potential Change Order to Change Order Flow Chart Figure No. 2 for
reference.
1.5.1. The PM creates PCO in Prolog and enters it with original estimate (cost).
1.5.2. The PM creates and prints RFP in Prolog & transmits it to the GC. PM will present PCO back up in an
organized and systematic way. The PM is responsible for documenting all Contract modifications that alter
the scope of Work.
1.5.3. The GC must respond to the RFP in the time specified by the PM, but no more than five (5) calendar days.
When necessary to the progress of the Work, the PM may ask for a response in less than 5 calendar days.
1.5.4. When reply is received and negotiated with GC, the PM will enter RFP proposed amount (cost) and enters
into previously created PCO in Prolog.
1.5.5. The PM completes PCO indicating a description and justification of the scope change and impact to the
contract amount and time, including a detail of existing and proposed Contract adjustments.
1.5.6. PCO is then printed and forwarded by PM to GC, AE, GSGI CM and District for approval signatures..
1.5.7. PM forwards executed PCO and corresponding backup to QM for review.
1.5.8. If PCO is reviewed favorably, QM notifies DCA, CM & QM; otherwise additional information will be required
from PM.
1.5.9. QM forwards approved PCO to DCA for further processing. DCA will make copy of executed PCO and
provide it to PM.
1.5.10. PM will notify and transmit executed PCO copy to GC to proceed with the scope change related Work.
NOTE: WORK RELATED TO THE SCOPE CHANGE SHALL NOT COMMENCE NOR SHALL THE PM
START TO PROCESS A CO UNTIL THE PCO HAS BEEN APPROVED BY ALL APPLICABLE PARTIES.
1.6. Board Item (BI). See Potential Change Order to Change Order Flow Chart Figure No. 2 for reference.
1.6.1. After PCO has been executed by the District, DCA creates BI.
1.6.2. DCA forwards BI to District (Director of Planning and Facilities) for further review; upon District decision
BI will it be included in next months board agenda for approval; otherwise it will be revised as instructed and
resubmitted.
1.7. Change Order (CO). See Potential Change Order to Change Order Flow Chart Figure No. 2 for reference.
1.7.1. DCA creates and prints six (6) CO sets in Prolog and DCA transmits CO sets for GC & AE for signatures.
1.7.2. GC and/or AE receive and review CO sets; if CO is reviewed with no disputes or revisions, GC and/or AE
sign documents.
1.7.3. If CO sets are not signed, they are transmitted back to DCA for any revision requested. Process is
repeated until GC and/or AE sign documents.
1.7.4. As soon as executed CO sets are received and date stamped by OM. Documents are then forwarded to
DCA for further processing.
1.7.5. DCA creates and prints Prolog internal routing form and routes CO sets for internal PM, PC, PD
signatures; if CO is under $150,000 District’s CO sets can be signed.
NOTE: THE GC CAN ONLY INCLUDE CO UP TO $150,000 IN NEXT APPLICATION FOR PAYMENT,
BUT IT MUST BE EXECUTED BY ALL PARTIES AND ALL WORK SHOULD BE COMPLETED.
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1.7.6. When the District’s Board of Trustees meets and if BI is approved DCA notifes PM, CM & QM; if it is not
approved DCA will let the same staff know the District’s board recommendation.
1.7.7. As soon as all CO board items are approved and if more than $150,000 they routed for District’s
signatures.
1.7.8. Once CO is executed, DCA will internally file one (1) set and distribute remaining ones as follows:
1.7.8.1. District’s Finance will receive one (1) set,
1.7.8.2. District’s Purchasing will receive one (1) set,
1.7.8.3. GC will receive one (1) set,
1.7.8.4. AE will receive two (2) sets, one for their records, and the other as backup to submit to DSA for
approval.
1.7.9. DCA enters CO executed and mail dates in Prolog.
1.7.10. DCA scans CO in Laserfiche.
1.7.11. DCA files CO.
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PCO – Potential Change Order
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EXHIBIT A

April 20, 2009
Mr. Brian Fordyce
Fordyce Construction, Inc.
9932 Prospect Avenue #138
Santee, CA 92071

RE:

Request for Proposal No. RFP-001
Hilltop High Interim Housing

Dear Mr. Fordyce,

6D

P

Spencer Evans

SO

Respectfully,

H

Please provide a quotation referencing the following PCO Number 001 for the following general
description, Asphalt Landing Transition Relos 7-12. Please provide a written quotation by 4/20/2009
and return to my attention.
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EXHIBIT B
Director of Planning and
Construction

Field Work Directive
Hilltop High Interim Housing
Project:
Contractor: Fordyce Construction, Inc.
Architect: Ruhnau Ruhnau Clarke

Project No.:
Date:
Contract No.:

815-8506.19
04/17/2009
SF780407

Field Work Directive No 001
Contractor is directed to proceed with the following described work (Preparer to include appropritate
reference to Plans, Specifications, Sketches, RFI's, etc.):

H

Ramp landing pads at relos 7-12 must have a transition slope to path of travel of 1:20 or 5% slope per
ADA. Due to layout of relos and field conditions a portion of this 4' wide path of travel ends up
under the common ramp to the adjacent relos 1-6. Proposed fix by ME and JV is to have transitions
run north/south over a enlongated landing.

SO

Issue was brought up during 4/13/09 OAC meeting at HTH. Field measurements were taken and
architect verbably answered question.
In order to expedite the Work and avoid or minimize delays the Field Work Directive (FWD) is issued. Signature
on this FWD acknowledges potential change in the contract amount. This FWD does not represent approval of
cost(s) and or a change order to the contract.

P

When signed by the Owner and Architect and received by the Contractor, this document becomes effective
IMMEDIATELY as a FWD, and the Contractor shall proceed with the work described above.

6D

If deemed acceptable, A Change Order will be issued to the Contract Agreement after full review of the contract
documents.

If a Change Order is contemplated, select the appropriate option below:

Estimated Cost:

$ 4,200.00

Estimated Time:
Type of Change:

1 Days
Not to Exceed

Reason for Change:

Code Compliance

SWEETWATER UNION HIGH SCHOOL DISTRICT
Sweetwater Program Management



Contractor Signature

Date

Architect Signature

Date

1130 5th Avenue / Chula Vista, CA 91911
phone: (619) 426-4570
facsimile: (619) 426-1775

3DJHRI

Director of Planning and
Construction

Field Work Directive
Hilltop High Interim Housing
Project:
Contractor: Fordyce Construction, Inc.
Architect: Ruhnau Ruhnau Clarke

Project No.:
Date:
Contract No.:

Date

H

Project Manager Signature

Date

Director of Planning and Construction

Date

SO

Planning Project Manager

P

If a Change Order is contemplated (or this is an item in
dispute), this instruction shall be authorized by the Distrct
Representative:

815-8506.19
04/17/2009
SF780407

6D

Attached: RFI #8, PCO #1
Copies to: Project Manager, Construction Manager, Fordyce Construction, Inc.

SWEETWATER UNION HIGH SCHOOL DISTRICT
Sweetwater Program Management



1130 5th Avenue / Chula Vista, CA 91911
phone: (619) 426-4570
facsimile: (619) 426-1775

3DJHRI

EXHIBIT C

Potential Change Orders
Detailed, Grouped by Each Number with Signatures

Hilltop High Interim Housing

Project # 815-8506.19

555 Claire Ave.
Chula Vista, CA 91910

Tel:

Fax:

Closed
PCO #: 001

4/13/2009

Asphalt Landing Transition Relos 7-12

Category

Reference

Lump Sum

Request For Information: 008 - Asphalt
Landing Transition

Notes
Ramp landing pads at relos 7-12 must have a transition slope to path of travel of 1:20 or 5% slope per ADA. Due to layout of relos and
field conditions a portion of this 4' wide path of travel ends up under the common ramp to the adjacent relos 1-6. Proposed fix is to
have transitions run north/south over a enlongated landing.

Summary:
Requested Days:

Approved Days:
0

H

0

Board Category

Itemized Details:
Quote Due

001 - ForCon - 8506-6236-00

4/20/2009

Asphalt Landing Transition Relos 7-12

TOTAL

Quote Rec'd

Proposed

SO

General Description

4/28/2009

Approved

$5,012.00

$2,195.00

$5,012.00

$2,195.00

P

In order to expedite the Work and avoid or minimize delays the Potential Change Order (PCO) is issued. Signature
on this PCO acknowledges work and change in the contract amount.

6D

When signed by the Owner and Architect and received by the Contractor, this document becomes effective
IMMEDIATELY as a PCO, and the Contractor shall proceed with the work described above.
A Change Order to the Contract amount will be issued. Once the Change Order is fully executed, the Contractor
will be elligible to invoice.
Contractor Signature

Architect Signature

SGI Signature

SUHSD Signature

Contractor Name

Architect Name

Project Manager Name

SUHSD Name

Date

Date

Date

Date

SGI Signature

SUHSD Signature

Construction Mgr. Name

SUHSD Name

Date

Date

Architect Comments:

Prolog Manager



Printed on: 9/17/2009

PM7Database

3DJHRI

EXHIBIT D

H-01

Issue:
Ratification of Change Order No. 2.
Superintendent’s Recommendation:
Ratify Change Order No. 2 for the Interim Housing Project at Hilltop High School.
Analysis:
Introduction:
Change Order No. 2 has been approved by staff in accordance with direction provided by the board of trustees at its
December 10, 2007, meeting. Staff recommends the board ratify the following contract changes for the Interim
Housing at Hilltop High School.

H

1. Contractor to provide a credit for deletion of all work associated with plumbing to the 2nd group of relocatable
classrooms. Decrease the contract with Fordyce Construction, Inc., in the amount of $6,300.
2. Repair of existing sub-grade issues. Increase to the contract with Fordyce Construction, Inc., in the amount of
$12,000.

SO

3. Grade elevation and ADA access ramp issues at 2nd Group of relocateable classrooms. Increase to the contract
with Fordyce Construction, Inc., in the amount of $1,000.

P

4. Ramp landings at relocatable units 7-12 did not meet ADA compliance. The ramps designs were re-designed to
meet ADA compliance. Increase to the contract with Fordyce Construction, Inc., in the amount of $2,195.
5. Concrete encasement was found in trench path data connection to building 200. Alternate route was used.
Increase to the contract with Fordyce Construction, Inc., in the amount of $2,400.

6D

6. ABS pipe found below grade was leaking upstream of trench excavation. Increase to the contract with Fordyce
Construction, Inc., in the amount of $930.
7. Point of connection on the drawings were shown on incorrect end of relocatable bathroom building. Extra conduit,
wire and labor were required. Increase to the contract with Fordyce Construction, Inc., in the amount of $1,280.
8. Low voltage tie-in was shown on drawings where existing ramp is located. Tie in location was moved. Increase to
the contract with Fordyce Construction, Inc., in the amount of $2,000.
9. Existing wires covered in duct tape were found buried 4” below finished grade. Contractor installed concrete pull
box to bring electrical up to code. Increase to the contract with Fordyce Construction, Inc., in the amount of $500.
10. Rebar not shown on drawings. Rebar added per RFI direction. Increase to the contract with Fordyce
Construction, Inc., in the amount of $310.
Fiscal Impact:
Expenditure of $16,315,to the Proposition O Fund. This change order combined with all other change orders results
in a 3.3 percent increase for the contract.



3DJHRI

EXHIBIT E

Contract Change Order
Detailed, Grouped by Each Number BARCODE

Hilltop High Interim Housing

Project # 815-8506.19

555 Claire Ave.
Chula Vista, CA 91910

Tel:

SUHSD Program Management\SGI

Fax:

Architect's Project No: 1-83-64
3/9/2009
Contract Date:
Contract Number: SF780407
Change Order Number: 002
37-H10
DSA File No.
DSA No.
04-109874

Contractor/Vendor
Fordyce Construction, Inc.
9932 Prospect Avenue #138
Santee, CA 92071

The Contract is hereby revised by the following items:
Change Order No. 002

PCO

Item # Description

001

001

Asphalt Landing Transition Relos 7-12

Amount
2,195

002

001

Low Voltage Tie in @ Bldg 200

2,400

005

001

Asphalt Pad at 2nd Group

007

001

Deletion of Plumbing to 2nd Group

009

001

Plastic Storm Drain Fix

010

001

Power to Bathrooms

1,000
(6,300)

001

Low Voltage @ Relo #6

001

Pull Box in Left Field

015

001

Existing Asphalt Conditions

016

001

Rebar @ Switch Gear Pad

SO

013
014

H

930

SIGNATURE:

6D

P

The original Contract Value was.......................................................................................................................
Sum of changes by prior Subcontract Change Orders.....................................................................................
The Contract Value prior to this Subcontract Change Order was.....................................................................
The Contract Value will be changed by this Subcontract Change Order in the amount of...............................
The new Contract Value including this Subcontract Change Order will be......................................................
The Contract duration will be changed by........................................................................................................
The revised Completion date as of this Subcontract Change Order is.............................................................
APPROVED
ARCHITECT
DIVISION OF THE STATE ARCHITECT
Ruhnau Ruhnau Clarke
Office on Construction Services
5751 Palmer Way, Suite C
16680 West Bernardo Drive
Carlsbad, CA 92010
San Diego, CA 92127

1,280
2,000
500
12,000
310
499,000
0
499,000
16,315
515,315
0 Days
6/21/2009

STAMP & DATE

BY:
TITLE:
DATE

OWNER

TO COMPANY

Sweetwater Union High School District

Fordyce Construction, Inc.

PROGRAM MANAGER

CONTRACTOR/VENDOR/ARCHITECT

SIGNATURE
BY

SIGNATURE

Karl Bradley

BY Brian Fordyce

TITLE Assistant Superintendent of Facilities and Operations

TITLE

DATE

DATE



President

1130 Fifth Ave. Chula Vista, CA 91911

3DJHRI

Exhibit 16

Change Order Summary through August 31 2011

0

0

Other

Total Change Orders

1%

2%

3%

4%

5%

6%

7%

7,608,359

9.79%

678,352

8,705

596,877

33,019

2,998

36,753

CVM
6,930,007

165,313

7.35%

11,315

0

0

0

0

11,315

GJH
153,998

15,340,917

15.32%

2,038,103

267,616

685,323

932,731

11,265

141,168

HTH
13,302,814

18,118,513

2.27%

402,845

(105,023)

290,048

201,577

8,840

7,403

MOH
17,715,668

Other -0.13%

Owner Requested 2.18%

Errors and Omissions 2.22%

Code Compliance 0.20%

Unforeseen Conditions 0.89%

Approved CO Value by Reason

20,914,112

4.31%

863,741

(122,119)

551,443

225,770

170,520

38,127

CVH
20,050,371

Notes:
Data includes all construction contracts managed under Proposition O per school site.
Data includes only board approved change orders as of the data date.

$ 122,152,517

Percentage of Original
Contract Value

8%

9%

10%

220,039

0

Owner Requested

Current Contract Amount

0

Errors and Omissions

0.00%

0

Code Compliance

Current CO Rate

0

Unforeseen Conditions

Original Contract Amount

BVH
220,039

1,380,903

2.14%

28,964

9,382

19,582

0

0

0

MOM
1,351,939

5,410,924

9.31%

460,926

66,231

146,307

153,128

4,116

91,144

MVH
4,949,998

8,585,254

1.60%

135,394

21,323

45,602

26,978

0

41,491

SOH
8,449,860

8,543,358

6.56%

525,763

(358,183)

29,514

461,802

0

392,630

SOM
8,017,594

Unforeseen Condions
Code Compliance
Errors and Omissions
Owner Requested
Other

8,065,029

8.16%

608,701

(4,606)

(23,357)

391,010

15,035

230,618

NCM
7,456,328

Data up through: Aug312011

Change Order Summary

94.64%

34,348,921

2.37%

795,021

55,325

322,048

289,503

32,740

95,405

SUH
33,553,900

Current Total CO Rate

Others

Owner Requested

Errors and Omissions

Code Compliance

Unforeseen Conditions

$128.7M

Approved CO Percentage of Original Contract Value

128,701,642

6,549,125

(161,349)

2,663,387

2,715,518

245,514

1,086,054

Total
122,152,517

5.36%

5.36%

(2.46%)

40.67%

41.46%

3.75%

% of COs
16.58%

Sum of all original contract values for general contractors.

Sum of all Construction and Demolition contract changes that have been approved by the Board before 8/31/2011.

Total Change Orders as a percentage of Original Contract Amount ( B / A )

Original Contract Amount plus Total Change Orders ( A + B )

(A) Original Contract Amount

(B) Total Change Orders

(C) Current CO Rate

(D) Current Contract Amount

Definitions:

Data up through: Aug312011

Change Order Summary

Exhibit 17

Baseline Planning Schedule April 2008

Exhibit 18

As-Built Schedule September 2011

02-Sep-15
20-Apr-16
20-Apr-16

840 31-Jan-13
840 31-Jan-13

Remaining...

02-Sep-15

675 31-Jan-13

Actual Level of Effort

02-Sep-15

675 31-Jan-13

Actual Work

02-Sep-15

675 31-Jan-13

Remaining Level of Effort

National City Adult - Project 1

National City Adult

Chula Vista Adult - Project 1

Chula Vista Adult

Montgomery Adult - Project 1

Montgomery Adult

Fifth Avenue Academy - Project 1

Fifth Avenue Academy

Alta Vista Academy - Project 1

Alta Vista Academy

Palomar High School - Project 1

Palomar High School

Bonita Vista High School - Project 1

Bonita Vista High School

Hilltop Middle School - Project 1

Hilltop Middle School

Granger Jr High School - Project 1

Granger Jr. High School

Castle Park Midlle School - Project 1

Castle Park Middle School

07-Jan-15

02-Nov-16

1097 19-Jul-12

Bond Sale 3

675 31-Jan-13

28-Aug-14

654 27-Feb-12

Castle Park High School - Project 1

07-Jan-15

28-Aug-14

654 27-Feb-12

Castle Park High School

478 11-Mar-13

04-Dec-14

1213 13-Apr-10 A

Hilltop High School - Project 2

07-Jan-15

04-Dec-14

1213 13-Apr-10 A

Hilltop High School

478 11-Mar-13

26-Aug-14

652 27-Feb-12

Montgomery High School - Project 2

07-Jan-15

26-Aug-14

652 27-Feb-12

Montgomery High School

458 08-Apr-13

26-Aug-14

652 27-Feb-12

Southwest High School - Project 2

29-Jul-15

26-Aug-14

652 27-Feb-12

Southwest High School

458 08-Apr-13

05-Dec-14

1809 01-Jan-08 A

National City Middle School - Project
Proje 2

29-Jul-15

05-Dec-14

1809 01-Jan-08 A

National City Middle School

615 21-Mar-13

21-Aug-14

649 27-Feb-12

Mar Vista High School - Project 2

20-Apr-16

21-Aug-14

649 27-Feb-12

Mar Vista High School

615 21-Mar-13

16-Dec-14

1221 13-Apr-10 A

Sweetwater High School - Project 2

20-Apr-16

16-Dec-14

1221 13-Apr-10 A

Sweetwater High School

895 15-Nov-12

25-Sep-14

649 02-Apr-12

Chula Vista High School - Project 2

20-Apr-16

25-Sep-14

649 02-Apr-12

Chula Vista High School

895 15-Nov-12

16-Dec-14

1786 01-Jan-08 A

Bond Sale 2

20-Apr-16

31-Oct-11

1093 01-Aug-07 A

Hilltop High School

895 15-Nov-12

06-Jan-12

1074 05-Nov-07 A

Montgomery High School

20-Apr-16

15-Mar-13

1000 24-Apr-09 A

Montgomery Middle School

895 15-Nov-12

14-Oct-11

1030 15-Oct-07 A

Chula Vista Middle School

20-Apr-16

26-Jul-12

1271 13-Sep-07 A

Southwest High School

895 15-Nov-12

31-Oct-11

1059 19-Sep-07 A

National City Middle School

20-Apr-16

31-Oct-11

1019 14-Nov-07 A

Mar Vista High School

895 15-Nov-12

15-Dec-11

1102 04-Sep-07 A

Sweetwater High School

20-Apr-16

30-Mar-12

1114 01-Dec-07 A

Southwest Middle School

895 15-Nov-12

20-Sep-11

1030 18-Sep-07 A

895 15-Nov-12

15-Mar-13

1446 01-Aug-07 A

Chula Vista High School

Bond Sale 1

2008

2010

2011

2012

2013

2014

2015

2016

2017

2018

2019

21-Sep-11 08:40

(c) Primavera Systems, Inc.

Page 1 of 2

TASK filter: All Activities

Layout: Prop O EPS/WBS Detail

Q Q3 Q4 Q Q Q3 Q4 Q Q Q3 Q Q1 Q Q3 Q Q Q2 Q Q4 Q Q2 Q Q4 Q Q Q3 Q4 Q Q Q3 Q Q1 Q Q3 Q Q1 Q Q3 Q Q Q2 Q Q4 Q Q2 Q Q4 Q Q

2007

2009

Finish

Dur. Start

Activity Name

Activity ID

Proposition O Schedule

Sweetwater Union High School District

02-Sep-15
02-Sep-15
02-Sep-15
07-Jan-15
07-Jan-15
02-Nov-16
02-Nov-16

675 31-Jan-13
675 31-Jan-13
458 08-Apr-13
458 08-Apr-13
1097 19-Jul-12
1120 19-Jul-12

Adult Resource Center

Vocational and Tech Ed.

02-Sep-15

675 31-Jan-13

Adult Resource Center

02-Sep-15
02-Sep-15
26-Mar-19
26-Mar-19
26-Mar-19
26-Mar-19
26-Mar-19
26-Mar-19
26-Mar-19
26-Mar-19
26-Mar-19
29-Dec-17
29-Dec-17
26-Mar-19
26-Mar-19
01-Oct-18
01-Oct-18

675 31-Jan-13
858 18-Nov-15
875 18-Nov-15
875 18-Nov-15
875 18-Nov-15
875 18-Nov-15
875 18-Nov-15
875 18-Nov-15
875 18-Nov-15
875 18-Nov-15
553 18-Nov-15
553 18-Nov-15
674 25-Aug-16
674 25-Aug-16
637 22-Apr-16
637 22-Apr-16

Alternative Ed/Options

29-Dec-17
29-Dec-17
24-Jun-11

448 13-Apr-16
496 21-Jul-09 A

Olympian High School - Project 1

No Funding Event (Construction)
(Constructio

Actual Work
Remaining...

Remaining Level of Effort

Actual Level of Effort

Olympian High School

448 13-Apr-16

Eastlake Middle School - Project 1

Eastlake Middle School

Otay Ranch High School - Project 1

Otay Ranch High School

San Ysidro High Schol - Project 1

San Ysidro High School

Eastlake High School - Project 1

Eastlake High School

Rancho Del Rey Middle School - Project
Pr
1

Rancho Del Rey Middle School

Mar Vista Middle School - Project 1

Mar Vista Middle School

Bonita Vista Middle School - Project
Projec 1

Bonita Vista Middle School

Bond Sale 4

IB Technology Academy - Project 1

07-Jan-15

07-Jan-15

458 08-Apr-13

IB Technology Academy
675 31-Jan-13

07-Jan-15

458 08-Apr-13

Community Day School

Alternative Ed/Options

07-Jan-15

458 08-Apr-13

Community Day School

458 08-Apr-13

08-Sep-16

1081 19-Jul-12

West Side New School - Project 1
West Side New School - Project 2

West Side New School

Vocation & Tech Ed - Project 1

San Ysidro Adult - Project 1

675 31-Jan-13

San Ysidro Adult

2008

2010

2011

2012

2013

2014

2015

2016

2017

2018

2019

21-Sep-11 08:40

(c) Primavera Systems, Inc.

Page 2 of 2

TASK filter: All Activities

Layout: Prop O EPS/WBS Detail

Q Q3 Q4 Q Q Q3 Q4 Q Q Q3 Q Q1 Q Q3 Q Q Q2 Q Q4 Q Q2 Q Q4 Q Q Q3 Q4 Q Q Q3 Q Q1 Q Q3 Q Q1 Q Q3 Q Q Q2 Q Q4 Q Q2 Q Q4 Q Q

2007

2009

Finish

Dur. Start

Activity Name

Activity ID

Proposition O Schedule

Sweetwater Union High School District

18-Sep-07 A
01-Oct-07 A
01-Jul-09 A
27-Dec-10 A
18-Sep-07 A
22-Sep-08 A

01-Dec-07 A
29-Apr-09 A
01-Jul-09 A
22-Apr-11 A
01-Dec-07 A
08-Jan-09 A

04-Sep-07 A
01-Aug-09 A
04-Dec-09 A
03-Jul-11 A
04-Sep-07 A
22-Sep-08 A

Actual Work
Remaining...

Actual Level of Effort

448 14-Nov-07 A
483 14-Nov-07 A

1034 14-Nov-07 A

40 13-Jun-11 A
60 23-Jul-11 A
1019 14-Nov-07 A

258 31-Jan-11 A
44 17-Oct-11
90 13-Jun-11 A

235 13-Sep-08 A
610 10-Aug-09 A
229 31-Jan-11 A

57 22-Sep-08 A
204 10-Dec-08 A
845 13-Sep-08 A

70 22-Sep-08 A
139 01-Dec-08 A
261 22-Sep-08 A

514
0
507
116
1115
189

1115 04-Sep-07 A

89 20-Sep-11
42 23-Jan-12
1102 04-Sep-07 A

20 03-Nov-11
0 01-Dec-11
131 20-Sep-11

51 08-Jan-09 A
0 21-Mar-09 A
20 03-Nov-11

336
33
653
246
1130
52

1130 01-Dec-07 A

125 29-Jul-10 A
143 21-Jan-11 A
1114 01-Dec-07 A

50 22-Sep-08 A
139 01-Dec-08 A
269 29-Jul-10 A

402
480
579
162
1045
189

1045 18-Sep-07 A

01-Aug-09 A
21-Sep-09 A

31-Oct-11

23-Jul-11 A
14-Oct-11
31-Oct-11

15-Oct-11
15-Dec-11
14-Oct-11

10-Aug-09 A
12-Dec-11 A
15-Dec-11

10-Dec-08 A
22-Sep-09 A
12-Dec-11 A

01-Dec-08 A
12-Jun-09 A
22-Sep-09 A

24-Aug-09 A
01-Aug-09 A
15-Nov-11
12-Dec-11
12-Dec-11
12-Jun-09 A

12-Dec-11

20-Jan-12
20-Mar-12
15-Dec-11

30-Nov-11
01-Dec-11
20-Mar-12

20-Mar-09 A
21-Mar-09 A
01-Dec-11

17-Mar-09 A
15-Jun-09 A
02-Jan-12
30-Mar-12
30-Mar-12
21-Mar-09 A

30-Mar-12

20-Jan-11 A
10-Aug-11 A
30-Mar-12

01-Dec-08 A
12-Jun-09 A
10-Aug-11 A

02-Apr-09 A
01-Aug-09 A
20-Sep-11
10-Aug-11 A
20-Sep-11
12-Jun-09 A

20-Sep-11

20-Sep-11

15-Mar-13

1446 01-Aug-07 A
1030 18-Sep-07 A

Finish

Dur. Start

Remaining Level of Effort

Design
Bidding

Mar Vista High School - Project 1

Mar Vista High School

Construction
Closeout

Sweetwater High School - SMARTBoards

Construction
Closeout

Sweetwater High School - Welding Building

Construction
Closeout

Sweetwater High School - Interim Housing

Construction
Closeout

Sweetwater High School - Asbestos Abatement

Construction
Closeout

Sweetwater High School - Concrete Bleachers

Design
Bidding
Construction
Closeout
Hammock

Sweetwater High School - Project 1

Sweetwater High School

Construction
Closeout

Southwest Middle School - Field Renovation

Construction
Closeout

Southwest Middle School - SMARTBoards

Construction
Closeout

Southwest Middle School - Interim Housing

Design
Bidding
Construction
Closeout
Hammock

Southwest Middle School - Project 1

Southwest Middle School

Construction
Closeout

Chula Vista High School - Interim Housing

Construction
Closeout

Chula Vista High School - Concrete Bleachers

Design
Bidding
Construction
Closeout
Hammock

Chula Vista High School - Project 1

Chula Vista High School

Bond Sale 1

Activity Name

Sweetwater Union High School District
Q1

Q4

Q3

2008
Q2

Page 1 of 3

Q1

Q4

(c) Primavera Systems, Inc.

Q3

2007
Q2

Q1

Q2

Q3

2009
Q4

Q3

2010
Q2

Q4

Q1

Q3

2011
Q2

TASK filter: All Activities

Layout: Prop O EPS/WBS Detail

Q1

Proposition O Schedule - Bond Sale 1
Q4

Q1

Q2

Q3

2012
Q4

Q1

Q2

2013

19-Sep-11 19:00

Construction
Closeout
Hammock
01-Jul-09 A
07-Apr-11 A
14-Nov-07 A
05-May-09 A

19-Sep-07 A
09-Mar-09 A
04-Jun-09 A
03-May-11 A
19-Sep-07 A
10-Nov-08 A

13-Sep-07 A
13-Sep-07 A
13-Sep-07 A
02-Jan-12
13-Sep-07 A
15-Oct-07 A

15-Oct-07 A
11-Mar-09 A
21-Jul-09 A
16-May-11 A
15-Oct-07 A
20-Dec-10 A

24-Apr-09 A
20-Sep-11
20-Sep-11
15-Nov-11
24-Apr-09 A
05-Jun-09 A

Actual Work
Remaining...

Actual Level of Effort

357 05-Nov-07 A
28 17-Jun-09 A
595 01-Aug-09 A

1090 05-Nov-07 A

75 09-Nov-09 A
108 22-Feb-10 A
1074 05-Nov-07 A

49 05-Jun-09 A
84 13-Aug-09 A
183 09-Nov-09 A

627
0
349
349
1016
133

1016 24-Apr-09 A

73 20-Dec-10 A
100 31-Mar-11 A
1000 24-Apr-09 A

545
103
474
110
1045
173

1045 15-Oct-07 A

492
492
1231
149
1271
1030

1271 13-Sep-07 A

21 13-Jun-11 A
69 12-Jul-11 A
1271 13-Sep-07 A

63 08-Apr-11 A
45 06-Jul-11 A
90 13-Jun-11 A

41 10-Nov-08 A
174 07-Jan-09 A
108 08-Apr-11 A

488
45
520
62
984
216

1006 19-Sep-07 A

106 05-May-09 A
92 30-Sep-09 A
1048 19-Sep-07 A

579
148
1034
198

Dur. Start

Remaining Level of Effort

Design
Bidding
Construction

Montgomery High School - Project 1

Montgomery High School

Construction
Closeout

Montgomery Middle School - Relocatable Restro

Construction
Closeout

Montgomery Middle School - Interim Housing

Design
Bidding
Construction
Closeout
Hammock

Montgomery Middle School - Project 1

Montgomery Middle School

Construction
Closeout

Chula Vista Middle School - Relocation of Relos

Design
Bidding
Construction
Closeout
Hammock

Chula Vista Middle School - Project 1

Chula Vista Middle School

Design
Bidding
Construction
Closeout
Hammock

Southwest High School - Project 1

Southwest High School

Construction
Closeout

National City Middle School - SMART Boards

Construction
Closeout

National City Middle School - Elevation Transitio

Construction
Closeout

National City Middle School - Interim Housing

Design
Bidding
Construction
Closeout
Hammock

National City Middle School - Project 1

National City Middle School

Construction
Closeout

Mar Vista High School - Interim Housing

Activity Name

Sweetwater Union High School District

18-Mar-09 A
27-Jul-09 A
11-Nov-11

06-Jan-12

22-Feb-10 A
22-Jul-10 A
06-Jan-12

13-Aug-09 A
09-Dec-09 A
22-Jul-10 A

20-Sep-11
20-Sep-11
21-Jan-13
15-Mar-13
15-Mar-13
09-Dec-09 A

15-Mar-13

31-Mar-11 A
18-Aug-11 A
15-Mar-13

14-Nov-09 A
01-Aug-09 A
16-May-11 A
14-Oct-11
14-Oct-11
18-Aug-11 A

14-Oct-11

01-Aug-09 A
01-Aug-09 A
31-May-12
26-Jul-12
26-Jul-12
14-Oct-11

26-Jul-12

12-Jul-11 A
14-Oct-11
26-Jul-12

06-Jul-11 A
07-Sep-11 A
14-Oct-11

06-Jan-09 A
08-Sep-09 A
07-Sep-11 A

01-Aug-09 A
11-May-09 A
02-Jun-11
27-Jul-11
27-Jun-11
08-Sep-09 A

27-Jul-11

30-Sep-09 A
05-Feb-10 A
14-Oct-11

20-Sep-11
31-Oct-11
31-Oct-11
05-Feb-10 A

Finish
Q1

Q4

Q3

2008
Q2

Page 2 of 3

Q1

Q4

(c) Primavera Systems, Inc.

Q3

2007
Q2

Q1

Q2

Q3

2009
Q4

Q3

2010
Q2

Q4

Q1

Q3

2011
Q2

TASK filter: All Activities

Layout: Prop O EPS/WBS Detail

Q1

Proposition O Schedule - Bond Sale 1
Q4

Q1

Q2

Q3

2012
Q4

Q1

Q2

2013

19-Sep-11 19:00

Closeout
Hammock

01-Aug-07 A
11-Jun-09 A
04-Aug-09 A
23-May-11 A
01-Aug-07 A
13-Mar-09 A

Actual Work
Remaining...

Actual Level of Effort

21 13-Jun-11 A
68 13-Jul-11 A

22 10-Jun-11 A
78 13-Jul-11 A
90 13-Jun-11 A

148 13-Mar-09 A
42 08-Oct-09 A
101 10-Jun-11 A

628
37
469
106
1099
191

1099 01-Aug-07 A

Remaining Level of Effort

Construction
Closeout

Hilltop High School - SMARTBoards

Construction
Closeout

Hilltop High School - Misc

Construction
Closeout

Hilltop High School - Interim Housing

Design
Bidding
Construction
Closeout
Hammock

Hilltop High School - Project 1

Hilltop High School

Construction
Closeout
16 23-Jun-11 A
56 15-Jul-11 A
1093 01-Aug-07 A

12-Jul-11 A
14-Oct-11

12-Jul-11 A
31-Oct-11 A
14-Oct-11

07-Oct-09 A
06-Dec-09 A
31-Oct-11 A

27-Dec-09 A
01-Aug-09 A
23-May-11 A
17-Oct-11
17-Oct-11
06-Dec-09 A

17-Oct-11

15-Jul-11 A
30-Sep-11
31-Oct-11

01-Jun-10 A
21-Dec-10 A
30-Sep-11

279 24-Aug-09 A
145 01-Jun-10 A
72 23-Jun-11 A

Montgomery High School - SMARTBoards

Construction
Closeout

Montgomery High School - Turf Project

06-Jan-12
06-Jan-12
19-May-09 A

Finish

27-Feb-09 A
19-May-09 A
21-Dec-10 A

79 20-Sep-11
1090 05-Nov-07 A
128 20-Nov-08 A

Dur. Start

71 20-Nov-08 A
57 27-Feb-09 A
346 24-Aug-09 A

Construction
Closeout

Montgomery High School - Interim Housing

Activity Name

Sweetwater Union High School District
Q1

Q4

Q3

2008
Q2

Page 3 of 3

Q1

Q4

(c) Primavera Systems, Inc.

Q3

2007
Q2

Q1

Q2

Q3

2009
Q4

Q3

2010
Q2

Q4

Q1

Q3

2011
Q2

TASK filter: All Activities

Layout: Prop O EPS/WBS Detail

Q1

Proposition O Schedule - Bond Sale 1
Q4

Q1

Q2

Q3

2012
Q4

Q1

Q2

2013

19-Sep-11 19:00
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Bond Measure O Performance Audit
Principals’ Survey
December, 2011

Campus: Chula Vista High School
Measure O Project(s): All projects
Your Name (Please Print): Kevin Willard

Background
1) Were you involved in the “programming” phase that provided the architect with the
program needs for your Measure O project?

Yes

No

2) Are your new Measure O facilities being occupied?

Yes

No

3) If the new facilities are occupied, how long has it been?

__1-2 years______months

***
Please read the following statements and bold, mark, or highlight the response that best
describes your opinion:
Design Process
4) “The project design meets (or will meet) our educational program needs.”
Strongly Agree

Agree

Not Sure

Disagree

Strongly Disagree

5) “The new Measure O facilities provide (or will provide) a good environment for students
and teachers alike.”
Strongly Agree

Agree

Not Sure

Disagree

Strongly Disagree

6) “The green features improve the appeal of the project.”
Strongly Agree



Agree

Not Sure

Disagree

$YHQLGD(QFLQDV6XLWH+&DUOVEDG&$
3&)

Strongly Disagree


7) “The heating and ventilation system works well.”
Strongly Agree

Agree

Not Sure

Disagree

Strongly Disagree

Not Sure

Disagree

Strongly Disagree

Don’t know yet

8) “The lighting system works well.”
Strongly Agree

Agree

Don’t know yet

9) “The new Measure O technology features will improve the teaching and learning
environment.”
Strongly Agree

Agree

Not Sure

Disagree

Strongly Disagree

Don’t know yet

10) “The buildings finishes are appealing and seem to be of good quality (durable, easy to
keep looking clean).”
Strongly Agree

Agree

Not Sure

Disagree

Strongly Disagree

Don’t know yet

Construction Process
11) “The Measure O project team kept us informed at all times.”
Strongly Agree

Agree

Not Sure

Disagree

Strongly Disagree

12) “The project team worked hard to minimize disruption during construction.”
Strongly Agree

Agree

Not Sure

Disagree

Strongly Disagree

13) “The project team made sure that students and staff were kept out of harm’s way during
construction.”
Strongly Agree

Agree

Not Sure

Disagree

Strongly Disagree

Disagree

Strongly Disagree

Disagree

Strongly Disagree

14) “The project team answered our questions quickly.”
Strongly Agree

Agree

Not Sure

15) “The project team listened to our concerns.”
Strongly Agree



Agree

Not Sure

$YHQLGD(QFLQDV6XLWH+&DUOVEDG&$
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16) “The Measure O building seems to be well built, using high quality materials.”
Strongly Agree

Agree

Not Sure

Disagree

Strongly Disagree

Don’t know yet
Change Orders

17) “Did you ask for any added work during construction?”

Yes

No

18) “The Measure O project team was helpful when we asked to make changes.”
Strongly Agree

Agree

Not Sure

Disagree

Strongly Disagree

Does Not Apply

19) “The project team did a good job of explaining the costs and benefits of the changes we
discussed.”
Strongly Agree

Agree

Not Sure

Disagree

Strongly Disagree

Does Not Apply

20) “Were any of your desired changes added to the scope of work?”

Yes

No

21) Were any of your desired changes rejected?

Yes

No

22) “If you had a desired change rejected, how much has that damaged the final Measure O
product in your opinion?”

A lot

A little

Not significantly

***

Additional Comments?
AC still not working in New Library
More discussions on final designs to school staff that has to work with buildings after all is done
Overall grade: A for SGI and A+ for Turner Construction
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Bond Measure O Performance Audit
Principals Survey
December, 2011

Campus: _________Chula Vista High School___________
Measure O Project(s): Library, Boys and Girls PE buildings, Gym and Theaters
Your Name (Please Print): George Ohnesorgen, past Principal at CVHS

Background
1) Were you involved in the “programming” phase that provided the architect with the
program needs for your Measure O project?

Yes

No

2) Are your new Measure O facilities being occupied?

Yes

No

3) If the new facilities are occupied, how long has it been?

9 months

***
Please read the following statements and bold, mark, or highlight the response that best
describes your opinion:
Design Process
4) “The project design meets (or will meet) our educational program needs.”
Strongly Agree

Agree

Not Sure

Disagree

Strongly Disagree

5) “The new Measure O facilities provide (or will provide) a good environment for students
and teachers alike.”
Strongly Agree

Agree

Not Sure

Disagree

Strongly Disagree

6) “The green features improve the appeal of the project.”
Strongly Agree



Agree

Not Sure

Disagree

$YHQLGD(QFLQDV6XLWH+&DUOVEDG&$
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Strongly Disagree


7) “The heating and ventilation system works well.”
Strongly Agree

Agree

Not Sure

Disagree

Strongly Disagree

Not Sure

Disagree

Strongly Disagree

Don’t know yet

8) “The lighting system works well.”
Strongly Agree

Agree

Don’t know yet

9) “The new Measure O technology features will improve the teaching and learning
environment.”
Strongly Agree

Agree

Not Sure

Disagree

Strongly Disagree

Don’t know yet

10) “The buildings finishes are appealing and seem to be of good quality (durable, easy to
keep looking clean).”
Strongly Agree

Agree

Not Sure

Disagree

Strongly Disagree

Don’t know yet

Construction Process
11) “The Measure O project team kept us informed at all times.”
Strongly Agree

Agree

Not Sure

Disagree

Strongly Disagree

12) “The project team worked hard to minimize disruption during construction.”
Strongly Agree

Agree

Not Sure

Disagree

Strongly Disagree

13) “The project team made sure that students and staff were kept out of harm’s way during
construction.”
Strongly Agree

Agree

Not Sure

Disagree

Strongly Disagree

Disagree

Strongly Disagree

Disagree

Strongly Disagree

14) “The project team answered our questions quickly.”
Strongly Agree

Agree

Not Sure

15) “The project team listened to our concerns.”
Strongly Agree



Agree

Not Sure

$YHQLGD(QFLQDV6XLWH+&DUOVEDG&$
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16) “The Measure O building seems to be well built, using high quality materials.”
Strongly Agree

Agree

Not Sure

Disagree

Strongly Disagree

Don’t know yet
Change Orders

17) “Did you ask for any added work during construction?”

Yes

No

18) “The Measure O project team was helpful when we asked to make changes.”
Strongly Agree

Agree

Not Sure

Disagree

Strongly Disagree

Does Not Apply

19) “The project team did a good job of explaining the costs and benefits of the changes we
discussed.”
Strongly Agree

Agree

Not Sure

Disagree

Strongly Disagree

Does Not Apply

20) “Were any of your desired changes added to the scope of work?”

Don’t Know

21) Were any of your desired changes rejected?

Yes

No

22) “If you had a desired change rejected, how much has that damaged the final Measure O
product in your opinion?”

A lot

A little

Not significantly

***

Additional Comments?
The entire crew of Prop O worked well to meet the needs of the school during the
construction phase of the project. Weekly meetings and updates help monitor and support
the school
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Bond Measure O Performance Audit
Principals’ Survey
December, 2011

Campus: __________ Southwest Middle School _________________________
Measure O Project(s): _ Boys’ & Girls’ PE, 6 classrooms, 1 ASB room, main offices
Your Name (Please Print): __ Oscar Medina ________________

Background
1) Were you involved in the “programming” phase that provided the architect with the
program needs for your Measure O project?

Yes

*No

2) Are your new Measure O facilities being occupied?

Yes

*No

3) If the new facilities are occupied, how long has it been?

__________months

***
Please read the following statements and bold, mark, or highlight the response that best
describes your opinion:
Design Process
4) “The project design meets (or will meet) our educational program needs.”
Strongly Agree

*Agree

Not Sure

Disagree

Strongly Disagree

5) “The new Measure O facilities provide (or will provide) a good environment for students
and teachers alike.”
*Strongly Agree

Agree

Not Sure

Disagree

Strongly Disagree

6) “The green features improve the appeal of the project.”
*Strongly Agree



Agree

Not Sure

Disagree

$YHQLGD(QFLQDV6XLWH+&DUOVEDG&$
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Strongly Disagree


7) “The heating and ventilation system works well.”
Strongly Agree

*Agree

Not Sure

Disagree

Strongly Disagree

Not Sure

Disagree

Strongly Disagree

Don’t know yet

8) “The lighting system works well.”
Strongly Agree

*Agree

Don’t know yet

9) “The new Measure O technology features will improve the teaching and learning
environment.”
*Strongly Agree

Agree

Not Sure

Disagree

Strongly Disagree

Don’t know yet

10) “The buildings finishes are appealing and seem to be of good quality (durable, easy to
keep looking clean).”
*Strongly Agree

Agree

Not Sure

Disagree

Strongly Disagree

Don’t know yet

Construction Process
11) “The Measure O project team kept us informed at all times.”
Strongly Agree

*Agree

Not Sure

Disagree

Strongly Disagree

12) “The project team worked hard to minimize disruption during construction.”
Strongly Agree

*Agree

Not Sure

Disagree

Strongly Disagree

13) “The project team made sure that students and staff were kept out of harm’s way during
construction.”
*Strongly Agree

Agree

Not Sure

Disagree

Strongly Disagree

Disagree

Strongly Disagree

Disagree

Strongly Disagree

14) “The project team answered our questions quickly.”
Strongly Agree

*Agree

Not Sure

15) “The project team listened to our concerns.”
Strongly Agree



*Agree

Not Sure

$YHQLGD(QFLQDV6XLWH+&DUOVEDG&$
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16) “The Measure O building seems to be well built, using high quality materials.”
Strongly Agree

*Agree

Not Sure

Disagree

Strongly Disagree

Don’t know yet
Change Orders

17) “Did you ask for any added work during construction?”

*Yes

No

18) “The Measure O project team was helpful when we asked to make changes.”
Strongly Agree

Agree

Not Sure

*Disagree

Strongly Disagree

Does Not Apply

19) “The project team did a good job of explaining the costs and benefits of the changes we
discussed.”
Strongly Agree

Agree

Not Sure

Disagree

Strongly Disagree

*Does Not Apply

20) “Were any of your desired changes added to the scope of work?”

*Yes

No

21) Were any of your desired changes rejected?

*Yes

No

22) “If you had a desired change rejected, how much has that damaged the final Measure O
product in your opinion?”

A lot

*A little

***

Additional Comments?
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Not significantly



Bond Measure O Performance Audit
Principals’ Survey
December, 2011

Campus: _______Chula Vista High School_______________________________
Measure O Project(s): _____Performing Arts Center; Library________________
Your Name (Please Print): ____Steven Lizarraga__________________________

Background
1) Were you involved in the “programming” phase that provided the architect with the
program needs for your Measure O project?

Yes

No X

2) Are your new Measure O facilities being occupied?

Yes X

No

3) If the new facilities are occupied, how long has it been?

____12______months

***
Please read the following statements and bold, mark, or highlight the response that best
describes your opinion:
Design Process
4) “The project design meets (or will meet) our educational program needs.”
Strongly Agree

Agree

Not Sure

Disagree

Strongly Disagree

5) “The new Measure O facilities provide (or will provide) a good environment for students
and teachers alike.”
Strongly Agree

Agree

Not Sure

Disagree

Strongly Disagree

6) “The green features improve the appeal of the project.”
Strongly Agree



Agree

Not Sure

Disagree

$YHQLGD(QFLQDV6XLWH+&DUOVEDG&$
3&)

Strongly Disagree


7) “The heating and ventilation system works well.”
Strongly Agree

Agree

Not Sure

Disagree

Strongly Disagree

Not Sure

Disagree

Strongly Disagree

Don’t know yet

8) “The lighting system works well.”
Strongly Agree

Agree

Don’t know yet

9) “The new Measure O technology features will improve the teaching and learning
environment.”
Strongly Agree

Agree

Not Sure

Disagree

Strongly Disagree

Don’t know yet

10) “The buildings finishes are appealing and seem to be of good quality (durable, easy to
keep looking clean).”
Strongly Agree

Agree

Not Sure

Disagree

Strongly Disagree

Don’t know yet

Construction Process
11) “The Measure O project team kept us informed at all times.”
Strongly Agree

Agree

Not Sure

Disagree

Strongly Disagree

12) “The project team worked hard to minimize disruption during construction.”
Strongly Agree

Agree

Not Sure

Disagree

Strongly Disagree

13) “The project team made sure that students and staff were kept out of harm’s way during
construction.”
Strongly Agree

Agree

Not Sure

Disagree

Strongly Disagree

Disagree

Strongly Disagree

Disagree

Strongly Disagree

14) “The project team answered our questions quickly.”
Strongly Agree

Agree

Not Sure

15) “The project team listened to our concerns.”
Strongly Agree



Agree

Not Sure

$YHQLGD(QFLQDV6XLWH+&DUOVEDG&$
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16) “The Measure O building seems to be well built, using high quality materials.”
Strongly Agree

Agree

Not Sure

Disagree

Strongly Disagree

Don’t know yet
Change Orders

17) “Did you ask for any added work during construction?”

Yes

No

18) “The Measure O project team was helpful when we asked to make changes.”
Strongly Agree

Agree

Not Sure

Disagree

Strongly Disagree

Does Not Apply

19) “The project team did a good job of explaining the costs and benefits of the changes we
discussed.”
Strongly Agree

Agree

Not Sure

Disagree

Strongly Disagree

Does Not Apply

20) “Were any of your desired changes added to the scope of work?”

Yes

No

21) Were any of your desired changes rejected?

Yes

No

22) “If you had a desired change rejected, how much has that damaged the final Measure O
product in your opinion?”

A lot

A little

Not significantly

***

Additional Comments?
Overall, the Prop. O Team did a great job at CVHS. Construction meetings held at the site were
very beneficial in helping us keep the staff informed of the progress of construction.
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