
BROWARD OFFICE OF THE INSPECTOR GENERAL 


MEMORANDUM 

To: Honorable Barbara Sharief, Mayor, Broward County 
and Members, Broward Board of Count Commissioners 

From: John W. Scott, Inspector General 

Date: 	 August 23 , 201 7 

Subject: 	 OIG Final Report Re: Billing Errors and Other Discrepancies in a Portion 
ofBroward County's Broadview Park Project, Ref. OIG 14-021 

Attached please find the final report of the Broward Office of the Inspector General (OIG) 
regarding the above-captioned matter. This office's investigation stemmed from an allegation 
that a subcontractor working under Giannetti Contracting Corporation (Giannetti) on Broward 
County's Broadview Park project was privately paving driveways for Broadview Park 
residents yet passing on to the county the cost of materials they used to do so. While the 
original allegation was ultimately unfounded, during a review ofrecords that Giannetti and the 
county produced, the OIG identified several errors and other discrepancies in Giannetti's 
billing totaling at least $99,791.03 in its favor. 

The OIG met with Giannetti representatives to discuss the office's preliminaty findings in 2016, 
then met with the county in June 2017. Following our meeting with the county, Giannetti wrote two 
checks for the repayment of the amount it owed. It paid Stanford & Sons $31,612.27 on June 23, 
2017, and paid the county $69,929.90 on July 5, 2017, for a total repayment of $101 ,542.17. The 
OIG credits the county for acknowledging our analysis and requiring Giannetti to forfeit the 
overpayment, and we appreciate Giannetti 's voluntary repayment. Yet, we remain troubled about 
Giannetti ' s billing practices and some of the county ' s oversight of them. In their responses, 
both parties reported that all outstanding issues had been resolved among themselves; however, 
neither party acknowledged that some of the errors could have been avoided had the parties 
adhered to contract language when handling changes in said contract. Accordingly, this report 
not only details the billing errors and other discrepancies identified in our review, but offers 
recommendations to Broward 's county and municipal governments to improve their administration 
of consh·uction contracts. 

Attachment 

cc: 	 Bertha Henry, County Administrator 

Individuals previously provided a Preliminary Report (under separate cover) 

Jo hn W. Scott, Inspector General 

One North Uni vers ity Dr ive, Suite 111 •P lantat ion, rlorida 33324 • (954) 357-7873 •Fax (954) 357-7857 

www.broward ig.org • (954) 357-TIPS 
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BROWARD OFFICE OF THE INSPECTOR GENERAL
 

FINAL REPORT RE: BILLING ERRORS AND OTHER DISCREPANCIES
 

IN A PORTION OF BROWARD COUNTY’S BROADVIEW PARK PROJECT
 

SUMMARY
 

The Broward Office of the Inspector General (OIG) undertook a review of documentation that prime 
contractor Giannetti Contracting Corporation and Broward County’s Water and Wastewater Services 
division (WWS) provided during an OIG investigation into billing on a portion of the county’s 
Broadview Park neighborhood improvement project, located in central Broward County.1 During its 
review, the OIG found various discrepancies in project billing that favored Giannetti by at least 
$99,791.03. 

We are pleased to report that, after Giannetti and the county reviewed our analysis against their records, in 
June and July 2017, Giannetti refunded affected parties a total of $101,542.17 by paying $31,612.27 to its 
subcontractor Stanford & Sons Trucking Corporation and repaying $69,929.90 to Broward County. 

Due to the nature of the allegation that led the OIG to conduct the review, our scope of concern was 
limited to the roadway and landscaping portion of the contract.  Under the area reviewed by the OIG, 
the county paid Giannetti $6,486,572.  Thus, the billing error rate within our scope was 1.5%, and we 
do not find that the county grossly mismanaged the administration of this portion of the contract. 

Although some of Giannetti’s and a former county project manager’s conduct that led to the discrepancies 
concerned us, there was insufficient evidence for the OIG to determine that they intentionally or 
fraudulently overbilled the county; therefore, we do not find that either the contractor or the former 
employee engaged in misconduct. 

The OIG credits the county for acknowledging our analysis and requiring Giannetti to forfeit the 
overpayment, and we appreciate Giannetti’s voluntary repayment. Yet, we remain troubled about 
Giannetti’s billing practices and some of the county’s oversight of its conduct.  Accordingly, we strongly 
urge the county to increase its efforts to verify the work, measurements, billing, and payments on all current 
and future contracts, especially with Giannetti, whether or not a third party has been contracted to do so. In 
this report, we detail the billing errors and other discrepancies we found and offer recommendations to 
Broward’s county and municipal governments to improve their administration of construction contracts. 

1 The original allegation was that a subcontractor working on the Broadview Park project under Giannetti was privately 
paving driveways for Broadview Park residents yet passing on to the county the cost of materials they used to do so. The 
OIG determined that Giannetti did not bill the county for the materials used in the occasional installation of private 
driveways and that the original allegation was unfounded. 
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BROWARD OFFICE OF THE INSPECTOR GENERAL 
FINAL REPORT RE: BILLING ERRORS AND OTHER DISCREPANCIES
 

IN A PORTION OF BROWARD COUNTY’S BROADVIEW PARK PROJECT
 

OIG CHARTER AUTHORITY 

Section 12.01 of the Charter of Broward County empowers the Broward Office of the Inspector 
General to investigate misconduct and gross mismanagement within the Charter Government of 
Broward County and all of its municipalities. This authority extends to all elected and appointed 
officials, employees and all providers of goods and services to the county and the municipalities.  On 
his own initiative, or based on a signed complaint, the Inspector General shall commence an 
investigation upon a finding of good cause.  As part of any investigation, the Inspector General shall 
have the power to subpoena witnesses, administer oaths, require the production of documents and 
records, and audit any program, contract, and the operations of any division of the county, its 
municipalities and any providers. 

The Broward Office of the Inspector General is also empowered to issue reports, including 
recommendations, and to require officials to provide reports regarding the implementation of those 
recommendations. 

ENTITIES COVERED IN THIS REPORT 

Broward County Water and Wastewater Services 

WWS is a division of the county’s Public Works department and is responsible for planning, 
construction, operation, maintenance, customer service, water management, and financial management 
of the utility that provides drinking water, wastewater services, and storm water and canal services that 
support aquifer recharge and flood management throughout the county. 

Giannetti Contracting Corporation 

Giannetti is an underground utility construction company headquartered in southeast Michigan.  It was 
the prime contractor on the county’s Broadview Park project.  Since the county awarded the 
Broadview Park project, it has awarded eight other contracts to Giannetti totaling approximately 
$34,060,610. 

Chen Moore and Associates (Chen) 

Chen is a consulting firm with several offices in Florida.  It specializes in civil and environmental 
engineering, landscape architecture, geographic information system analysis, and construction 
engineering inspection.  It oversaw the Broadview Park project on behalf of the county.  Chen 
currently has two open contracts with the county valued at $7,639,465. 
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BROWARD OFFICE OF THE INSPECTOR GENERAL 
FINAL REPORT RE: BILLING ERRORS AND OTHER DISCREPANCIES
 

IN A PORTION OF BROWARD COUNTY’S BROADVIEW PARK PROJECT
 

RELEVANT GOVERNING AND ADMINISTRATIVE AUTHORITIES 

Contract No. Y0817013C1 

Contract number Y0817013C1 was the contract between the county and Giannetti for the Broadview 
Park neighborhood improvement project. 

According to Article 3 of the contract, the Broadview Park project was both a unit price contract and a 
lump sum contract “depending upon the type of Work being performed….”  The issues described in 
this report pertain to those portions of the project that were (or were supposed to be) billed as a unit 
price contract.  In a unit price contract, the contractor is paid “for the total number of each of the units 
of work completed at the unit price stated in the schedule of prices bid…final payment shall be made 
for the actual number of units incorporated in or made necessary by the Work covered by the Contract 
Documents.” 

Section 36 of the contract, titled Changes in the Work or Terms of Contract Documents, reserved the 
county’s right “from time to time to make such increases, decreases or other changes in the character 
or quantity of the Work as may be considered necessary or desirable to complete fully and acceptably 
the proposed construction in a satisfactory manner.”  To this end, “[a]ny extra or additional work 
within the scope of this Project must be accomplished by means of appropriate Field Orders and 
Supplemental Instructions or Change Orders.” 

Section 38 of the contract, titled Change Orders, instructed: 

Changes in the quantity or character of the Work within the scope of the Project 
which are not properly the subject of Field Orders or Supplemental Instructions, 
including all changes resulting in changes in the Contract Price, or the Contract 
Time, shall be authorized only by Change Orders approved in advance and issued in 
accordance with the provisions of the Broward County Procurement Code, as 
amended from time to time. 

Section 39 of the contract, titled Value of Change Order Work, specified how the value of 
work that is the subject of a change order was to be determined: 

39.1.1 Where the work involved is covered by unit prices contained in the Contract 
Documents, by application of unit prices to the quantities of items involved, 
subject to the provision of Section 39.7. 

39.1.2 By	 mutual acceptance of a lump sum which CONTRACTOR and 
COUNTY acknowledge contains a component for overhead and profit. 
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BROWARD OFFICE OF THE INSPECTOR GENERAL 
FINAL REPORT RE: BILLING ERRORS AND OTHER DISCREPANCIES
 

IN A PORTION OF BROWARD COUNTY’S BROADVIEW PARK PROJECT
 

39.1.3 On the basis of the “cost of work,” determined as provided in Sections 39.2 
and 39.3, plus a CONTRACTOR’s fee for overhead and profit which is 
determined as provided in Section 39.4.2 

Chapter 21 – Broward County Operational Policy, Procurement Code, Finance and Administrative 
Services 

Change Order is a written order amending a Purchase Order to correct errors, omissions, or 
discrepancies in Purchase Orders to cover acceptable overruns and freight costs; incorporate 
requirements to expand or reduce the scope of goods or services ordered; or to direct other changes in 
contract execution to meet unforeseen field, emergency, climatic, regulatory or market conditions 
which is authorized by the change order clause of the contract. 

Chapter 21.46. - Change Orders. 

Changes to contracts issued by the Director of Purchasing may be made by issuance of a Change 
Order (and other related contractual documents, if any). Except as otherwise provided in this Code, the 
Director of Purchasing may issue Change Orders to correct errors, omissions, or discrepancies in 
contract documents; cover acceptable overruns and freight costs; incorporate requirements to expand 
or reduce the scope of goods or services ordered; or to direct other changes in contract execution to 
meet unforeseen field, regulatory, or market conditions. 

Chapter 21.73.c. – Change Orders. 

The county shall have the right, based on a clause contained in each construction contract, to require 
changes in quantities, additions or deletions of work or other changes within the original intent of the 
contract. Each construction contract shall have an initial amount budgeted for change orders equal to 
5% of the total contract amount which can be administratively approved. Any larger percentage must 
be approved by the Board of County Commissioners when the corresponding additional allowance 
exceeds ten percent (10%) of the original contract amount or $100,000. The Director of Purchasing 
may approve a change order allowance increase up to no greater than ten percent (10%) of the original 
contract amount or $100,000, whichever is less. All changes to construction contracts must be 
approved in advance in accordance with the value of the change order or the calculated value of the 
time extension. All contract change orders of $250,000.00 or more shall be approved, in advance, by 
the Board. The approval of change orders under this amount is hereby delegated to the Director of 
Aviation, the Director of Port Everglades, and the Director of Public Works for their respective 
projects. The Director of Aviation, the Director of Port Everglades, and the Director of Public Works 
shall promulgate regulations through the county Internal Policies and Procedures Manual or the 
Administrative Code prior to delegation of any change order approval authority to their staff. All 

2 Per sections 39.2 and 39.3, “cost of work” was defined as the sum of all of the contractor’s direct costs with specific 
inclusions and exclusions.  When the contractor included its payment to subcontractors as a cost of work, section 39.4 
limited the contractor’s fee to 7.5%. 
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construction change orders shall be submitted to the Office of the Director of Aviation, the Director of 
Port Everglades, or the Director of Public Works, as applicable, complete with explanations, back-up 
information, and a detailed breakdown of charges for review and recommendation for approval. All 
change orders must contain the reason for the change and provide sufficient documentation to verify 
the reasonableness of any time extensions granted or prices charged in the change order. 

INVESTIGATION 

The county’s Broadview Park neighborhood improvement project was implemented to construct 
sewer, drainage, water, landscaping, roadway, and sidewalk improvements in the central area of the 
county.  The project’s scope included the elimination of 1,500 septic tanks and the installation of a 
new sanitary sewer system. 

On June 15, 2010, the Broward County Commission awarded Giannetti a contract for what was the 
third phase of this project.  This contract included the installation of landscaping, asphalt paving, and 
sidewalk and roadway improvements.  The county awarded the contract at a base bid amount of 
$13,305,118 and set it for completion in two years.  The revised contract amount was $13,261,559, 
and the county made the final payment on the project in December 2013. For roadwork and 
landscaping, the reviewed portion of the contract, the county paid Giannetti approximately $6,486,572. 

This investigation was predicated on information that a subcontractor working on the project was 
privately constructing driveways for some homeowners and that the county was paying for the 
materials used on these private projects. Due to the nature of the allegation, the OIG limited its review 
to the roadway and landscaping portion of the contract, part of which it sampled.  The OIG examined 
substantial documentation, including invoices from Giannetti’s subcontractors, inspection reports, 
delivery tickets, and other project documents that Giannetti and the county provided.  We also conducted 
interviews of several employees and representatives of Giannetti, Chen, and WWS. 

During its review, the OIG found various discrepancies in project billing that favored Giannetti by at 
least $99,791.03. 

The Roadway and Landscaping Portion of the Contract 

Chen designed and managed the construction efforts as a contracted consultant to the county.  It was 
responsible for the Broadview Park project’s design, bid review, site supervision, inspection, and billing 
verification. 

For the most part, this was a unit price contract.  That is, Giannetti bid a certain dollar amount for each type 
of unit that it proposed to install.  For example, Giannetti bid that it would charge $27 per square yard to 
install concrete sidewalks.  Chen contracted Craven Thompson and Associates to verify the quantity of units 
installed.  After Giannetti and its subcontractors completed a day’s work, the Craven inspector measured 
and recorded quantities onto a daily inspection report.  Craven provided these inspection reports to Chen.  
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Chen, in turn, transcribed these reports into its own format, submitted the reformatted data to the county, 
and used its reports to discuss and verify billing and payments. 

Giannetti’s contract with the county included line items for the following roadway work: 

9. “Construct asphalt driveways (inclusive of public and private side) … 14,646 SY” 
10. “Construct concrete driveways (inclusive of public and private side) … 8,675 SY” 
11. “Construct specialty driveways (stamped concrete, brick paver, etc.) – (inclusive of public 

and private side) … 411 SY” 
12. “Furnish and Install Concrete Sidewalks … 57,000 SY” 

And it included the following landscaping work: 

45. “Furnish and install Ilex Vomitoria ‘Nana’ (Dwarf Yaupon Holly) … 121 EA” 
48. “Furnish and install St. Augustine Floritam Sod … 95,000 SY” 
49. “Furnish and install Paspalum notatum sod (Bahia) … 1,000 SY”3 

The “private side” of driveways consisted of the portion of a driveway that was on the homeowner’s side of 
the sidewalk but not the sidewalk itself. The “public side” (also called the “right of way”), consisted of the 
sidewalk, driveway apron, and roadway. 

OIG Figure 1: A Broadview Park driveway. 

The OIG determined that the county meant the items “construct asphalt driveways (inclusive of public and 
private side)” and “construct concrete driveways (inclusive of public and private side)” to be limited to 
constructing that part of the private driveways that was necessary and collateral to the installation of the 

3 “SY” means “square yards” and “EA” means “each.” 
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sidewalk and the asphalt or concrete on the public side of the driveways.  After the project’s completion, we 
observed that the county installed asphalt and concrete from two to fourteen feet on the homeowner’s side 
of the driveways.4 

We established that some homeowners did make agreements with Giannetti’s subcontractor for the 
installation of entire private driveways, and we set out to learn whether the county paid for that work. 

Although the Investigation Did Not Substantiate the Original Allegations, It Identified Various Errors 
and Other Billing Discrepancies 

The OIG reviewed all roadway inspection reports and a sample of landscaping inspection reports, 
independently verified their measurements on a sample basis, and compared them to the respective pay 
applications that Giannetti submitted to the county. The OIG concluded that Giannetti only billed the 
county for materials that it and its subcontractors used on the contract, and we did not substantiate the 
allegation that the county paid for labor and materials on the construction of entire private driveways. 

However, we discovered several discrepancies in Giannetti’s billing. The OIG then requested additional 
inspection reports and other available supporting documents.  After a more comprehensive review, we 
confirmed that Giannetti made various billing errors and otherwise overbilled the county by at least 
$99,791.03. 

We met with Giannetti representatives and discussed our preliminary findings in 2016.  Thereafter, the 
contractor agreed that “misbilling” occurred, but it disputed some of our analysis.  It did not pay the county 
or its purportedly underpaid subcontractor until after we presented our analysis to WWS and Public Works 
management on June 1, 2017.  Following our meeting with the county, Giannetti wrote two checks for the 
repayment of the amount it owed.  It paid Stanford & Sons $31,612.27 for “Inv #13498” on June 23, 2017, 
(Composite Exhibit 1) and paid the county $69,929.90 for “Full and Final Settlement – BP#3” on July 5, 
2017.  (Exhibit 2) 

The Various Billing Errors 

Most of the billing errors we found resulted from Giannetti billing the county for more than the amounts 
installed according to inspection reports or the amounts supplied according to subcontractor invoices.  We 
also uncovered mathematical and double-counting errors. 

1. Installation of Concrete Sidewalks - $17,145 

Giannetti erroneously billed concrete sidewalk installation charges in two separate pay applications 
for a combined total of $17,145. 

4 Without knowing what earlier construction on the project had done to the public and private sides of the driveway, we 
could not determine whether up to fourteen feet of new private driveway construction was necessary. 
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In the July 2011 pay application, Giannetti charged the county for the installation of 3,594 square 
yards of concrete sidewalks, the amount that a subcontractor billed Giannetti. However, the 
inspection reports revealed that only 3,264 square yards of concrete sidewalks were installed in July 
2011, a difference of 330 square yards. The OIG’s review of the subcontractor’s supporting 
documents revealed that, on the July 2011 pay application, Giannetti paid the subcontractor for 
3,594 square yards of concrete, 3,269 square yards installed in July 2011 plus another 325 square 
yards which had been installed on June 29, 2011.  The OIG verified that Giannetti billed and was 
paid for the 325 square yards installed on June 29, 2011, in the June 2011 pay application as well as 
the July 2011 pay application.  Therefore, Giannetti double billed 325 square yards5 at a rate of 
$27.00 per square yard, or $8,775. 

The following month, there was another discrepancy in Giannetti’s billing for concrete 
sidewalk installation.  In the August 2011 pay application, Giannetti billed the county for 
the installation of 3,394 square yards of concrete sidewalk. However, the inspection 
reports verified that the contractor only installed 3,084 square yards of concrete sidewalk, a 
difference of 310 square yards or $8,370.  Giannetti’s records contained a document 
reflecting the installation of 3,394 square yards and indicating that 310 square yards of 
concrete sidewalk were installed on August 12, 2011.  But the August 12, 2011 inspection 
report did not have any quantities installed and instead stated that the subcontractor was 
working on concrete driveways and catch basins that day.  The OIG could not find any 
documentation to substantiate the 310 square yards billed and thus considered this amount 
also to be a billing error. 

2. Installation of Concrete Driveways - $4,879.20 

Errors totaling $4,879.20 also occurred when Giannetti billed for the installation of concrete 
driveways.6 

In the December 2010 pay application, Giannetti billed the county for the installation of 202 
square yards of concrete driveways.  However, the inspection report showed that the contractor 
only installed 172 square yards.  The OIG reviewed the subcontractor’s files in an attempt to 
determine an accurate amount of what was installed and could not substantiate a justification 
for the additional 30 square yards, a billing error of $963. 

In the January 2011 pay application, Giannetti charged the county for 1,306 square yards of 
concrete driveway installation, but the inspection reports listed the installation of only 1,288 
square yards. The OIG review of the subcontractor’s invoice to Giannetti revealed and found 
that it billed Giannetti for 1,228.97 square yards.  The OIG was unable to substantiate a 
justification for the additional 18 square yards, a billing error of $577.80. 

5 While the original discrepancy was 330 square yards, the OIG could not determine the origin of the five square yard
 
variance between the inspection report and the subcontractor’s backup documentation.
 
6 As discussed above, under the contract, Giannetti was responsible for installing the public side of concrete driveways as
 
well as the private side that was necessary and collateral to the installation of the public side of the work.
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In the July 2011 pay application, Giannetti billed the county for 900 square yards of concrete 
driveway installation; however, the inspection reports only reflected the installation of 878 
square yards.  The OIG’s review of the subcontractor’s supporting documentation uncovered 
the reason for the variance.  According to the subcontractor’s notes, it installed 22 square yards 
of concrete driveways on July 1, 2011.  However, the inspection report showed no billing for 
July 1, 2011, and showed that no one from the subcontractor was at the site on that day.  As the 
OIG could not substantiate the additional 22 square yards billed, it considered $706.20 a billing 
error by Giannetti. 

In the August 2011 pay application, Giannetti billed the county for installing 606 square yards 
of concrete driveways, but the inspection reports reflected the installation of 524 square yards, 
a difference of 82 square yards.  After the OIG reviewed the August 12, 2011, inspection report 
and the subcontractor’s spreadsheet, we determined that Giannetti likely double billed the 82 
square yards as both a specialty driveway and a concrete driveway, an error of $2,632.20. 

3. Installation of Asphalt Driveways - $3,111.90 

Errors also caused $3,111.90 in overbilling for asphalt driveway installation.7 

For the installation of asphalt driveways, in February 2011, Giannetti overbilled the county 
$354.20; in April 2011, it overbilled $1,669.80; and in September 2011, it overbilled $253.00.  
These errors totaled $2,277.00.  All three errors were due to incorrect mathematical 
calculations by the inspector.  For example, the April error occurred because the inspector 
calculated that (11 X 17) / 9 equals 87 square yards, when it actually equals approximately 21 
square yards. 

Also, the OIG’s review of the July 2011 and August 2011 inspection reports for asphalt 
installation revealed that Giannetti charged the county for 33 square yards in both months for 
the installation of asphalt at the same driveway.  This error may have occurred because the 
contractor counted the corner lot driveway twice, where it worked on two streets that 
intersected at one house. This amounted to $834.90 in overbilling for asphalt installation. 

4. Installation of Floritam Sod - $32,295.54 

The OIG identified $32,295.54 in incorrect billing for the installation of Floritam sod. 

In the August 2011 pay application, Giannetti charged the county for the installation of 22,499 
square yards of Floritam sod.  However, a review of the sod supplier’s invoices showed that only 

7 As discussed above, under the contract, Giannetti was responsible for installing the public side of asphalt driveways as 
well as the private side that was necessary and collateral to the installation of the public side of the work. 
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11,444.44 square yards of sod was purchased and delivered for a difference of 11,054.56 square 
yards or $30,952.77, as Giannetti’s contract price for that line item was $2.80 per square yard.8 

Similarly, in a December 2011 pay application, Giannetti billed the county for the installation of 
4,924 square yards of Floritam sod.  However, the sod supplier’s invoices and Chen’s inspection 
reports only showed evidence of 4,444.44 square yards being delivered—a difference of 479.56 
square yards or $1,342.77.9 

5. Installation of Bahia Sod and Dwarf Yaupon Hollys - $650.20 

Finally, billing errors of $650.20 were identified in Giannetti’s installation of Bahia sod and 
Dwarf Yaupon hollys.  

Specifically, in the February 2012 pay application, the OIG noted that Giannetti charged the 
county for the installation of 2,833 square yards of Bahia sod, but the supplier’s invoice 
showed that the amount delivered was 2,550 square yards, an overbilling of approximately 
$537.70. 

In the June 2012 pay application, Giannetti charged the county for the installation of 121 
Dwarf Yaupon hollys, but the invoice from the supplier totaled the delivery of 112 units. This 
led to a variance of nine units or an overbilled amount of $112.50. 

In 2016, OIG staff interviewed Giannetti’s vice president and discussed these discrepancies with him.  
After researching the contractor’s records, he wrote a letter to the OIG the following month in which 
his company agreed to the above billing errors.  (Exhibit 3). 

Other Discrepancies 

Until June 2017, Giannetti disputed our analysis regarding the remaining discrepancies, as we describe 
below. 

1. A Change Order was Calculated Based on an Incorrect Invoice - $11,846.83. 

During our investigation, we came across the application and backup for Change Order 7, in 
the amount of $31,104 and dated August 13, 2012, at the end of the project.  This change order 
was for Giannetti to “[s]tain 2,160 square yards of driveway aprons at a unit cost of $14.40 per 
square yard within the right of way to match existing driveway staining.” (Exhibit 4) The 
backup documentation attached to the change order showed that Giannetti calculated its cost as 
follows: 

8 This billing error likely occurred because the inspector noted 10,500 square feet were installed on one of the inspection reports 

and did not convert this figure to square yards.
 
9 The settled amount for this billing was $1,344.
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ITEM  COST  

Total  Labor, Equipment, &  Materials  $1.46/square foot  

7.5% Overhead and Profit  $0.11/square foot  

2% Bonds  $0.03/square foot  
$1.60/square foot  TOTAL  ($14.40/square yard)  

 
         

       
   

     
   

      
  

 
     

  
 

  

   

  

  

  
 

ITEM COST 

Total Labor, Equipment, & Materials $1.05/square foot 

7.5% Overhead and Profit $0.08/square foot 

2% Bonds $0.02/square foot 

TOTAL $1.15/square foot 
($10.35/square yard) 
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OIG Table 1:  Broadview Park Project Change Order 7
 
Giannetti’s Calculation of Cost of Work to Stain the Public Side of Driveways
 

Using $1.46 per Square Foot
 

In support of Giannetti’s use of $1.46 per square foot to arrive at its total costs in the change 
order, we observed an undated “Work Invoice” from subcontractor Do It All Concrete, LLC, 
that reflected a price of $1.46 per square foot to “stain existing driveways Prep – Material – 
Labor.” (Exhibit 5) However, upon reviewing documents that Giannetti provided to the OIG, 
we determined that Giannetti actually paid Do It All Concrete just $1.05 per square foot to 
stain the public side of driveways. We calculated the correct billing rate to stain the public side 
using Giannetti’s actual costs, as follows: 

OIG Table 2: OIG’s Calculation of Cost of Work to Stain Driveways
 
Using $1.05 per Square Foot
 

The difference between what Giannetti actually billed the county for staining the public side of 
driveways ($14.40 per square yard) and what it should have billed the county ($10.35 per 
square yard) was $4.05 per square yard.  Because a total of 4,671 square yards of driveways 
were stained, it appeared to the OIG that Giannetti overbilled the county $18,917.55. 

When we presented these preliminary findings to the Chen Project Manager, she agreed 
that it appeared that Giannetti overbilled the county for staining the public side.  She 
explained that she did not have access to Giannetti’s subcontractors’ invoices and relied on 
the “Work Invoice” of $1.46 that Giannetti submitted in the change order packet. 
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OIG staff also presented this discrepancy to the Giannetti Vice President and gave him the 
opportunity to research the issue.  In explaining the cost basis for Change Order 7, the 
Giannetti Vice President later wrote: 

This potential overbilling does not appear to be a mis-billing by Giannetti. 
Originally the $14.40 per square yard price for stained driveways was 
intended for the private-side work, as directed by the county, and included 
preparatory work and cleaning. It is our recollection that when the stained 
driveways were removed from our “specialty concrete” item, it was agreed 
that the $14.40 per square yard price would apply to all stained driveways.” 
(Exhibit 3) 

The Giannetti Vice President’s response confirmed that the contractor had originally billed the 
county for staining the private side of driveways by using Line Item 11, which was established 
for the construction of “specialty driveways (stamped concrete, brick paver, etc.)” at $90 per 
square yard.  However, by agreement, Giannetti billed the county $14.40 per square yard for 
the work, not $90 per square yard, continuing to use Line Item 11.  More specifically, 
Giannetti submitted a request for a change order on May 12, 2011, using the same “Work 
Invoice” (Exhibit 5) that it later used to justify its rate for staining the public side.  But the 
county did not process the change order or establish a new line item for the private side 
staining.  Instead, through the First Project Manager, the county agreed to permit Giannetti to 
bill line 11 by reducing the number of square yards installed to equal to the amount it would 
have been paid if the rate was $14.40 per square yard. 

Later in the project, the county discovered significant cost overruns in Line Item 11, which 
Giannetti had used to charge for any driveway work that was not asphalt or concrete 
installation. That is, Giannetti had used Line Item 11 to bill the county for the installation of 
stamped concrete, the installation of brick pavers, and the installation and staining of private 
and public driveways. It billed for private side driveway staining at the rate of $14.40 per 
square yard (as agreed) but continued to bill for public side driveway installation and staining 
at $90 per square yard. After this discovery, the county required Change Order 7, whereby 
Giannetti re-billed the county for staining the public side of driveways at the more reasonable 
rate of $14.40 per square yard.10 The parties derived the $14.40 rate by using the “Work 
Invoice” from Do It All Concrete submitted on May 12, 2011, for private side staining (Exhibit 
5), as described above in OIG Table 1. 

To support Giannetti’s explanation that the parties had agreed to extend this private side 
staining rate to staining the public side (Exhibit 3), Giannetti attached additional Do It All 
Concrete invoices showing what it paid the subcontractor to stain the private side.  Using these 
invoices, we found that Giannetti’s cost to stain the private side of the driveways was actually 

10 The contractor re-billed the installation of concrete driveways under the established Line Item 10 and re-billed the 
staining portion at the $14.40 rate. 
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Total Labor, Equipment, & Materials $1.40/square foot 

7.5% Overhead and Profit $0.11/square foot 

2% Bonds $0.03/square foot 

TOTAL $1.54/square foot 
($13.86/square yard) 
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$1.40 per square foot and not $1.46 per square foot as indicated in its earlier justification to the 
county.  We calculated the correct billing rate to stain the private side using Giannetti’s actual 
costs, as follows: 

OIG Table 3:  OIG’s Calculation of Cost of Work to Stain Private Driveways
 
Using $1.40 per Square Foot
 

The difference between what Giannetti actually billed the county for staining the private 
side of driveways ($14.40 per square yard) and what it should have billed according to the 
change order section of the contract ($13.86 per square yard) was $0.54 per square yard. 

Although the OIG confirmed that the county authorized Giannetti to stain private 
driveways at a cost of $14.40 per square yard—based on an incorrect cost—there was no 
corroboration to its contention that this pricing was extended by agreement to the staining 
of the public side.  Instead, everyone interviewed recalled the cost of work for staining the 
public side being set at $14.40 per square yard based on the documentation submitted with 
Change Order 7. Thus, neither the private nor the public side staining was priced correctly 
in accordance with the contract. 

After the OIG informed the county of the miscalculated change order, the county met with 
Giannetti to settle on an amount it should return.  The parties agreed on $11,846.83, 
attributing 50% of the work to staining the private side and 50% to staining the public 
side.11 

2. Giannetti Did Not Pay a Subcontractor for the Same Quantity It Billed the County - $31,612.27 

Subcontractor Stanford & Sons was responsible for the final installation of asphalt on the Broadview 
Park project.  For this work, it billed Giannetti for installing 121,957.15 square yards.  However, 

11 After learning of the two rates the subcontractor actually charged Giannetti for staining the private side and the public 
side of the driveways, the OIG estimated an overbilling of $10,096.92 for all driveway staining. 
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Giannetti billed the county for the installation of 129,667.46 square yards.12 The OIG reviewed 
inspection reports and interviewed the Project Consultant employed by Chen in order to determine 
the accurate figure, however, they were, for the most part, unhelpful. 

In its letter (Exhibit 3), Giannetti acknowledged that the final measured quantity was 129,667.46 but 
stated that it had not overbilled the county; rather, the subcontractor Stanford & Sons under billed 
Giannetti.  

The owner of Stanford & Sons corroborated Giannetti’s explanation.  During his interview, the 
Stanford & Sons Owner explained that his company did not take independent measurements of the 
work done.  Instead, for billing purposes, they relied on Giannetti to provide them with the correct 
measurements as reflected in the inspection reports.  The Stanford & Sons Owner further stated that 
about one and one-half months before his interview, the Giannetti Vice President called him and 
advised him that he had spoken with the county, and that Stanford & Sons under billed Giannetti by 
7,710.31 square yards. 

Stanford & Sons subsequently invoiced Giannetti for the amount under billed, and Giannetti paid 
Stanford & Sons $31,612.27 on June 23, 2017. (Composite Exhibit 1) 

3. An Unauthorized and Improperly Valued Change Order Contained Errors 

During the OIG’s review of the county’s documentation for work completed on this portion 
of the Broadview Park project, we noted that Giannetti originally bid the Peters Road 
portion at $252,870.09.  However, after the county awarded the contract, the contractor 
proposed changes that it said would reduce the cost of this portion of the project to 
$244,139. Ultimately, Giannetti completed this portion at a cost of $244,139 based on a 
change order request.  But the county did not process any such change order.  Instead, with 
the county’s assent, Giannetti charged the lump sum of $244,139 to the county using 
several existing line items in the September 2012 pay application. 

The OIG reviewed Giannetti’s May 31, 2011, change order request letter, which included 
various proposals for which line items to charge in order to reach the reduced cost.13 

The OIG also reviewed Giannetti’s cost schedules for the work envisioned by the proposed 
changes to the Peters Road portion of the project.14 According to the cost schedules that 

12 While Line Item 7 of the final pay application reports the total quantity of asphalt installed as 136,561.46 square yards, 
the figure is actually 129,667.46 square yards.  The difference of 6,894 square yards is mostly due to work done for the 
Peters Road portion of the project which Giannetti charged as a lump sum amount through the use of existing line items, as 
described below. 
13 While the letter references $244,164.69, the project was ultimately completed at a cost of $244,139. 
14 Giannetti submitted two cost breakdowns. The first used the existing contracted pay items and totaled $252,870.09. The 
second was a different method to do the work and utilized mostly new pay items. The cost of the second breakdown was 
$244,164.69. Also included in the back up documentation was a breakdown of which pay items to utilize in order to 
charge $244,139 (noted difference of $25.69) for the job without having to add new pay items. Thus, it appears that the 
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Giannetti provided the OIG, its amended cost was $136,056.81, and the subcontractors’ 
amended cost was $103,568.19, for a total amended cost of $239,625 including markup.  
However, we found that Giannetti charged existing line items a total of $244,139, that is, 
$4,514 more than its costs according to its own schedules. 

In addition to finding this discrepancy, the OIG also found an error in Giannetti’s purported 
cost for the subcontractor’s work described as “1 [inch] Mill and Overlay Entire Row 
Peters Rd.” According to Giannetti, the cost of this work, with markup, totaled $90,842.50, 
calculated at a price of $8.95 per square yard for 10,150 square yards. However, although 
General Asphalt’s April 12, 2010, proposal corroborated that price, Giannetti’s actual 
agreement with General Asphalt of August 2012 reflected a contracted price of $7.75 per 
square yard for the 10,150 square yards. As such, it appeared that Giannetti overbilled 
$13,093.50 for this work.15 

In Giannetti’s letter (Exhibit 3), it explained: 

(A) Peters Road Restoration Agreement. This potential overbilling does 
not appear to be a mis-billing. The Giannetti document dated March 31, 
2011 shows a total for the Peters Road Revised road profile and overlay 
which totals $244,164.69. This total includes using “existing pay items” 
(totaling $4,621.50) and “new pay items” (totaling $239,543.19). The 
agreement was based on the total of these two figures. (B) General 
Asphalt Unit Price. This potential overbilling does not appear to be a 
mis-billing by Giannetti. The agreed upon change in work on Peters Rd 
was a lump sum agreement. Variations in the quantity and cost of the 
work do not affect the agreed upon change order price.  

Considering Giannetti’s response and the fact that OIG could not locate a change order for 
a lump sum agreement, the OIG interviewed all parties involved in project management 
and billing to determine if a lump sum agreement was ever made and if Giannetti was 
allowed to bill for work on Peters Road as a lump sum amount but by utilizing existing pay 
items. 

The WWS Contract Administrator recalled reviewing Giannetti’s request for a change. He 
explained that Giannetti had suggested a different method of doing the work on Peters 
Road that would have reduced the cost of the work by an estimated $8,500 and would have 
required a change order. He did not authorize the change or authorize any lump sum 
billing, as he wanted Giannetti to do and bill the work as bid because the original bid 
quantities were already inflated to cover any contingencies making the purported cost 

parties decided to charge the $244K amount by using existing pay items and not by adding any new ones. This avoided the
 
requirement of a formal change order.
 
15 This total consists of the difference of $1.20 and overhead/profit at 7.5%.
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savings of $8,500 simply an estimate. If he had authorized Giannetti’s proposed new 
method of doing the work, (1) it would have been through a change order that added 
additional line items, and (2) the billing would have been based on the units installed, not a 
lump sum amount.  Billing based on units installed would be in the best interest of the 
county. With a lump sum agreement, the contractor receives the full amount of the 
estimate unless there are significant unforeseen contingencies. 

The county’s Second Project Manager said he did not recall ever seeing the change order 
request. He could not explain why a change order was not issued for the Peters Road 
changes but believed one should have been. He further offered that the First Project 
Manager would likely have been the one to authorize billing the changes as a lump sum, 
but that billing for this type of work as a lump sum did not make any sense and that the 
First Project Manager would not have had the authority to approve such a change. 

The First Project Manager, who has since left county employment to work for Giannetti,16 

denied authorizing Giannetti to do the work differently than contracted and denied 
approving it to bill the work as a lump sum. He told the OIG that he was not authorized to 
make any changes to the contract, authorize any payment, or authorize any increase in the 
contract. He stated that he did not know how Giannetti could have billed the work as a 
lump sum without Chen catching it.  He said that, although his title was project manager, he 
was really just a “liaison” between the consultant and contractor. According to him, lump 
sum billing for installed units that are identifiable is not a best practice. If line items do not 
exist in the contract, then a change order should be generated to add the line items 
necessary and then bill the costs by the line item. 

Chen’s Project Consultant advised that the county did authorize a change in the project as 
well as authorized billing the change as existing pay items. Indeed, the day after one of her 
interviews, she provided the OIG with an e-mail from the First Project Manager, with a 
copy to his supervisor, the WWS Expansion Project Administrator, dated June 7, 2011, 
which corroborated her statement. In the email, the First Project Manager wrote: 

Thanks [Project Consultant’s first name]! Also let's see if we can utilize 
all existing line items to cover the milling and paving of Peters Road and 
the two other internal streets we are overlaying. Change Orders are 
starting to get rejected daily so if existing line items can be used let's do 
so. Thanks 

This email makes clear that the county, through the First Project Manager, authorized Giannetti 
to circumvent the change order process by billing the revised work on the Peters Road portion 
of the project into existing line items as a lump sum. This circumvention was contrary to the 
contract’s language and could have perhaps caused the county to forfeit savings.  While 

16 Although this may appear improper, we did not find that this violated any statute or ordinance. 
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Giannetti indeed completed the Peters Road work for an amount less than the amount it 
originally bid, the OIG determined that there could have been at least $17,607.50 in savings 
had the county properly scrutinized the changes under its change order process. 

After the OIG explained its finding to WWS and Public Works management, they told the OIG 
that they calculated and estimated that the county received a reasonable price in the end.  

Despite its earlier assertions that these were not “mis-billings,” Giannetti has repaid the county and 
Stanford & Sons for the amounts described in this report that the OIG determined it owed the county, 
based on our limited review of this portion of the contract. 

INTERVIEW SUMMARIES 

As a part of the investigation, OIG staff conducted numerous witness interviews.  Significant 
interviews are summarized below: 

1. Interview of the Giannetti Vice President 

The Broadview Park project was a neighborhood improvement project which included the sewer 
system, water main, rebuilding of roads, improvements to the right way, sod and signage.  The 
Giannetti Vice President’s responsibility was to oversee the entire project, which included 
monitoring the crew’s production, verifying records, ensuring billed measurements were accurate, 
providing accurate pay requests, and maintaining communication with the county and its 
consultant, Chen. 

Chen subcontracted with Craven to provide an inspector to oversee the daily operation of the 
Broadview Park project, to include measuring the concrete and asphalt poured in the ground. As 
Chen’s inspector remained on site and personally measured the materials used, Giannetti always 
deferred to Chen’s figures whenever there was a discrepancy between their figures at monthly 
meetings. 

The OIG identified and discussed with him 17 billing issues in the payment applications that his 
company submitted to the county. He requested the opportunity to research Giannetti’s records 
and respond to the concerns.17 

2. Interviews of the Project Consultant 

At the time of her interview, Chen had employed the Project Consultant for at least 13 years. She 
was a project manager and part owner of the company. She explained that the Broadview Park 
project was divided into three sections. Phase one was the water main that provided water to 
Broadview Park, phase two was the neighborhood improvement on the east side of Broadview 

17 See his follow-up letter of March 2, 2016.  (Exhibit 3) 
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Park, and phase three was the neighborhood improvement on the west side of Broadview Park.  
The county awarded Giannetti the phase three portion of the project, and the county contracted 
Chen to manage the project’s construction and administration.  Her responsibilities included 
project design, bid, site supervision, and verification of payouts. 

The Project Consultant explained that, after noticing the variance on specialty concrete, Chen 
questioned the billing on that line item. Chen determined that many homes were receiving 
stained concrete driveways and that those driveways were being billed at the same rate as 
specialty concrete driveways, despite the fact that staining concrete driveways is much less 
expensive than specialty concrete driveway installation.  Per the contract, however, the county 
was to pay Giannetti $90 per square yard for the installation of all types of specialty concrete, so 
the county was obligated to pay them at that price. As a result, the specialty concrete line item 
reflected a remarkable variance. After discussing this issue with Giannetti, a compromise was 
reached whereby the county paid Giannetti a lower price for stained concrete.  In order to 
effectuate this agreement, the parties agreed to create a change order to properly credit the 
specialty concrete line item and debit the newly created stained driveway line item. 

In order to determine the appropriate amounts to be reflected on the change order, it was 
necessary to determine the quantity of driveways that were stained versus how many were 
stamped or specialty concrete.  This became a problem because, at the beginning of the project, 
the Craven inspector did not record whether Giannetti and its subcontractors performed staining 
or stamping work.  In the end, Chen estimated how much the contractor stained versus stamped 
and issued a credit to specialty concrete through the change order. 

Considering the difficulties that the parties had in determining which driveways Giannetti should 
have billed as stained and which driveways it should have billed as specialty concrete, the OIG 
endeavored to determine why the county did not process a change order upon the realization that 
different prices applied to the different driveways.  The Project Consultant explained that the 
county did not want to issue change orders due to the length of time the approval process took.  
Thus, the First Project Manager gave her approval to bill the staining based on Giannetti’s 
purported cost of $14.40 per square yard and reflect the equivalent cost under Line Item 11 at $90 
per square yard.  But this method eventually added to the confusion of trying to figure out how 
much to credit the specialty concrete line item once the decision to issue a change order was 
finally made. Because of this confusion, from now on, Chen will complete change orders for 
work outside the scope of the original project. 

She received an invoice with the change order that claimed that Giannetti’s cost of staining was 
$1.46 per square yard as quoted by its subcontractor, Do It All Concrete.  With overhead, profit, 
and the bond charge and when converted to square yards, she worked out the cost to be $14.40 
per square yard. The Project Consultant explained that Chen does not receive the actual 
subcontractor invoices on a regular basis, so she would not have known of any difference.  All she 
reviewed was the invoice that Giannetti submitted, and it appeared reasonable. 
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She first learned about the construction of full private side driveways in the Broadview Park 
project area after the OIG inquiry. This was alright so long as the contractor paid for the 
materials. Here, the county only paid for the materials that Giannetti and its subcontractors 
installed, were within the scope of the project, and verified by both Chen’s and Craven’s 
inspectors. 

Regarding Giannetti’s billing for the pavement restoration project on Peters Road, she explained 
that the parties did not issue an official change order because the county did not want to go 
through the process.  Although she was unsure why, she speculated that going through the change 
order process would have delayed the project.  She believed that the person who authorized her to 
bill in this fashion was the First Project Manager. 

It would have been easier for her if Giannetti had billed at the $252,870.09 original bid price 
rather than the way it was ultimately done. However, her job was to ensure that Giannetti did not 
overcharge the county.  On her end, she asked the county if it wanted to make changes, then 
reviewed and submitted the back up for contractors to be paid. 

3. Interview of the First Project Manager 

The First Project Manager was a WWS project manager.  At the time of his interview, he was a 
project manager at Giannetti.  He explained that, in late 2010, he was diagnosed with an illness 
that impaired his eyesight and speech for approximately six months.  He continued his duties as a 
project manager at WWS despite his limited functions.  While he dealt with his illness, his 
supervisor dealt with any major issues that came up.  Although he attempted to take a month off, 
new retirement rules prohibited it.  Consequently, he reached out to Giannetti and inquired about 
future employment.  The First Project Manager did not recall how long the hiring process took, 
but he was hired in September of 2011 and at the time of his interview was managing all 
construction projects and ensuring compliance with plan specifications at Giannetti.  Other than 
perhaps a final walk through, he was not involved with the Broadview Park project as a Giannetti 
employee. 

As a project manager for the county, his role was to be the “liaison” between the consultant and 
the contractor.  His direct supervisor was the WWS Expansion Project Administrator. While with 
the county, he was the project manager responsible for the Broadview Park project from its 
inception until he retired.  He understood all the terms and conditions of the contract and 
described it as a standard unit cost contract.  He trained the Second Project Manager to take over 
the management of the project prior to retiring in September 2011. This consisted of introducing 
him to the key players on the project and turning over his documents to him. 

The county contracted with consultant Chen to manage the Broadview Park project.  According to 
the First Project Manager, he did not handle the day-to-day operation of the project, as that was 
Chen’s responsibility. He would, however, attend the project’s progress meetings.  He did not 
attend monthly billing meetings.  With regard to payment, Giannetti submitted a pay application 
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to Chen once a month which featured the quantities that the contractor installed during that 
particular time period.  Chen confirmed the quantities that Giannetti billed and then forwarded the 
pay application to the First Project Manager for review.  He reviewed the figures on the pay 
applications for mathematical accuracy and also ensured that all the proper forms were attached to 
the pay application before he forwarded them to the WWS Expansion Project Administrator.  

With regard to change orders, he explained that Chen would receive a change order request from 
the contractor and would review the request.  Chen then submitted the request to him to ensure 
that the forms were in conformance.  To be in “conformance,” the submission required backup 
documentation which justified the changes requested.  After the First Project Manager reviewed 
the change order, he sent it to the WWS Expansion Project Administrator for review.  The WWS 
Capital Projects Director ultimately reviewed and approved the change order. 

The First Project Manager explained that he was not involved in the approval of the August 2012 
change order to stain the right of ways, as he was not working for the county at the time it was 
submitted.  He did not allow Giannetti to charge $14.40 per square yard for staining private 
driveways in May and June 2011.  He neither knew how the $14.40 per square yard figure was 
reached nor reviewed any invoice from Giannetti reflecting a $1.46 unit cost for staining. 

He denied allowing Giannetti to bill the staining of the private driveways in May and June 2011 
through the use of existing Line Item 11.  He did not have the authority to approve any changes 
on his own—the WWS Expansion Project Administrator and the WWS Capital Projects Director 
needed to approve such changes.  He suggested that the Project Consultant may have approved 
billing the May and June 2011 private driveway staining through the use of the existing line item. 
Although he was copied on it, he did not recall the May 26, 2011, email from the Giannetti Vice 
President to the Project Consultant where he requested a change order for staining the private 
driveways. 

Regarding the May 2011 Giannetti memos requesting a change order for pavement restoration on 
Peters Road, the First Project Manager denied authorizing Giannetti to do the work in any fashion 
other than what was contracted.  He did not authorize them to bill the work as a lump sum as he 
was not authorized to make any changes to the contract.  He assumed that Giannetti and Chen 
discussed the change with the WWS Expansion Project Administrator who must have authorized 
billing the change in that fashion.  All he recalled was that there were issues with Peters Road, but 
he was not aware of how it was billed, which was Chen’s responsibility.  Generally, consultants 
have a better handle on projects than project managers and often skip over project managers for 
approvals. 

The First Project Manager explained that Chen should not have allowed Giannetti to bill the 
change as a lump sum.  Although he was the project manager, he was simply a liaison between 
the consultant and contractor—he was not involved in the day to day activities.  He was not 
involved in determining quantities to bill or reviewing daily project reports.  All he did was 
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review the cover page for mathematical accuracy, ensure the paperwork was in proper form, and 
ensure that the pay application was submitted to his superiors for payment within 30 days. 

In his view, lump sum billing for installed units that are identifiable and accountable is not a best 
practice. If the proper line items are not in the contract, then the contractor should generate a 
change order so that the county can add the line items necessary to allow the contractor to 
properly bill the work.  Finally, he reiterated that he does not know how Giannetti could have 
billed the work as a lump sum without Chen catching it. 

4. Interview of the WWS Expansion Project Administrator 

The WWS Expansion Project Administrator was the supervisor over the project managers on the 
Broadview Park project phase three.  He has been with the county over 27 years. 

Change orders began with the contractor putting together a proposal for the work and sending it to 
the consultant for review.  The consultant reviewed the proposal and, if she believed it was fair 
and reasonable, she sent a memo to the county noting that.  When the county received the 
proposal, it reviewed it and put an official county change order packet together.  The change order 
packet was then routed to the WWS Expansion Project Administrator and to the WWS Contract 
Administrator (if under $50,000) or the director of Public Works (if over $50,000) for review and 
signature approval.  A change order of $250,000 or more required the Board of County 
Commissioners’ approval.  Finally, change orders went to the contracts grant administrator, who 
checked funds availability, approval signatures, formatting, and mathematical calculations and 
then entered them into Contracts Central.18 The WWS Expansion Project Administrator advised 
that he has a lot of experience with change orders and that he personally scrutinizes them. He can 
tell by looking at them if they are reasonable or not; there is a lot of subjectivity in their review. 

He was most likely the person who approved Change Order 7, as the project manager at that 
time was on vacation.  The county agreed to pay Giannetti $14.40 per square yard, but that 
agreement was based on the “wrong information.” 

With regard to the private side of the driveways, he did not remember if he approved the 
charge of $14.40 per square yard and did not remember what was submitted to substantiate 
that price.  He agreed that the private side work should have been processed through an 
official change order but could not recall why it was not.  He did not recall if he saw the 
backup for the private side billing and did not remember if he allowed Giannetti to charge 
$14.40 without reviewing any back up but believed it could also have been based on a 
submission of a price point of $1.46 per square foot. 

Regarding Giannetti charging $244,139 on the Peters Road portion using existing pay items 
instead of a formal change order, he did not know why there was not an official change order 

18 Contracts Central is the county’s contracts tracking database. 
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issued for the work but believed one should have been.  He did not remember seeing any of the 
documents presented to him or allowing Giannetti to bill the work as a lump sum price against 
unit priced line items. While he did not think the First Project Manager would have done 
anything harmful to the county to get a job with Giannetti, he did believe that he would have been 
the one to approve paying the change as a lump sum. 

The Public Works Director was the only person with the requisite authority to approve a 
change order at this price, and he definitely did not see or approve it. The First Project 
Manager was not authorized to allow Giannetti to bill the work as a lump sum.  Because the 
work consisted of milling, pouring and overlaying, Giannetti should have continued to bill 
based on unit cost. 

5. Interview of the WWS Contract Administrator 

The WWS director of engineering was the WWS Contract Administrator for the Broadview Park 
project.  He also provided the final signature for all pay applications prior to forwarding them to 
accounting.  He reviewed numerous pay applications every week. 

WWS charged its project managers with knowing and regularly visiting their assigned projects. 
Management generally expected project managers to attend monthly progress and billing 
meetings.  During the Broadview Park project, there was a change in project managers in the 
middle of the project. 

With regard to staining the right of way, the WWS Contract Administrator explained that the 
price that the county negotiated with Giannetti to do this was based on the invoice that Giannetti 
submitted, which reflected that its actual cost was $1.46 per square foot. He had assumed that the 
invoice honestly reflected Giannetti’s actual cost.  After reviewing Do It All Concrete’s actual 
invoices to Giannetti, the WWS Contract Administrator agreed that Giannetti overbilled the 
staining and suggested that perhaps Giannetti originally got one quote from Do It All Concrete 
and then negotiated a lower price later without notifying the county. 

He was unaware of any agreement or arrangement that allowed Giannetti to bill $14.40 for 
staining—regardless of its actual cost. He wanted to know who in the county gave it 
authorization do so. 

The WWS Contract Administrator explained that work on Peters Road was always part of the 
project.  Originally the county was going to resurface the streets and patch the sidewalks where 
necessary but, at the request of the City of Plantation, the work grew into redoing the entire 
sidewalks.  At the beginning of the project, Giannetti suggested a different method of doing the 
work on Peters Road that would cost an estimated $8,500 less than what they bid.  The new work 
would have added more lines and would have required a change order deducting $8,500.  However, 
a new change order was never issued and the work was not authorized to be done differently.  The 
WWS Contract Administrator was not aware that the work for Peters Road was billed lump sum 
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and concealed in existing line items on the pay applications.  He reiterated that he never authorized 
it to be changed from the original plan or to be billed as a lump sum amount. 

He further explained that he would never do a lump sum agreement on a unit cost related contract. 
Billing by unit cost in this instance was in the county’s best interest.  Although Giannetti estimated 
that it could save the county $8,500, that was just an estimate. The quantities and estimates are 
usually inflated to cover contingencies for the line.  If the contractor doesn’t use it, then the total 
price will come in under the line item estimate.  But with a lump sum, the contractor has the 
advantage because it receives the full amount of the estimate unless there is a big unforeseen 
circumstance.  If the county had accepted Giannetti’s proposed change, there should have been a 
change order adding more lines, and the billing should still have been based on quantities installed. 

6. Interview of the Stanford & Sons Owner 

The Stanford & Sons Owner has owned the business for the past 22 years.  Giannetti hired his 
company as a subcontractor to complete several jobs on the Broadview Park project, including the 
final asphalt overlay.  Stanford & Sons did not measure the square yards of asphalt poured during 
the project; instead, it depended on the Giannetti Vice President to provide the correct 
measurements for billing purposes. The Stanford & Sons Owner stated that there was an 
inspector from a third party firm who did the measurements on the job and added that Stanford & 
Sons wouldn’t be paid more than what the inspector measured. 

About a month and a half before the date of his interview with the OIG, he received a call from 
the Giannetti Vice President, who told him that an audit of the Broadview Park project revealed 
that Stanford & Sons had under billed Giannetti on the final asphalt overlay by 7,710.31 square 
yards of poured asphalt. Giannetti’s Vice President requested that the Stanford & Sons Owner 
provide him with a bill for the under billed amount, which he did. 

RESPONSES TO THE PRELIMINARY REPORT AND OIG COMMENT 

In accordance with Section 12.01(D)(2)(a) of the Charter of Broward County, a preliminary copy of 
this report was provided to the implicated parties for their discretionary written responses. The OIG 
received a response from the county (through the county administrator), the Giannetti Vice President, 
and the First Project Manager.  They are attached and incorporated herein as Appendix A, B and C, 
respectively. We appreciate receiving the responses, as well as the resolution of issues identified by 
the OIG by the county and Giannetti. 

1. Response of the County 

In its response, the county wrote that both its staff and the consultant’s staff are “experienced, 
trained, professionals [that] performed thorough, detailed and independent reviews of each pay 
application to ensure fairness and accuracy.”  The county explained that the issues identified in 
the OIG’s preliminary report are not “overbillings” but matters of “unfound errors” and 
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“contract interpretation.” To the extent that the county characterizes the overbillings as 
unfound errors, we deem this a distinction without a difference.  Regardless, they resulted in 
the county paying more than it should have. 

However, we question the county’s assertion that $11,846.83 of the money it recuperated was 
not a product of “overbilling” but rather of “contract interpretation.”  Specifically, the county 
contends that, with regard to change order 7, “[a]ctual costs to the contractor may be more or 
may be less than the agreed-to contract price, but payments from the owner to the contractor 
are made based on the agreed-to price.”  Such a response overlooks the fact that, while the 
county may have agreed to a specific price, it agreed to this price believing the contractor’s 
cost was more than it actually was. 

We also note that the county declined to address its decision to allow Giannetti to bill the 
Peters Road portion of the project through existing line items rather than through a change 
order, as required by the contract. 

2. Response of the Giannetti Vice President 

The Giannetti Vice President’s response recounts the billing errors the OIG found and explains 
that, overall, they were inadvertent—a product of human error.  As to the issues found under 
the report’s subheading “Unauthorized and Improperly Valued Change Order Issue,” the 
Giannetti Vice President explains that the procedure ultimately used “was accepted by the 
parties at the time and is industry-standard practice.”  Yet, this was not the view of the county’s 
management witnesses whom we interviewed. He asserts that “Giannetti at all times 
performed in good faith and had no intention of engaging in any improper billing…”  To that 
end, his company vows that it “will take steps to improve its procedures and accuracy in the 
future.” 

As we stated in the preliminary report, this office acknowledges and appreciates that Giannetti 
ultimately reached an agreement with the county to resolve overbilled amounts.19 However, 
we cannot credit Giannetti’s explanation that the parties accepted the billing procedures, which 
are industry standard practice, given the fact that the contract and Broward County 
procurement procedures were, at that time, and continue to be, clear as to the procedures the 
parties must follow for any changes in county contracts. 

19 While the Giannetti Vice President explains that Giannetti waited to repay the county because it wanted to review the 
preliminary report with the county, this office notes that the OIG issued the preliminary report to all affected parties after 
Giannetti issued repayment. 
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3. Response of First Project Manager20 

In his response, the First Project Manager assures that, despite “[the report’s seemingly] 
recurrent theme…that proper change order and billing procedures may not have been 
followed,” he “endeavored to ensure that all of the County’s change order and billing 
procedures were properly utilized that were within [his] purview and ability.”  He then 
reiterates what his role was in the project and denies either approving the billing of 
private driveway staining through existing line items or authorizing any changes to the contract 
as it pertained to the Peters Road pavement restoration.  

While the First Project Manager’s response is essentially a reiteration of his original statement 
to our office, we note that he does not address records that directly contradict his denial of 
wrongdoing.  Specifically, the First Project Manager fails to avail himself of the opportunity 
to explain his June 7, 2011, email to the Project Consultant wherein he instructed: 

Thanks [Project Consultant’s first name]! Also let's see if we can utilize 
all existing line items to cover the milling and paving of Peters Road and 
the two other internal streets we are overlaying. Change Orders are 
starting to get rejected daily so if existing line items can be used let's do 
so. Thanks. 

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

During the OIG’s review of records that prime contractor Giannetti and WWS provided during an 
investigation into the contractor’s billing on a portion of the county’s Broadview Park neighborhood 
improvement project, the OIG identified several errors and other discrepancies in Giannetti’s billing 
totaling at least $99,791.03 in the contractor’s favor. 

After Giannetti and the county reviewed our analysis and compared our findings with their records, in 
June and July 2017, Giannetti refunded affected parties a total of $101,542.17, paying $31,612.27 to its 
subcontractor Stanford & Sons and $69,929.90 to the county. 

As the billing error rate within our scope was just 1.5%, we do not find that the county engaged in 
gross mismanagement here. And, although some of what we found concerned us, there was 
insufficient evidence to conclude that the contractor or a former employee, the First Project Manager, 
intentionally or fraudulently overbilled the county, and so we do not find that either of them engaged 
in misconduct. 

In their respective responses, both Giannetti and the county reported that the two parties resolved all 
outstanding issues between them.  The OIG credits the county for acknowledging our analysis and requiring 

20 At the outset of his response, the First Project Manager indicates that Giannetti provided him a copy of our report. While 
this may be true, we served a copy of the preliminary report on all implicated parties, including the First Project Manager, 
at the same time. 
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Giannetti to forfeit the overpayment, and we appreciate Giannetti’s voluntary repayment. Yet, we remain 
troubled about Giannetti’s billing practices and some of the county’s oversight of them.  Accordingly, 
we strongly urge the county to increase its efforts in managing and overseeing the work, 
measurements, billing, and payments on all its construction contracts, but especially those with 
Giannetti. 

In order to help prevent similar occurrences in the future, the OIG recommends the following for the 
oversight of any construction contract: 

•	 When consultants are utilized, contract administrators should require project managers or their 
responsible designee to review inspection reports for reasonableness and periodically verify them 
against pay applications on a reasonable sample basis.  When consultants are not utilized, project 
managers should employ this practice for all pay applications. 

•	 When change orders are deemed necessary after work has already commenced and the change 
order is based on the “cost of work” with markups, the contract administrator or project manager 
should take steps to ensure the accuracy of the purported costs. 

•	 Contract administrators should require project managers to attend any and all billing meetings 
between contractors and consultants. 

•	 Contract administrators should remind project managers that they are not authorized to issue 
change orders without proper vetting of the price changes and approval from management. 

•	 The county should remind contract administrators and project managers of and hold them 
accountable for their duty to uphold the Broward County Employee Code of Conduct and all 
conflict of interest provisions, found at Chapter 26, Article V of the Broward County Code. 
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EXHIBIT 1 




Stanford & Sons Trucking Corp. Invoice 
1081NW12 Terrace 
Pompano Beach, FL 33069 
(954) 783-6922 - Fax (954) 783-6925 

Date Invoice# 

2/25/2016 13498 

Bill To 

Giannetti Contracting Corp. 
6340 Sims Drive 
Sterling Heights, MI 48313 

Job Name 

Broadview Pk NIP - Bid Pk 3 
Fort Lauderdale, FL 

Contract No. 

Description of Work 

314" Asphalt Overlay 

Terms 

Net 30 

**Quantity shown above was under bill from previous invoice. 
Quantity was reconcile with total quantity invoice to date against 
total quantity measured in field by Engineering of Record field 
report. 

Pay Period REP 

11/30/2012 

Delivery Date 

2/25/2016 

sy Rate 

7,710.31 4.10 

Subtotal 

Ship Via 

Amount 

31,612.27 

$31,612.27. 

Please remit to above address. Payment $0.00 
*all payments are due upon receipt of invoice unless otherwise specified. a 1.5% interest wilt-------------------1 
be charged on any unpaid balance after 3 days. in the event of collections/ liens posted, 
Stanford & Sons is entitled to recover all costs associated with the collection efforts. Balance Due $31,612.27 



GIANNETTI CONTRACTING. CORl?ORA TION 56149 

I 
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NNETTI 
Florida OfficeMichigan Office CTING CORPORATION 

6340 Sims Drive 1801 NW 18th Street 
Sterling Heights, Michigan 48313 Pompano Beach, Florida 33069 
Office: 586-268-2090 Office: 954-972-8104 
Fax: 586-268-7099 Fax: 954-972-8108

Lie. #CGC1519762 

BUILDING • DEVELOPMENT • INFRASTRUCTURE 

June 22, 2017 

Via Hand Delivery and Email(pamacgregor@broward.org) 
1\.1r.Pat1\.1acGregor 
Expansion Project Administrator 
Water and Wastewater Engineering Division 
2555 West Copans Road 
Pompano Beach, Florida 33069 

Re: 	 Giannetti Contracting Corp.--Broadview Park Neighborhood Improvement Project 

Broward County Project No. 1156 B.P. No. 3 


Dear 1\.1r. 1\.1acGregor: 

Thank you for meeting with me and 1\.1r. Gibbs (as well as 1\.1r. Garcia and 1\.1r. Balicki) 
earlier this month to discuss the pos.,;ible accounting errors of Giannetti and the County staff and 
its Consultant regarding the referenced project. 

As you know, Giannetti has always been diligent in performing its work and diligent in 
billing in accordance with directives from Broward County and only seeks payment work 
properly performed. 

Because we understand that you and 1\.1r. Alan Garcia (Director, Broward County Water 
and Wastewater Services) are in full agreement that the billings of Giannetti were done in good 
faith, and that the amount you/1\.1r. Garcia believe is owed back to the County is $>tr:,~'""*"' 
(although we believed a lesser number was owed), we will agree to make pay back to 
Broward County in the amount you believe is due. Enclosed is Giannetti C rating Corp.' s 
check in the amount of $70,258.8e~ich will be accepted by Broward Co ty as full and final 

settlement of the referenced Project. "-5:- ~ 9; C/J..9. JO ~ 7-'1 -17 

We value our relationship with Broward County and look forward to working with the 
County in the future. 

Best regards. 

-.. 

http:you/1\.1r
mailto:Email(pamacgregor@broward.org


OFFICIAL RECEIPT . 
Board of. County .Commissioners 
Broward County, Florida 
Public Works Department 
Water and Wastewater Services 
2555 W.. Copans Road 
Pompano Beach, FL 33069 

RECEIVED OF: 

11 I.. /11

DATE 
( ) CASH 
( V)CHECK 

J:t 15/i?-;}1 

G&JHi ~~k~Wp &T.ctlf>qu 
CUSTOMER NUMBER . 

SERVICE TO 1'.'.cb~1-t ::Ii. I \ 5 b . ·ar 
RECEIVED BY".. l1>.?.• ..3 

Form # 200-1 · No 235758 
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GIANNETTI 
Michigan Office .. CONTRACTING CORPORATION Florida Office 
6340 Sims Drive 1801 NW 18th Street 
Sterling Heights, Michigan 48313 Pompano Beach,Florida33069 
Office: 586-268-2090 Office: 954-972-8104 
Fax: 586-268-7099 Fax: 954-972-8108 

Lie. #CGC1519762 

March 2, 2016 BUILDING • DEVELOPMENT • INFRASTRUCTURE 

Via Hand Delivery 
Mr. Michael Mee 
Deputy Inspector General 
Broward Office of the Inspector General 
One North University Drive, Suite 111 
Plantation, FL 33324 

Via Email (rali@broward.org) 
Mr. Riad Ali 
Audit Manager 
Broward Office of the Inspector General 
One North University Drive, Suite 111 
Plantation, FL 3 3324 

Re: 	 Broward Office of the Inspector General 

Giannetti Contracting Corporation 


Dear Mr. Mee and Mr. Ali 

Thank you for meeting with me and providing the background ofpossible accounting errors 
of Giannetti and the County staff and its Consultant. Please know that Giannetti has always been 
diligent in performing its work and diligent in billing in accordance with directives from Broward 
County and only seeks payment work properly performed. We will redouble our efforts in this 
regard in the future. 

In response to the items discussed at our meeting February 9, 2016, Giannetti's position is 
as follows: 

I. 	 Sod. This potential mis-billing pointed out by you appears to be accurate. We used the 
County Inspector's measurements to complete our monthly billing total in 2011. The totals 
for August 17, 2011 were written in "square feet" on the daily report and not converted to 
"square yards", something not noticed at the time of the billing. I have tried to go back 
and determine ifthat total provided by the Inspector was cross-referenced with the invoices 
from B & M Lawn, our subcontractor, but I cannot determine that at this time. 

2. 	 Final Asphalt Lift (Final S3 Asphalt). This potential mis-billing does not appear to be a 
mis-billing by Giannetti. The reconciliation sheet prepared by Giannetti is based on a final 
measure performed by Chen Moore and Associates. The "daily" sheets produced by Chen 
Moore and Associates actually show a total installed of 135,000 sy. The final measured 
quantity is 129,667.46. The issue here is not that the County was overbilled by Giannetti 
but, rather, that Stanford (the subcontractor) under-billed Giannetti. 

http:129,667.46
mailto:rali@broward.org


3. 	 Stained Driveway Pricing (Change Order 7). This potential overbilling does not appear to 
be a mis-billing by Giannetti. Originally the $14.40/sy price for stained driveways was 
intended for the private-side work, as directed by the County, and included preparatory 
work and cleaning. It is our recollection that when the stained driveways were removed 
from our "specialty concrete" item, it was agreed that the $14.40/sy price would apply to 
all stained driveways. 

4. 	 (A) Peters Road Restoration Agreement. This potential overbilling does not appear to be 
a mis-billing. The Giannetti document dated March 31, 2011 shows a total for the Peters 
Road Revised road profile and overlay which totals $244,164.69. This total includes using 
"existing pay items" (totaling $4,621.50) and "new pay items" (totaling $239,543.19). The 
agreement was based on the total of these two figures. (B) General Asphalt Unit Price. 
This potential overbilling does not appear to be a mis-billing by Giannetti. The agreed 
upon change in work on Peters Rd was a lump sum agreement. Variations in the quantity 
and cost of the work do not affect the agreed upon change order price. 

5. 	 Sidewalk. This potential mis-billing pointed out by you appears to be accurate. As 
described, the work on June 27, 2011 for 325 sy appears to have been mistakenly invoiced 
twice. We believe the confusion was a result of a misinterpretation of our subcontractor's 
measurements/billing in the last part of the month ofJune. 

6. 	 Sidewalk. This potential mis-billing pointed out by you appears to be accurate. As 
described, the amount invoiced for August 12, 2011 appears to be in error. The daily tally 
sheet created by the County Inspector indicates 310 sy were installed which matches our 
billing, but the daily reports do not support the declared installed number. Apparently we 
did not cross-reference the daily reports but accepted the computation of the Inspector. 

7. 	 Concrete Driveway. This potential mis-billing pointed out by you appears to be accurate. 
It is my belief that originally the 249 sy was on item #IO(Concrete driveways) and then 
revised, as noted, on the report. The 82 sy was not billed on item #I !(specialty concrete), 
which would make be believe that Giannetti invoiced the 249 sy as originally placed on 
the Inspector's report. 

8. 	 Asphalt Driveway. This potential mis-billing pointed out by you appears to be accurate. 
The County Inspector's report was used for the quantity and it contained a math error that 
was not noted by anyone until you studied the matter. 

9. 	 Sod. This potential mis-billing pointed out by you appears to be accurate, although the 
billed amount was agreed upon by all at the time ofpay application. 

I 0. Concrete Driveway. This potential mis-billing pointed out by you appears to be accurate, 
although the billed amount was agreed upon by all at the time of pay application. 

11. Asphalt Driveway. This potential mis-billing pointed out by you appears to be accurate, 
although the billed amount was agreed upon by all at the time of pay application. 

12. Concrete Driveway. This potential mis-billing pointed out by you appears to be accurate, 
although the billed amount was agreed upon by all at the time of pay application. 

13. Asphalt Driveway. This potential mis-billing pointed out by you appears to be accurate, 
although the billed amount was agreed upon by all at the time of pay application. Again, 
the County Inspector had a math error that was not recognized by anyone at the time of the 
payment application .. 

14. Concrete Driveway. This potential mis-billing pointed out by you appears to be accurate, 
although the billed amount was agreed upon by all at the time of pay application. 

http:239,543.19
http:4,621.50
http:244,164.69


15. Sod. 	 This potential mis-billing pointed out by you appears to be accurate, although the 
billed amount was agreed upon by all at the time ofpay application. 

16. Asphalt Drive. 	 This potential mis-billing pointed out by you appears to be accurate, 
although the billed amount was agreed upon by all at the time of pay application. The 
County's Inspector's report was used to establish the quantity and it apparently contained 
a math error that was not recognized at that time by anyone. 

17. DwarfYaupon Holly. This potential mis-billing pointed out by you appears to be accurate, 
although the billed amount was agreed upon by all at the time ofpay application. It appears 
that the pay quantity was accidentally transposed from 112 units to 121 units, causing the 
difference. 

Mr. Mee and Ali, Giannetti will cooperate in any way required to rectify the situation. We 
are a contractor who prides itself on being a very competent contractor and we try our best to be 
accurate --- and we are always honest. We, like many contractors for municipalities, counties, 
regional authorities and state agencies, probably rely upon the owner's staff too much to accurately 
count quantities of work because contractors are discouraged (and, at times, prohibited) from 
submitting payment applications that differ from the Engineer's office (whether it be the owner's 
Engineer or an outside Consultant Engineer). We will redouble our efforts to insure that payment 
applications are full and complete in all future transactions. 

Should you require further information or explanation, please do not hesitate to contact me. 

Best regards. 

lJWCli[) 
Nicholas Apostolj 
Giannetti Contracting Corporation 



_____ ___________ _ 

-- -------"'-- ------- ·-- ·- ---------------tti\fOICE 

v 
Do It AH Concrefr:e 
417 NW 22 Avenue 
Fort Lauderdale, FL 33311 

Dennis Johnson, O,wner 

TO Giannetti Contracting 
6340 Sims Dr_ 

Sterling Heights, Ml 48313 


---------~---·-------.....;..--------,----~~~--~~ESPERSON _L _____J_o_e___ -+-----P_A_Y_M_EN_T_TERMS ___]___ ---~-~ 
Broadview Park 	 ASAP \ --------- .i_________J___ ~--------~-------------~J.___ 

l.INETOTAL 
QTY DESCRIPTION UNIT PRICE -1-------

f-----+---------------------------  l $4.699.80 
3357 sf 	 t Stained driveways on private side per county $1.40 ! 

ISee attached list 

I 
I 	 I 
I 
I 

I 

I

! Shipping........ no charge 

l 

SUBTOTAL L---- 
SALES TAX L-----

$4,699.80TOTAL 

Make all checks payable to Do It All Concr~te
THANK YOU FOR YOUR BUSINESS! 

http:4,699.80
http:4.699.80


6238 
DO IT ALL CONCRETE 6/1/2011 

Date Type Reference Original Amt. Balance Due ·~:"Discount Payment 
6/1/2011 Bill,' 100 4,699.80 4·699.80' \ 4,699.80

•, " \ \ , .· ·.. Chec,k,Amount 4,699.80 

\. 

4,699.80WACHOVIA 

590994 (1110) 

\ 

http:4,699.80
http:4,699.80
http:4,699.80
http:4�699.80
http:4,699.80


INVOICE 


INVOICE# 101Do It All Concrete DATE: JUNE 20, 2011 

417 NW 22 Avenue 
Fort Lauderdale, FL 33311 

Dennis Johnson, Owner 

TO Giannetti Contracting 
6340 Sims Dr. 

Sterling Heights, Ml 4831.3 


SA.LESP-ERSPN 
. 

JOB 

Broadview Park 

.·.' .. 
PAYMENT TERMS 

ASAP 

.DUE DATE 

. 
Q.iY 

4422 sf 

1696 sf 

432 sf 

8 cy 

. 
. DESCRIPTION 

. . 

Stained driveways on private side per county 

Stained driveways in ROW 

Stamped driveway 

Concrete Ded~ct for Stamped Driveway 

~ ~ (o312.. 

<c/'lD/11 

Shipping ........ no charge 

UNIT PRICE 

$1.40 

$1.05 

$5.35 

$70.00 

SUBTOTAL 

SALES TAX 

TOTAL 

. 

LINETOTAL 

$6,190.80 

$1,780.80 

$2,311.20 

($560.00) 

$9,722.80 

Make all checks payable to Do It All Concrete 

THANK YOU FOR YOUR BUSINESS! 
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Broadview Park BP#3-Peters Rd. Revised Road Profile and Overlay 
Pricing (1156.3) May 31, 2011 

Existing Pav Items 
Remove Existing Limerock Base 1,750 SY $ 1.15 $ 2,012.50 

12" Compacted Subgrade 1,750 SY $ 0.60 $ 1,050.00 

Remove and dispose of existing pavement 1,750 SY $ 0.50 $ 875.00 

Type F Curb and Gutter 95LF $ 7.20 $ 684.00 

New Pay Items 
611 Temporary limerock Base 1750 SY $ 8.10 $ 14,175.00 

2" Temporary Asphalt 1750 SY $ 18.77 $ 32,847.50 

Remove 2" Temporary Asphalt and Excavate Existing 6" Limerocl< 

[ 
Base and 12" of Existing Subgrade 1750 SY $ 7.04 $ 12,320.00 

Install 18" Limerock Base Permanent 1750 SY $ 24.31 $ 42,542.50 

Install 2" Permanent Asphalt 1750 SY $ 19.48 $ 34,090.00 
'

---···-··-----~--
MOT Setup and Consultant Fee I ' lLS $ 5,500.00 $ 5,500.00 I 
1" Mill and Oved?Y Entire ROW Peters Rd. 

~. 10150 SY $ 8.95 $ 90,842.50 

7.5 % Markup: Mill & Overlay, MOT Subs lLS $ 1,i25:69 $ 7,225.69 

Total amount foi; Peters Rd REVISED road profile and overlay. $ 244,164.69 
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BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS, BROWARD COUNTY, FLORIDA 

CHANGE ORDER NO: 7 

DELEGATED REGULAR 


Project: 1156 • BROADVIEW PARK BP 3 

Contract: Y0817013C1 Vend: GIANNETTI CONTRACTING CORP 


The following changes are hereby authorized upon approval of the Contract Administrator and his/her signature below. 

Description of Changes, Reasons Therefore, and Cost and/or Time Changes For Each: 

Cost Basis: Negotiated Unit Cost 


Line Nbr.1 I USER REQUESTED ENHANCEMENTS 1 $31,104.oo I 0 

Description : Stain 2,160 square yard of driveway aprons at a unit cost of $14.40 per square yard within the right of way to 
match existing driveway staining. 

Reason Homeowners have renovated their driveways to specialty and stained driveways within the project area 
neighborhood between the design and construction phases. Staining the driveway aprons is significantly 
more cost-effective than restoring specialty driveways. 

Cause Staining the driveway aprons is the most cost-effective option to match existing driveway. 

Total Change Order 	 $31,104.00 

PURCHASING INFORMATION 

PO : SC WED06161000000000032 IFolder: 0 IRX: WED08131200000000103 
I 

Original Award : Approved Amendments : 0 Approved cos : 7 Previous Revised : 

$13,305, 118.32 $0.00 $116,801 .64 $13,421 ,919.96 

730 Days 0 Days 15 Days 745 Days 

This REGULAR Change Order: INCREASE $31,104.00 	 NO TIME 
CHANGE 

New Revised Contract: 	 $13,453,023.96 745 Days 

COPY FOR: MINUTES, CONTRACTOR, PURCHASING, CONSULTANT, 

8/13/2012 

Percentages may not total exacUy, due to rounding 	 Source: ContractsCentral 

0 

http:13,453,023.96
http:31,104.00
http:31,104.00
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DO !TALL CONCRETE 
DENNIS JOHNSON, OWNER WORK INVOICE 
417 NW22AVENUE 
FORT LAUDERDALE, FLA. 33311. 
754-281-0465 OFFICE 

LICENSED P,ND INSURED~ill fO: 

.. L.f-: CI 1·
Name G 1(h"IV'..rrr • ' or-,1 {A en i\I\ 

"J 
Address /-1,,,(pO /"·JN l~ C\". 

City --------------

State ~--- Zip ______ 

Daytime Phone ( __) ______ 

bl Check or Casi; 

O Purchase Order No. -----

LABOR 

CONCRETE 

BOBCAT 

TOTAL 

AulhoriZed Signature f 
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B~t)WARD 
' COUNTY 

FLORIDA 
BERTHA W. HENRY, County Administrator 
115 S. Andrews Avenue, Room 409 •Fort Lauderdale, Florida 33301 • 954-357-7362 • FAX 954-357-7360 

MEMORANDUM 

DATE: 	 August 15, 2017 

TO: Grerair/ 

FROM: 	 Bertha Henry, Cou td1,ajl L 
SUBJECT: 	 Response to Preli inary Report R~Errors and Other 

Discrepancies in a ortion of Broward County's Broadview Park Project 

Thank you for your work with County staff on preparing the Preliminary Report Re: Billing 
Errors and Other Discrepancies in a Portion of Broward County's Broadview Park Project. 
We appreciate the opportunity to respond to details in the report. 

This project was one of the County's Neighborhood Projects which consisted of the 
installation of water, sewer, storm drainage, sidewalks, roadways, swales and driveways. 
This project was procured as a standard design, bid, and build project. Engineering design 
services and support services during construction were performed by Chen-Moore and 
Associates, as a consultant to Broward County. The $13,305, 118.32 construction contract 
was awarded to Giannetti Construction Corporation, at a cost of almost $1.5 million less than 
the second lowest bidder. 

Both Broward County staff and the Consultant's staff - experienced, trained 
professionals - performed thorough, detailed independent reviews of each pay 
application to ensure fairness and accuracy. The County staff's in-depth review includes 
approvals by the project manager, contract administrator and account clerks in two separate 
County divisions. Chen-Moore's review and approval constitute a second independent check 
on behalf of and in the interest of Broward County. Whenever mistakes are encountered on 
any pay application, the pay application is promptly returned to the Contractor for correction 
an action that regularly occurs on our many contracts . 

$43,459.1 O of the $101,542.17 cited in the report do not constitute "overbilling." In 
reviewing the preliminary report, it appears the $58,083.07 resulted from errors made by the 
contractor during the preliminary review of the measurement and quantity calculations for 
each pay application , errors not found in Chen-Moore's and the County's review processes . 
These unfound errors represent 0.44% of total construction contract. 

Broward County Board of County Commissioners 

Marko. Bogen • Beam Furr· Steve Geller· Dale V.C. Holness• Chip LaMarca ·Nan H. Rich • Tirn Ryan • Barbara Sharief • Michael Udine 


www.broward .org 
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John Scott, Inspector General 
Billing Errors - Broadview Park Project 
August 15, 2017 

$11,846.83 of the payments are not "overbilling" but are subject to contract 
interpretation regarding the negotiated unit price change orders. This includes the 
change order for the driveway staining identified in the report as Change Order 7. All line 
items in standard construction contracts are groupings of prices for groupings of activities; 
construction contracts do not attempt to differentiate variations between the actual costs of 
specific installations within a single group. Actual costs to the contractor may be more or 
may be less than the agreed-to contract price, but payments from the owner to the contractor 
are made based on the agreed-to price. However, we do appreciate Giannetti voluntarily 
refunding the difference without resorting to debating these issues. 

The failure of Stanford and Sons to bill Giannetti $31,612.27 is not an "overbilling" by 
Giannetti to Broward County. Broward County is not a party to the contracts between our 
vendors and their subcontractors, and consequently does not perform checks on whether or 
not subcontractors have invoiced properly. County staffs proper focus was whether or not 
the asphalt paving work had been performed, entitling Giannetti to bill and be paid for this 
work. 

In addition to County staffs individual experience in the civil engineering and construction 
industry, staff also receives continual training to enhance their skillsets. This training 
includes quality assurance techniques as well as pay application and change order 
processing. All Water and Wastewater Services project managers and contract 
administrators are required to attend these sessions, and will continue to receive benefit from 
this training on a continual basis. 

Broward County takes every reasonable effort to ensure that pay applications are correct. 
We understand that there is a trade-off on how we apply staff resources to this review 
process versus the potential for small percentage billing errors such as those identified in the 
report. The County will continue to apply the appropriate staff resources to protect the best 
interests of the County. 

Thank you for the opportunity to respond to your preliminary report. Please contact me if you 
would like to discuss any of these issues in detail. 

cc: 	 Alphonso Jefferson, Assistant County Administrator 
Mike Kerr, Deputy County Attorney 
Alan Garcia, Director, Water &Wastewater Services Division 
Greg Balicki, Director, Capital Projects, Water & Wastewater Services Division 

Page 2 ofl 
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GIANNETTI 
Michigan Office Florida Office CONTRACTING CORPORATION 
6340 Sims Drive 1801 NW 18th Street 
Sterling Heights, Michigan 48313 Pompano Beach, Florida 33069 
Office: 586-268-2090 Office: 954-972-8104 
Fax: 586-268-7099 Fax: 954-972-8108

Lie. #CGC1519762 

BUILDING · DEVELOPMENT· INFRASTRUCTURE 

August 16, 2017 

Broward Office of the Inspector General 
One North University Drive, Suite 111 
Plantation, FL 33324 

Re: OIG Preliminary Report, Ref. No. OIG 14-021 

This responds to Broward County's Office of the Inspector General's Preliminary Report 
OIG 14-021 dated July 19, 2017 regarding the Broadview Park Project. Giannetti Contracting 
Corporation respectfully submits that while there may have been minor billing discrepancies on 
the Project, as happen on projects of this size, Giannetti at all times performed in good faith and 
had no intention of engaging in any improper billing, and will take steps to improve its procedures 
and accuracy in the future. 

As noted in the OIG Preliminary Report, Giannetti made a voluntary repayment of the 
amounts that were found to be overbilled. Giannetti has fully cooperated with the County in 
investigating and remedying this situation. Giannetti is a long-time contractor in Broward County 
and values the County's business as well as its reputation with the County. Giannetti looks forward 
to working with the County in the future and will strive to improve so as to avoid any problems in 
the future. 

The County's Consultant measured the quantities of work performed, and all parties relied 
on these measurements. Any County measurement errors are believed to have been inadvertent 
and were not intended to allow payments for amounts to which Giannetti was not entitled. 
Nonetheless, Giannetti has compensated the County and a subcontractor for amounts that the 
County determined were not properly paid. Giannetti only wants the fair compensation to which 
it is entitled and does not want to retain any funds that could be considered to be improperly 
obtained or retained. 

With regard to the hiring by Giannetti of the County's former Project Manager, Mr. Sweet, 
that was simply a personnel decision that was made in the normal course of business. Mr. Sweet 
has extensive experience managing the type of construction projects that Giannetti constructs. As 
such, his experience and abilities make him a good fit for working at Giannetti and we kept his 
role on this Broward County project very limited. 

In response to the specific sections of the Preliminary Report, Giannetti responds as 
follows . 



The Roadway and Landscaping Portion ofthe Contract 

The OIG Report first discusses the roadway and landscaping portion of the Project, and 
certain line items included in the work. As the Report notes, that work included work on the 
private driveways that was necessary and collateral to the installation of sidewalk and the asphalt 
or concrete on the public side of the driveways. That was the work that was performed and billed, 
although the OIG found that there were possible billing errors. The report correctly states that 
Giannetti made payments, as determined by the County, to correct such billing errors. 

The OIG Report also states that Giannetti's subcontractor performed some private 
driveway work for homeowners, in addition to the Project work. That work was not authorized 
by Giannetti, and Giannetti was not pleased when it found out about it. Nonetheless, the OIG 
Report correctly concluded that the outside, private work was not improperly billed to the County. 

The Various Billing Errors 

As a threshold matter, the reason that Giannetti waited to pay the County and a 
subcontractor was because the County WWS and Public Works management needed to review the 
OIG Preliminary Report and discuss the matter with Giannetti so that a joint decision could be 
made on what were the amounts to be paid. Giannetti has at all times sought to follow the County's 
directions in this matter. 

1. Installation ofConcrete Sidewalks 

Any mathematical or double counting errors as to the sidewalk installation were 
inadvertent errors. As the Inspection report notes, Giannetti billed the quantities that its 
subcontractor indicated had been installed. If there was any error in the billing, it was simply 
because of human error or oversights on the part of Giannetti. 

The OIG indicates that inspection records from August 12, 2011 were missing. Giannetti 
claimed amounts based on Giannetti's own records. The mere fact that the County inspection 
report was lacking in quantity documentation does not mean that the work was not done, just that 
the County inspector's documents are missing, or that the County inspector may have failed to 
document that quantities on that particular day. Giannetti makes every effort to maintain proper 
and correct records, and it should not be considered improper to rely on those records, particularly 
where the County records may not be sufficient. However, Giannetti intends to redouble its efforts 
to ensure that its records are accurate and complete in the future. 

2. Installation o.fConcrete Driveways 

On this item as well, the OIG states that it could not locate documentation to fully justify 
quantities billed for the December 2010, January 2011 and July 2011. Based on the fairly minor 
variations, the County inspector could have made mistakes, and the Preliminary Report stated that 
the County inspector's report showed no billing for July 1 and that no one from the subcontractor 
was on site that day. All of these issues again may simply reflect a lack of documentation, lost 



documentation or minor errors on the part of the County inspector. All of the quantity variations 
were rather small and could reflect human error by any party involved. 

3. Installation ofAsphalt Driveways 

The OIG, after relying on the County inspector in stating that Giannetti made certain 
overbillings, asserts that with regard to this item, the County inspector rendered incorrect 
mathematical calculations. That does not seem consistent with the OIG's reliance on the County 
inspector's accuracy and completeness with regard to other items. In any event, minor 
mathematical errors made by the County inspector occurred and any double billing was minimal 
and unintentional. 

4. Installation ofBahia Sod and DwarfYaupon Hollys 

This discrepancy reflected, at most, minor billing errors by Giannetti that were 
unintentional. 

Other Discrepa11cies 

1. Change Order Calculated on Incorrect Invoices 

This dispute centered around the price to be paid for driveway staining. As OIG admits, 
all parties had agreed on the driveway staining having been priced at $14.40 per square yard, but 
this was later deemed to have possibly been a mistake. Giannetti billed in good faith based on the 
price that everyone had agreed to, and as OIG noted, Giannetti agreed to repayment. 

2. Giannetti Failed to Pay Stanford & Sons the Same Quantity Billed to County 

As set forth in the OIG report, the cause of this was under-billing by its subcontractor as 
compared to the actual measured quantity. This was an inadvertent error that did not cost the 
County money, and it has been corrected. 

3. Unauthorized and Improperly Valued Change Order Issue 

The amount billed for Peters Road is shown in the OIG Report as $244,139.00, based on a 
Giannetti change order request that reduced the price for that work from the original bid price of 
$252,870.09. However, that change order was apparently never processed, and the OIG made the 
after the fact determination that even the reduced $244,139.00 price turned out to be a slight over 
billing. Giannetti' s change order sought in good faith to save the County money, and it did save 
the County money. As OIG notes, charging the $244,139 using existing pay items, instead of 
adding new ones, avoided the requirement for a formal change order, and it is believed that the 
Consultant viewed this as the most expeditious way to deal with this issue and avoid work delays 
while paperwork was processed. This procedure was accepted by the parties at the time and is 
industry-standard practice. These items were billed as agreed. 

http:244,139.00
http:252,870.09
http:244,139.00


Interview Summaries 

The OIG Preliminary Report also discusses witness interviews. Those interviews 
demonstrated Giannetti's good faith in performing the Project. 

1. Interview ofGianetti Vice President 

As indicated by OIG, this interview mainly showed that Giannetti generally deferred to the 
County's agents, as it is supposed to do and all other contractors do. 

2. Interview oftile Project Consultant 

The interview with the Project Consultant demonstrates that Giannetti made good faith 
efforts to work cooperatively with the County and its agents. That interview shows that there may 
have been some difficulties or confusion as to how to bill the staining ofdriveways versus staining 
of specialty driveways, and showed that the County's change order process was so arduous that 
the Project Consultant wanted to avoid that process. To a great extent, those are issues for which 
the solution is for the Project Consultant and the County to utilize better procedures in the future, 
and Giannetti made its best good faith effort to work with those procedures. Giannetti does not 
and cannot control the County and its agents, but always seeks to work with them in good faith. 
Giannetti also intends to review and improve its procedures to avoid problems in the future. 

3. Interview oftile First Project Manager 

The interview with the First Project Manager appears to indicate that the main problem 
with the processes utilized on the Project was that, as OIG states "consultants have a better handle 
on projects than project managers and often skip over project managers for approvals." That means 
that the County and its Consultants need to improve their methods and procedures. Again, 
Giannetti does not and cannot control the County and its agents, but will always work with them 
in good faith to get the work done. 

4. Interview ofthe WWS Expansion Project Administrator 

This interview mainly seems to discuss the issue of the approval process for change orders 
by the County and its Consultant. While Giannetti makes every effort to cooperate in the change 
order process, the change order issue seems to be primarily an internal issue on which the County 
will improve its procedures on future projects. 

5. Interview ofthe WWS Contract Administrator 

This interview seemed to suggest that Giannetti may have made an inadvertent error in 
basing the billing for staining on an original quote from a subcontractor that may have then been 
negotiated down. While it is not clear that this is what happened, Giannetti certainly intends to 



review and improve its procedures to avoid any errors in the future. Beyond that, this interview 
further suggested that the County and its Consultant may need to improve their procedures. 

6. Interview oftlze Stanford & Sons Owner 

The Stanford & Sons Interview indicates mainly that there were inadvertent under-billings 
by Stanford & Sons, which situation has now been corrected. 

Conclusion 

As set forth herein, the issues raised by the OIG report generally fall into two categories. 
The first category consists of possible but inadvertent errors by Giannetti that may have led to 
instances of incorrect billing. Giannetti appreciates that the OIG has pointed out possible 
weaknesses in Giannetti's procedures, and Giannetti will strive to correct those issues. 

The second category of issues that OIG raises relates to County and Consultant procedures. 
Giannetti will work with the County and its agents in the spirit of cooperation and goodwill, and 
will endeavor to follow all County procedures, but to a great extent those issues are areas where 
the County may need to improve its procedures. Giannetti does not control the County and its 
agents and can only follow their directions. 

Giannetti highly values its relationship with the County, which is one of Giannetti's most 
important customers. Giannetti will continue to strive to improve its procedures and to meet all 
County requirements on future projects. 

Sincerely, 

GIANNETTI CONTRACTING CORP. 


~l~ 
Vice President 
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Mr. John W. Scott: 

I am writing to address the Broward Office of General Inspector Preliminary Report re: 
Billing Errors and other Discrepancies in a Portion of Broward County's Broadview Park Project, 
which Giannetti provided to me. I was the County's Project Manager on the Project for the first 
portion of the Project, until I left to accept employment at Giannetti. I therefore feel that I should 
respond to issues that the OIG raised in its Report. 

The OIG investigation identified ce1tain alleged billing errors and other inegularities 
relating to the Project. The most recUlTent theme ofthe OIG Report seems to be that proper change 
order and billing procedures may not have been followed by the project participants, including 
Broward County staff. During my time as Project Manager, I endeavored to ensure that all of the 
County's change order and billing procedures were properly utilized that were within my purview 
and ability. I understood the Project Contract and sought to carry out its terms, again to the extent 
it was within my purview and ability. 

My approach to the Project was the standard County approach as I understood it. As I 
stated in my OIG interview, the Consultant, Chen Moore, handled the day-to-day Project 
management, as well as the billing and payment applications. Giannetti submitted its pay 
applications to the Consultant once a month that set forth the quantities that Giannetti installed 
during the previous billing period. The Consultant then confirmed the quantities billed. 

Once the Consultant confirmed the quantities billed, the payment application would be sent 
to me for my review. I reviewed the payment applications to ensure that the math added up, and 
also reviewed the forms attached to the payment application to ensure that the payment application 
was complete with all required forms. After that, my assigned role was completed and I sent the 
payment application to the WWS Expansion Project Manager. 

The procedure for change orders was similar. The Consultant would first review the 
change order request provided by the contractor. The Consultant would then forward the change 
order request to me for review to ensure that the submission included the requisite backup 
documentation. Then I sent the change order to the WWS Capital Projects Director for review and 
approval. 

As I explained previously, I was not involved in the approval of the August 2012 change 
order to stain the right of ways, as I was not working for the County at that time. I do not know 
how the $14.40 per square yard figure was derived. Although I was copied on a May 2011 e-mail 
requesting a change order, I neither knew of that price nor approved of it. I did not have the 
authority to approve that change and would not have done so. I have to assume that the Consultant 
approved billing private driveway staining through existing line items. 

Similarly, as to pavement restoration on Peters Road and Giannetti's May 2011 request for 
change order for that work, I did not authorize any work besides the work in the original contract 
and did not authorize any changes in the Contract. I assume that the Consultant may have 



authorized billing in that manner. I sought to follow the Contract requirements and County 
procedures at all times. 

As to my subsequent employment with Giannetti, I also explained that in my OIG 
interview. I had certain health issues commencing in late 2010, but I continued to perform my 
functions as County project manager to the extent I was able. I attempted to take a month off as a 
result of these issues, but the retirement rules prohibited that. Because of these issues with 
continuing County employment, I contacted Giannetti about the possibility of working for that 
company, and in September 2011 I was hired at Giannetti. 

I have sought to conform to all ethical standards to the best of my ability and knowledge. 
I was not substantially involved in the Broadview Park Project as a Giannetti employee. With 
regard to future projects, I hope that the knowledge and experience that I gained working with the 
County will allow me to assist Giannetti in ensuring compliance with all County requirements. 

In conclusion, I would like to emphasize that during my time working for the County, I 
always sought to follow all County requirements and procedures. I endeavored to serve the best 
interests of the County and its citizens. When I transitioned to working at Giannetti, I sought to 
meet all ethical requirements and to avoid any ethical issues or violations. Now that I am employed 
at Giannetti, I look forward to assisting in the process of improving procedures so that billing and 
change order issues can be appropriately handled on future County projects. 

Sincerely, 

Patrick Sweet 
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