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FINAL REPORT RE:  MISCONDUCT IN THE CITY OF PARKLAND’S 

PROCUREMENT OF SOD, SOD INSTALLATION, AND GROUND PREPARATION  
 
SUMMARY 
 
As part of an ongoing effort to help local governments identify and recover misspent taxpayer funds, 
the Broward Office of the Inspector General (OIG) initiated a review of payment records in the City of 
Parkland.  Our review led to opening two separate investigations into city contracts, including this one 
into whether city officials engaged in misconduct in the purchase of sod and sod installation.1  
 
We substantiated our concerns.  Our investigation revealed that misconduct occurred in these 
purchases through the improper use of a piggybacked2 contract and in lax oversight of that use.  The 
OIG identified $84,571.83 in questionable city expenditures on the procurement of sod, sod 
installation, and ground preparation3 between 2013 and 2015, including $33,631.55 in wasteful 
spending and $50,940.28 in spending that violated city purchasing codes.  We also determined that 
taxpayers could have saved at least another $18,162.84 had the city used the most economical option 
available for bulk sod. 
 
In reviewing the original, piggybacked contract at issue, we found that Tropic Landscaping and Lawn 
Maintenance, Inc., was the lowest bidder and primary awardee for all categories of sod that the city 
purchased.  This meant that government agencies that piggybacked the contract were required to go to 
Tropic for most of their sod needs.  Nonetheless, between 2013 and 2015 the city gave all the work 
($283,523 worth) to Mullings Engineering Services-Landscaping Division, LLC, whose parent 
company was the secondary awardee for certain types of sod purchased by the city and not an awardee 
at all for “truckload quantities” of other types purchased by the city.4  The superintendent of parks and 
special events was, however, familiar with Mullings from working with the vendor at the City of Coral 
Springs, and he passed the work on to it instead of the lowest bidder. 
 
                                                 
1 The other investigation, OIG 16-022, resulted in the OIG’s “Final Report Re: Billing Errors and Cost Savings in Coach 
Bus Transportation Services Contracts,” December 5, 2017, at www.browardig.org. 
2“Piggybacking” refers to a procurement practice where a government entity solicits, negotiates, and awards a contractual 
agreement and then a second governmental entity, not a party to the original agreement, enters into a contract under the 
same terms as the first without conducting its own independent competitive solicitation. When properly utilized, 
piggybacking offers governmental entities the advantages of competitive procurement without having to expend the 
attendant time and resources to do so. 
3 All witnesses who spoke about the work to (1) remove and dispose of old sod and (2) prepare the field for new sod 
understood these services to go together.  The purchasing manager for the City of Boynton Beach, the lead agency on the 
piggybacked contract, also explained that “ground preparation” as referenced in the contract included the removal and 
disposal of old sod.  Thus, throughout this report, we refer to sod removal, sod disposal, and field preparation together as 
“ground preparation.” 
4 The OIG did not find that Mullings engaged in misconduct. 
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When the city made its first bulk sod purchase from Mullings in 2013, the superintendent forwarded 
two explanation memoranda to the commission that claimed that Tropic, when contacted, was 
“unresponsive.”  He claimed to us that Tropic turned down the work.  His memos also stated that 
Mullings agreed to match Tropic’s lower bid prices.  We found no evidence to back the claim that city 
staff members contacted Tropic at all.  More disturbing, our review of the city’s 2013 through 2015 
sod purchases established that Mullings never matched Tropic’s contracted bid prices. 
 
The OIG determined that the city overpaid at least $33,631.55 (16.75%) for sod and sod installation by 
not using Tropic, the primary vendor, or ensuring that Mullings, the vendor it did use, matched 
Tropic’s lower prices. 
 
We also determined that the city violated its own purchasing code requirement that items purchased on 
piggybacked contracts have the same specifications as those of the original contract, as it made 
purchases from Mullings not just for sod and sod installation but also for ground preparation, even 
though the piggybacked contract explicitly stated that such additional services would be the agency’s 
responsibility.5  An erroneous understanding or assumption that ground preparation was part of the 
piggybacked contract continued in the city for two more years, during which time the unsolicited 
ground preparation portion of the purchases totaled another $50,940.28.  The former superintendent 
who crafted the memo told the OIG that he knew that the services could not be piggybacked because 
they were not part of the contract and that he did it anyway after discussing it with his superior, the 
now deceased public works director. 
 
During our investigation, we also noted that the city purchased two types of sod interchangeably 
without knowing the difference between them.  According to Mullings’s owner, the only difference 
was a slight one in coloring.  But there was a big difference in Tropic’s and Mullings’s pricing for 
them.  Had the city chosen the lowest bidder and the lower priced sod type, taxpayers could have 
saved another $18,162.84. 
 
We further found that failures within the finance department enabled the city to piggyback purchases 
that were not permitted under its purchasing code.  Once finance received the purchasing request 
documentation from public works, it should have realized that (1) services were exclusively procured 
from a vendor that was not the primary awardee and there was inadequate documentation to justify not 
using the primary awardee, (2) the piggybacked contract excluded ground preparation from its scope 
of services, and (3) the price estimates presented did not match the piggybacked contract’s bids.  
Under the direction and with the participation of the then finance director, on at least six occasions, the 
finance department failed to ensure that public works understood and complied with the law and failed 
in its role to serve as overall control for this function. 
 
Finally, we observed that the city immediately looked into the problems that the OIG identified and 
commenced many positive changes to address them.  We commend these substantial efforts, which 
include centralizing the procurement function; hiring a public works director who has revamped field 

                                                 
5 Specifically, this clause meant that the user agency had to perform ground preparation itself or separately procure the 
work under its own purchasing procedures. 
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management and sod procurement practices; and hiring a purchasing director who has promoted 
significant policy and procedural changes, including a new procurement code designed to avoid the 
same pitfalls that befell the city during the period under review.  And we appreciate that the city was 
and remains open to the kind of change that may be challenging to implement but is necessary to 
safeguard taxpayer funds going forward. 
 
When properly implemented, contract piggybacking is an acceptable method of government 
procurement.  But it has its pitfalls.  We issue this report to caution all of Broward’s county and 
municipal governments on the hazards of improperly using piggybacked contracts to circumvent 
procurement laws and procedures. 
 
OIG CHARTER AUTHORITY 
 
Section 10.01 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. 
 
INDIVIDUALS AND ENTITIES COVERED IN THIS REPORT  
 
Armando Puentes, Jr. 
 
Mr. Puentes was the city’s superintendent of parks and special events from June 2012 to April 2014.  
He reported to the now deceased public works director.  His primary responsibilities included 
maintaining city grounds including parks, overseeing renovations, and contributing to capital 
improvement projects.   During his tenure, he handled the public works department’s procurement of 
goods and services related to those tasks, including the procurement of sod, sod installation, and 
ground preparation.  At the time of his OIG interview, he was a parks superintendent for the Village of 
Royal Palm Beach, Palm Beach County, Florida. 
 
Nancy Morando  
 
Ms. Morando served as the city’s finance director from January 2007 until she began serving as 
interim city manager in November 2016.  In June 2017, she was appointed to the post of assistant city 
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manager, her current position.  As the finance director, her responsibilities included overseeing all 
aspects of the city’s purchasing. 
 
Mullings Engineering Services-Landscaping Division, LLC6 
 
Mullings Engineering Services, Inc., commenced doing business in 2004 by doing roadway, drainage, 
and earth work, while it subcontracted associated sod work.  It opened a second company in 2006, 
Mullings Engineering Services-Landscaping Division Inc., to provide landscape services including 
sod, sod installation, and ground preparation.  It works mostly with government agencies. 
 
RELEVANT GOVERNING AND ADMINISTRATIVE AUTHORITIES 
 
City of Parkland Code of Ordinances 
 

Chapter 2 – Administration, Article VII. – Finance Purchasing Guidelines . . . 
 
Sec. 2-141. – Purpose; generally  
 
The purpose of these purchasing regulations is to: 
 

(a) Provide a uniform means of acquiring goods and services in a manner which protects 
the interests of taxpayers; 

(b) Ensures that qualified vendors have access to the municipal market on a fair and 
equitable basis; 

(c) Applies to all purchases of the city irrespective of the source of funding; 
(d) Provides guidelines to user departments.  

 
The finance department shall serve as the purchasing gateway to provide assistance and technical 
expertise in purchasing procedures, and to ascertain that user departments understand and comply 
with established budgetary, purchasing and accounting procedures for overall internal control.  No 
city employee shall order goods or services without the required authorization, funding and 
purchasing/finance documents. 
 
Sec. 2-141.1. - Purchases less than $2,500.00. 

 
Department directors have authorization to purchase goods and services which are less than two 
thousand five hundred dollars ($2,500.00), for a single purchase, subject to a valid, current 
appropriation for the item(s) to be purchased.  Payment for the goods and services shall be made 

                                                 
6 The city made its payments to Mullings Engineering Services-Landscaping Division, Inc., although the piggybacked Co-
op contract was with Mullings Engineering Services, LLC.  The two companies are owned and operated by the same 
individuals, and in this report we refer to both companies as Mullings. 
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using a purchase order, procurement card or a check request form, unless the item is a capital asset.  
All purchases of capital assets require a purchase order.  The procurement requirements shall not be 
artificially divided so as to constitute a small purchase. 
 
Sec. 2-141.2. - Purchases of $2,500.00 and less than $5,000.00. 
 
In addition to the requirements in section 2-141.1, purchases of two thousand five hundred dollars 
($2,500.00) and less than five thousand dollars ($5,000.00) must have sought three (3) verbal quotes 
and written authorization of the finance director or his/her designee (director) in the form of a 
purchase order.  Documentation of the phone number and the name of the person who gave the 
quote, or a memorandum that a quote was sought, must be provided with the purchase requisition. 
 
Sec. 2-141.3. - Purchases of $5,000.00 and less than $25,000.00. 
 
In addition to the requirements in section 2-141.1, purchases of five thousand dollars ($5,000.00) 
and less than twenty-five thousand dollars ($25,000.00) must have sought three (3) written price 
quotes and written authorization of the city manager or designee, and the finance and administrative 
services director or his/her designee in the form of a purchase order.  Written quotes or evidence that 
a quote was sought must be provided with the purchase requisition.  
 
Sec. 2-141.4. - Purchases above $25,000.00 or more. 
 
Purchases of twenty-five thousand dollars ($25,000.00) or more require a competitive solicitation 
process, and city commission approval, except for purchases defined in exempt purchases, section 
2-144.9 [sic], and emergency purchases, section 2-145.  Purchase requisition must be approved prior 
to ordering.  Contracts covering multiple years shall be considered as above twenty-five thousand 
dollars ($25,000.00) if the annual contract amount multiplied by the number of years of the contract 
term exceeds twenty-five thousand dollars ($25,000.00).  . . . 
 
Sec. 2-143.9. - Exempt purchases. 
 
The following purchases are exempted from this article and do not require sealed bidding, or 
requests for proposals, due to the nature of the goods or service.  These include, but are not limited 
to, the following:  . . . 
 
(c) Piggy-back bids.  If the goods to be purchased have been approved by the city manager and are 
included in the annual budget, the user department or city may "piggyback" any currently authorized 
government agencies and/or not for profit purchasing cooperatives contract.  The purchase order for 
these goods must refer to the current public agency bid number and the goods must have the same 
specifications as those in the bid documents.  A copy of the contract must be provided to the finance 
department before the purchase order can be approved. 
 

  

https://library.municode.com/fl/parkland/codes/code_of_ordinances?nodeId=PTIICOOR_CH2AD_ARTVIIFIPUGU_S2-141.1PULE2500.00
https://library.municode.com/fl/parkland/codes/code_of_ordinances?nodeId=PTIICOOR_CH2AD_ARTVIIFIPUGU_S2-141.1PULE2500.00
https://library.municode.com/fl/parkland/codes/code_of_ordinances?nodeId=PTIICOOR_CH2AD_ARTVIIFIPUGU_S2-145BIPR
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The Piggybacked Contract 
 
In 2012, the Southeast Florida Governmental Purchasing Cooperative Group (Co-op), with the City of 
Boynton Beach as the lead agency, established a cooperative contract for sod and sod installation.  A 
primary and secondary vendor was assigned for each type of sod bid by geographical area.  Relevant 
sections of the invitation to bid (one of the documents comprising the contract) are described below: 
 

City of Boynton Beach Sod and Sod Installation, Bid #066-2730-12/DJL 
 
Special Conditions . . .  

 
9. AWARD: …  The City [of Boynton Beach] shall award this contract to two (2) 
bidders (primary, and secondary) by ITEM and/or BY GROUP, to the lowest 
responsive, responsible bidder(s).  . . .  The lowest awarded bidder in an item or group 
shall be considered the primary vendor and should receive the largest volume of work.  
. . . 

 
Bid Specification – Pricing Zones . . . 
 

8. Substitutions:  Substitutions of sod types shall be permitted only upon submission of 
documented proof that the particular type specified is not obtainable.  Substitute shall 
be submitted for approval by the Grounds and/or Landscape Maintenance departments 
of the participating Co-Op agencies.  The Agencies reserve the right to obtain the sod 
requested from another source.  . . . 

 
13. Sod Installation:  Installation shall be in accordance with the guidelines specified by 
the Southern Seed Certification Association, Inc. and including but not limited to the 
following:   
 
 Installer must be equipped with proper tools to cut and smooth out depressions 

created by loaders, forklifts, etc. and must have on-site equipment to move sod 
pallets.  Ground preparation will be the responsibility of the Agency(ies).  . . . 

 
INVESTIGATION 
 
Investigation Overview 
 
The OIG has concluded its investigation into the procurement of sod, sod installation, and ground 
preparation by the City of Parkland.  Our investigation established that misconduct occurred in the city’s 
purchase and oversight of sod and related services through a piggybacked contract.  The OIG 
identified $84,571.83 in questionable expenditures, including $33,631.55 in wasteful spending and 
$50,940.28 in spending that violated city purchasing codes within the scope of our review.  We also 
identified that the city could have saved at least another $18,162.84 in taxpayer funds had it used the 



BROWARD OFFICE OF THE INSPECTOR GENERAL 
FINAL REPORT RE:  MISCONDUCT IN THE CITY OF PARKLAND’S 

PROCUREMENT OF SOD, SOD INSTALLATION, AND GROUND PREPARATION 
 

 
OIG 16-006-B 
June 11, 2018 
Page 7 of 51 

most economical option available for bulk orders of sod.  This occurred because public works employees 
did not offer the sod-related work to the lowest bidder and primary awardee, and because finance staff 
members did not provide proper oversight of the purchasing process. 
 
The OIG reviewed substantial documentation, including but not limited to commission action records, 
check registers, purchase orders, invoices for the purchase of sod, and Co-op solicitation and award 
documents.  The OIG also interviewed several of the city’s and sod vendors’ current and former 
employees. 
 
The City’s Purchasing Process 
 
City employees and officials described a procurement process that followed the local code’s 
purchasing requirements.  When we commenced our investigation, we expected to see that staff 
members abided by the following process. 
 

For the period reviewed by the OIG, the purchasing functions of the City of Parkland operated 
essentially in a decentralized manner.  That is, the different user departments performed most 
of the procurement of goods and services, and the finance department reviewed that work.    
Essentially, the process flow for verification and approval of purchases started with the user 
department’s director, moved to finance staff members for review, and then went to the finance 
director.  Certain purchase orders then went to the city manager and, if necessary, to the 
commission.  Regarding the payment process, finance oversaw the final check payment to the 
vendor, but it was the user departments that bore the responsibility to ensure that what was paid 
was what had been approved during the purchase order development process.  Prior to October 
2013, the departments executed these processes manually; after October 2013 they began using 
a financial software system called Springbrook. 
 
On the front end of the procurement process, purchasing threshold limits existed to ensure that 
staff members maintained applicable purchasing code requirements through proper approvals, 
documents, and other requirements.  For example, user department directors or their designees, 
without doing more, could pre-approve purchases under $2,500.  However, for items that cost 
between $2,500 and $5,000, the process required staff members to obtain, prior to the user 
department director’s approval, three verbal quotes documented with the vendor’s contact 
name, phone number, and prices.  For purchases that cost more than $5,000, the process 
required three written quotes prior to the user department director’s and finance’s approval.  
Purchases exceeding $25,000 required a competitive solicitation and commission approval 
before staff members could issue a purchase order.  
 
Individual user department directors were responsible for their own purchasing processes and 
selections.  The user department directors served as the lead for solicitations.  Usually, a 
member of the finance staff sat on the evaluation committee and helped rank proposals based 
on a set of pre-established criteria.  The procuring department director usually served as the 
lead committee member. 
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It was the finance staff members’ responsibility to verify that the user department requesting a 
purchase order provided backup that supported the purchase, such as any necessary quotes or 
any contract intended to be piggybacked, proof of insurance, and other support in accordance 
with city policies.7  Finance did not review the viability of the arrangements, best pricing, or 
the quality of the vendor’s goods and services selected.  
 
When a user department wanted to piggyback an existing government contract instead of 
performing a solicitation for goods and services, the code required the finance department to 
review the scope and pricing of the piggybacked agreement and ensure compliance in its use.  
The code required that staff members submit the contract they desired to piggyback along with 
the applicable prices to finance.  For these circumstances, finance also instituted a procedure 
requiring user department staff members to submit a memo certifying that they knew they were 
responsible for ensuring that the transactions were properly executed.  Fundamentally, the role 
of finance was to confirm that user departments purchased items that were previously vetted in 
the piggybacked contracts’ processes or were, as Ms. Morando put it, “apples to apples.” 
 
After her subordinates reviewed all the submitted documentation and contract terms, the 
finance director issued an approval for purchase and then, for purchases between $5,000 and 
$25,000, she advanced the matter to the city manager for final approval.  Commission approval 
was necessary for purchases over $25,000; the finance director prepared the agenda summary 
for submission to the commission.  The front page of the piggybacked contract and other 
relevant pages representing the items being purchased were included in the packet submitted.  
From 2012 to 2015, the city manager and city clerk prepared the agenda packages based on the 
documentation submitted by the user departments.   
 
An accountant in finance reviewed and verified the hard copy paper invoices that the 
vendors submitted.  The invoices identified the purchase order numbers on them.  The user 
department directors signed the invoice or a check request form, signifying to finance that it 
was proper to authorize payment to the vendor for the goods or services supplied to the 
city. 

 
The OIG’s investigation led us to conclude that city employees and officials did not follow this process. 
 
How the Piggybacked Sod Contract was Awarded 
 
In 2012, with the City of Boynton Beach as the lead agency, the Co-op established a cooperative 
contract for sod and sod installation.  Boynton Beach’s solicitation separated all cities who were part 
of the Co-op into zones based on geographic location (north, south or central) and required vendors 
to bid based on the type of sod and their geographic zone.  Further, the solicitation was divided 
                                                 
7 Procurement contracts come in various forms. One of these forms is a short form contract known as a purchase order. 
Watt, Patricia. An Elected Official’s Guide to Procurement. Chicago: GFOA, 1995. A purchase order formalizes all the 
terms and conditions of a proposed transaction, such as a description of the requested items, delivery schedule, terms of 
payment, and transportation. Public Procurement Dictionary of Terms – The Comprehensive Reference for Public 
Purchasing Terms and Concepts. Herndon: NIGP, Inc.,   
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into quantities by truckload and non-truckload pricing for sod purchases.8  Truckload pricing bids 
included a price that was inclusive of delivery, unloading and installation of sod.  Non-truck load 
pricing included various line items for vendors to bid on, including the cost of sod picked up by the 
agency, the cost of sod delivered and installed and the cost to install sod delivered by someone 
other than the vendor.  For each sod type on the solicitation, the Co-op awarded the contract to a 
primary vendor and a secondary vendor.  According to the contract, the primary vendor “should 
receive the largest volume of work.”  The contract excluded pricing for ground preparation before 
installation of the sod, including removal of existing sod.  In fact, the contract specifically stated, 
“Ground preparation will be the responsibility the Agency(ies).”  (Exhibit 1 (excerpt)) 
 
The City of Parkland was in the north zone and used the contract to purchase and install Bermuda 
Tifway 419 Certified, Bermuda Celebration, and Bahia Argentine sod.  For all of these purchases, 
Tropic bid the lowest price and was awarded the contract as the primary vendor.  Mullings was 
awarded the contract as the secondary vendor for non-truckload and truckload quantities of Tifway 
and was awarded as secondary vendor for non-truckload purchases of Bahia and Celebration.  
Finally, Odum’s Sod Inc. was awarded the contract as secondary vendor for truckload pricing of 
Celebration and Bahia.  OIG Table 1 below displays the type of sod that each vendor was awarded 
to sell under the Boynton Beach contract. 

 
OIG Table 1 

Primary and Secondary Awardees of Bid No. 066-2730-12/DJL 
November 1, 2012 

 
TYPE OF SOD PRIMARY AWARDEE 

NON-TRUCK LOAD 
SECONDARY 

AWARDEE NON-
TRUCK LOAD 

PRIMARY 
AWARDEE 

TRUCK LOAD 

SECONDARY 
AWARDEE TRUCK 

LOAD 
Tifway Tropic Mullings Tropic Mullings 

Celebration Tropic Mullings Tropic Odum’s 
Bahia Tropic Mullings Tropic Odum’s 

 
Public Works Staff Violated the City’s Purchasing Code, Which Resulted in Unnecessary Spending 
 
The OIG reviewed all payments the City of Parkland made to the awarded vendors named above.  We were 
surprised to find that, from July 1, 2013, to July 1, 2015, the time during which the city piggybacked the Co-
op contract and was invoiced,9 the city paid Mullings $283,523 for sod and sod installation and paid nothing 
to Tropic, whose prices were the lowest in all categories, or to Odum’s, the secondary awardee (behind 
Tropic) for truckloads of Celebration and Bahia. 
 
OIG Table 2 reflects the total dollars the city paid to Mullings aggregated by purchase order. 
                                                 
8 Truckload pricing would generally be used for large orders and varied slightly between vendors and product types. For 
most purchases that Parkland made, truckload pricing generally would have been in effect for orders consisting of more 
than 8,100 square feet of sod. 
9 The Co-op contract’s original expiration date was October 31, 2014.  The lead agency, Boynton Beach, extended it for 
two years. 
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OIG Table 2 
Mullings Purchase Orders 

February 26, 2013 to May 20, 2015 
 

DATE OF P.O. P.O. 
NUMBER 

P.O. 
AMOUNT 

2/26/2013 1826 $117,00010 
4/15/2014 201 $5,502 
4/16/2014 200 $52,272 
8/8/2014 236 $28,699 
5/20/2015 447 $84,400  

TOTAL $287,87311 
 
OIG Table 3 below displays the price differences, in truckload pricing, among the three vendors. 
 

OIG Table 3 
Primary and Secondary Awardees’ Contract Prices 

for Truckload Sod and Sod Installation 
October 1, 2013 

 
TYPE OF SOD TROPIC’S CONTRACT 

PRICE (PER SF) 
ODUM’S 

CONTRACT PRICE 
(PER SF) 

MULLINGS 
CONTRACT 

PRICE (PER SF) 
Tifway $0.25 $0.32 $0.32 

Celebration $0.28 $0.32 $0.33 
Bahia $0.177 $0.20 $0.21 

 
Other vendors were objectively more economical and vetted by a competitive solicitation process.  Yet, the 
city bypassed its own competitive procurement rules and purchased from Mullings.  To determine why, the 
OIG reviewed all sod invoices and supporting documentation from the city. 
 
We found that, on June 5, 2013, city staff members presented the commission with an agenda item that 
would allow the city to piggyback the Co-op contract and utilize Mullings for sod through an existing, 
blanket purchase order, number 1826.  (Exhibit 2)  The agenda summary stated the following:  
 

The City of Parkland (“City”) entered into a contract with Mullings Engineering Inc. 
(“Mullings”) to provide removal and installation of sodding on sports fields starting October 

                                                 
10 Purchase order number 1826 was originally issued in February 2013.  In June 2013, after the commission approved 
piggybacking the Co-op contract, P.O. 1826 was increased, bringing the total to $117,000. 
11 There was a difference of $4,350 in the amount of the total purchase orders issued to Mullings ($287,873) and the 
amount paid to Mullings under the piggyback ($283,523).  This difference was due to invoices the city paid to Mullings for 
small amounts prior to using the piggyback. 
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1, 2012.12  At that time, the projects that the City planned for Mullings services totaled under 
$25,000 so written quotes were obtained.  However, it has now become necessary for the City 
to utilize Mullings services for additional sod work which would result in payments to 
Mullings during the 2012-2013 fiscal year over $25,000.  According to the City’s procurement 
processes, City Staff is not permitted to expend more than $25,000 on one contractor without 
City Commission approval.  Therefore, City Staff is requesting authority to piggyback on a 
Mullings’ contract with the Southeast Florida Governmental Purchasing Cooperative Group 
(“Group”) which the city of Boynton Beach is acting as the lead agency.  The Group contract 
would last for two (2) years ending on October 31, 2014.   

 
(Exhibit 3) 
 
In the backup to the agenda item, the OIG saw a memo that was meant to justify using Mullings even 
though it was the secondary awardee.  The memo was dated May 28, 2013, and was from Armando 
Puentes, Jr., Parks and Events Superintendent, to the city’s financial and procurement analyst.  The body of 
the memo read in whole as follows: 
 

Public Works is requesting to participate in the Southeast Florida Government Purchasing 
Cooperative Group to purchase sod and sod installation.  Sod is Tiff 419 Certified at $0.25 
per square foot and installation is $0.05 per square foot.  Removal and preparation ranges 
from $0.10 to $0.15 per square foot depending on field condition.   
 
The City of Boynton Beach is acting as lead agency and accepted the bid (066-2730-12/DJL) 
per Resolution R12-114.  The contract term is two years, starting 11/01/2012 through 
10/31/2014.   
The City of Boynton Beach has the right to extend the award for two (2) additional years 
(attached). 
 
Public Works is requesting a blanket purchase order increase in the amount of $40,000.00 to 
Mullings Engineering Inc. Secondary Vendor (Primary Bidder has been unresponsive) to 
cover the purchase of sod and sod installation for Fiscal Year 2013.  (Please note that as a 
Secondary Vendor, Mullings Engineering has lowered their price to match the Primary 
Vendor)  
 
Public Works will ensure that the price/quantity invoiced is in accordance with the co-op bid.   
 
All supporting documentation is attached for your review.  If you have any additional 
questions please let me know. 

 
(Emphasis added.)  (Exhibit 4) 

                                                 
12 The city clerk said she could not locate any contract preceding the use of the Boynton Beach piggyback, although the 
agenda attachment included a 2012 invoice that referred to the “terms” of a Broward College contract that existed until 
December 17, 2012. 
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We observed that, two weeks later, on June 19, 2013, city staff members presented the city commission 
with an item requesting approval to purchase another $62,000, which went on the same blanket purchase 
order, number 1826.  This agenda summary included the same language as the June 5, 2013, agenda 
summary, but added that the fields were bare dirt, a safety issue, and suggested that two fields at Terramar 
Park should be re-sodded sooner than later.  The increase in funding was not to exceed $117,000.  (Exhibit 
5) 
 
Curiously, the memo explaining the choice of Mullings that accompanied this agenda item was identical in 
almost every way to the May 28, 2013, memo attached to the June 5, 2013, item, even down to the date.  
The only difference was that this one requested the purchase order be increased by $62,000.  (Exhibit 6) 
 
Thus, at the inception of the piggyback, Mr. Puentes authored two memos (the Puentes Memos) that 
included several assertions we did not find to be true.  In conducting our investigation to determine their 
veracity, we did find the following with respect to the public works department:  
 

Public Works Staff Never Offered the Work to the Lowest Bidder and Primary Vendor 
 

The OIG requested all “price quotes and/or correspondence obtained from competing vendors” for 
the purchase of sod to verify if the primary vendor was unresponsive.  The city did not provide the 
OIG with any quotes from Tropic or Odum’s for the procurement of sod, sod installation, or 
ground preparation and did not provide the OIG with any correspondence between city staff 
members and Tropic or Odum’s.  The OIG then visited the public works department and attempted 
to review Mullings and Tropic vendor files.   Public works staff members did not have a vendor file 
for Tropic; we found no Tropic quotes or correspondence in the public works department.13  
 
Next, the OIG spoke with Mr. Puentes, who left Parkland to work for the Village of Royal Palm 
Beach in April 2014, about his selection of Mullings.   He said that he used Mullings for the sod 
work because he was familiar with the company from when he worked for the City of Coral 
Springs.  (Mullings’s owner later told us that, although he did not work directly with Mr. 
Puentes at Coral Springs, Mr. Puentes brought his company into Parkland.  We uncovered no 
evidence of any further relationship between them.)  Mr. Puentes told us that he contacted 
Tropic to provide sod, but the vendor refused to come to Parkland.  He did not continue to 
pursue Tropic after it initially denied service.  According to Ms. Morando, finance did not 
verify that the vendor was unresponsive because a department head provided the information.14   
According to Mr. Puentes, no one requested him or the public works department to document 
that Tropic was non-responsive to his requests for goods or services, so it never became an 
issue. 
 
The OIG found that the city did not contact Tropic for any of the times it ordered bulk sod 
using the piggyback (five purchase orders resulting in 13 invoices) between 2013 and 2015.   

                                                 
13 Today, according to Ms. Morando, the issuing departments are required to document in the system and with the 
purchasing director all emails and communications with the people involved. 
14 Mr. Puentes was a superintendent of parks and special events, not the director of his department, public works. 
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We interviewed a former public works operations manager and a former public works 
supervisor, because they took over the sod related purchases in 2014 and 2015 after Mr. 
Puentes left the city.  
 
The former public works operations manager worked in the city from April 2013 to December 
2014.  He procured goods and services to support his public works responsibilities, including 
sod, sod installation, and ground preparation after Mr. Puentes left the city.  He stated that he 
used Mullings because it had an existing contract with the city; he never contacted any of the 
vendors listed in the piggybacked agreement.  He believed there was a reason Mr. Puentes and 
the former public works director used Mullings over Tropic, but he could not recall that reason. 
 
The former public works supervisor worked for the city from October 2007 to December 2015 
in multiple positions, including public works supervisor from May 2014 to December 2015.  
After the former public works operations manager left the city, among other duties, the former 
public works supervisor took over procurement of sod, sod installation, and ground 
preparation.  He told the OIG that he inherited Mullings as an existing vendor from Mr. 
Puentes and was generally happy with its performance.  Memoranda generated by public works 
served as a form of requisition request the city used to document the need for funding a 
specific project.  Regarding the use of Mullings, he stated, “It was a comfortable fit.”  He told 
the OIG that he continued with the previous arrangement he inherited from the former public 
works director that Mr. Puentes established. 
 
The OIG visited Tropic at its business location and spoke with the person responsible for managing 
Tropic’s office affairs and sod projects.  When shown the Puentes Memos, the Tropic manager 
immediately responded that Mr. Puentes never called Tropic about performing the work, and she did 
not even know who he was.  The manager advised that Tropic had sold and installed sod for 
Parkland in the past, but her point of contact was a city employee whom we determined was the 
former maintenance crew chief for public works.  She provided the OIG with four invoices, totaling 
$6,195, for sod and sod installation, which Parkland paid in 2011.  With regards to Tropic being 
nonresponsive, the manager specifically stated, “That’s not true . . . I don’t know [Puentes].  I 
don’t remember anybody calling me except [the former maintenance crew chief].” 
 
We interviewed the former maintenance crew chief, who reported to two public works 
directors who served prior to the one under whose supervision Mr. Puentes conducted the 
activity reported here.  He confirmed that he purchased sod and sod installation from Tropic. 
He was satisfied with their services and found them to be efficient.  He said that Tropic would 
work with him to deliver small orders of sod to the city when other vendors would not.  He did 
not know Mr. Puentes.  
 
Finally, the OIG spoke with a staff member from Odum’s.  She could not recall ever doing 
work for or communicating with anyone from Parkland.  She was confident that an email 
record would exist if staff members from the city had communicated with Odum’s.  She 
researched Odum’s email records and files and said that Parkland did not communicate with 
her company. 
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Thus, we concluded that Mr. Puentes’s assertions—that the Co-op contract’s primary awardee 
was “unresponsive” or did not want the business—were not true. 
 
Mullings did not Match Tropic’s Prices and Public Works Staff Failed to Correct Mullings’s 
Invoices  

 
The city’s code states that its purchasing regulations are meant to provide a uniform means of 
acquiring goods and services that protects the interests of taxpayers.  However, we found that the 
blatant disregard for purchasing policies, in violation of the purchasing code, led to unnecessary 
spending of taxpayer dollars. 
 
A review of Mullings’s invoices established that it billed a rate of $0.40 per square foot, regardless 
of whether the city was purchasing Tifway or Celebration sod, both of which are types of Bermuda 
grass.  The invoices included descriptions such as “remove and dispose existing sod” and “furnish, 
deliver and install sod” or something similar.  (Composite Exhibit 7)  However, $0.40 cents per 
square foot was considerably higher than any of Tropic’s or Odum’s bids and was even higher than 
what Mullings bid on the Co-op contract.  Regarding the $0.40 price, Mullings’s office manager 
stated in an e-mail sent to city staff members on May 20, 2016, that: 
 

Mullings Engineering Services, Landscaping Division, Inc total pricing for Bermuda 
sod removal and installation to the City of Parkland is $0.40 per SF.  The price of 
$0.40 per SF was derived from the Boynton Beach Coop Sod Bid, for delivery and 
installation only, the cost is $0.33; and a total of $0.07 was charged for the removal 
of existing sod and grading the areas in preparation for new Bermuda sod installation. 

 
(Exhibit 8) 

 
But the invoices were not itemized.  (Composite Exhibit 7)  The OIG was unable to verify whether 
Mullings really charged the city $0.07 for ground preparation or whether the vendor overcharged the 
city on sod and installation.  For the OIG calculations, we took the office manager at her word and 
assumed that Mullings charged $0.07 per square foot for ground preparation while it charged $0.33 
per square foot for sod and sod installation.15  

 
For over two years when Mullings was not the primary awardee and often not even the secondary 
awardee, city staff members continued to purchase sod from it.  This practice started with Mr. 
Puentes and continued after Mr. Puentes left, simply because staff members did what was done the 
year before.  The former public works operations manager stated that he and finance director 
Morando reviewed existing vendor purchasing files each time the city needed sod.  He stated, 

                                                 
15 Mullings’s truckload price for pallets of Tifway was $0.32 per square foot and its truckload price for rolls was $0.33 per square 
foot, a difference of $0.01 per square foot.  In practice, for most fields, the city was generally provided with both pallets of sod and 
rolls of sod.  So, sometimes the $0.33 per square foot price for rolls was consistent with the Mullings office manager’s assertion 
and other times the $0.32 per square foot price for pallets would have been appropriate.  However, for comparison purposes, the 
OIG is using the $0.33 per square foot price, as the clear majority of Tifway delivered to Parkland was in rolls, making the 
difference generally immaterial.   
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“You do not pay forty cents when the contract says thirty-three unless you can justify what the 
heck else is being done.  Clearly, it was removal, but how that price was determined  
. . . I don’t know.” 

 
OIG Table 4 below shows that the city overpaid for sod and sod installation in the amount of 
$33,631.55 (16.75%) by utilizing Mullings over primary awardee Tropic, without ensuring a price 
match.   

 
OIG Table 4 

Amount Overpaid by Parkland by Not Using Tropic  
or Ensuring that Mullings Matched Tropic’s Prices 

For Invoices from July 1, 2013 to July 1, 2015 
 

INVOICE 
NUMBER 

INVOICE 
DATE 

TYPE OF 
SOD 

QUANTITY 
(SF) 

TROPIC 
PRICES16 

TROPIC MULLINGS 
PRICES 

MULLINGS 
EXTENDED 

PRICES 

AMOUNT 
OVERPAID EXTENDED 

PRICES 
340 7/1/2013 Celebration 82,000 $0.28 $22,960.00 $0.33 $27,060.00 $4,100.00 
349 7/15/2013 Celebration 110,000 $0.28 $30,800.00 $0.33 $36,300.00 $5,500.00 
355 7/25/2013 Tifway 22,000 $0.30 $6,600.00 $0.33 $7,260.00 $660.00 
356 7/25/2013 Tifway 20,500 $0.30 $6,150.00 $0.33 $6,765.00 $615.00 
357 7/25/2013 Tifway 21,500 $0.30 $6,450.00 $0.33 $7,095.00 $645.00 
380 8/8/2013 Bahia 15,000 $0.177 $2,655.00 $0.21 $3,150.00 $495.00 
379 8/8/2013 Tifway 15,500 $0.30 $4,650.00 $0.33 $5,115.00 $465.00 
404 9/23/2013 Tifway 2,250 $0.30 $675.00 $0.33 $742.50 $67.50 
543 3/25/2014 Tifway 13,755 $0.30 $4,126.50 $0.33 $4,539.15 $412.65 
626 7/31/2014 Celebration 130,680 $0.28 $36,590.40 $0.33 $43,124.40 $6,534.00 
625 7/4/2014 Celebration 71,748 $0.28 $20,089.44 $0.33 $23,676.84 $3,587.40 
902 7/1/2015 Celebration 142,000 $0.28 $39,760.00 $0.33 $46,860.00 $7,100.00 
901 7/1/2015 Celebration 69,000 $0.28 $19,320.00 $0.33 $22,770.00 $3,450.00 

Totals 
  

715,933 
 

$200,826.34 
 

$234,457.89 $33,631.55 
 

OIG Table 5 shows the savings that could have been achieved if the city had used Odum’s 
instead of Mullings for the sod categories Odum’s was awarded as secondary vendor.   

 
  

                                                 
16 Tropic bid a price of $0.30 a square foot for Tifway rolls and bid a price of $0.25 a square foot for Tifway delivered by 
the truckload. In our analysis, we used the more conservative $0.30 a square foot price.  However, we recognize that had 
the city used Tropic, it could have obtained the $0.25 a square foot price and saved an additional $4,775.25. 
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OIG Table 5 
Amount Overpaid by Parkland by Not Using Odum’s 

For Invoices from July 1, 2013 to July 1, 2015 
 

INVOICE 
NUMBER 

INVOICE 
DATE 

TYPE OF 
SOD 

QUANTI
TY (SF) 

ODUM'S 
PRICES 

ODUM'S MULLINGS 
PRICES 

MULLINGS 
EXTENDED 

PRICES 

AMOUNT 
OVERPAID EXTENDED 

PRICES 
340 7/1/2013 Celebration 82,000 $0.32 $26,240.00 $0.33 $27,060.00 $820.00 
349 7/15/2013 Celebration 110,000 $0.32 $35,200.00 $0.33 $36,300.00 $1,100.00 
380 8/8/2013 Bahia 15,000 $0.20 $3,000.00 $0.21 $3,150.00 $150.00 
626 7/31/2014 Celebration 130,680 $0.32 $41,817.60 $0.33 $43,124.40 $1,306.80 
625 7/4/2014 Celebration 71,748 $0.32 $22,959.36 $0.33 $23,676.84 $717.48 
902 7/1/2015 Celebration 142,000 $0.32 $45,440.00 $0.33 $46,860.00 $1,420.00 
901 7/1/2015 Celebration 69,000 $0.32 $22,080.00 $0.33 $22,770.00 $690.00 

Totals 
  

620,428 
 

$196,736.96 
 

$202,941.24 $6,204.28 
 

As described above, Mr. Puentes claimed that he obtained a verbal commitment from Mullings to 
provide the sod for the same published piggybacked price as the primary vendor, Tropic.  Mr. 
Puentes further explained that Mullings agreement to match Tropic’s prices was not 
memorialized.  Instead, he verbally advised Mullings that Tropic was currently non-responsive 
but had bid a lower price.   As a result, Mullings told him they would match Tropic’s lower 
prices because they needed the work.  With regards to Mullings not billing Tropic’s pricing, 
Mr. Puentes stated, “I think he was just slick, and we didn’t catch it.”   
 
He stated that the former public works director approved invoices without much scrutiny.  Mr. 
Puentes claimed that in his review, he missed the fact that Mullings was not matching Tropic’s price 
for the sod and sod installation.  He stated, “This became pencil whipped at its best,” when 
describing his review of all the invoices he had to approve.   Mr. Puentes claimed that he focused on 
the amount owed and did not pay attention to the descriptions on the invoice.   Finally, he claimed 
that the director did not even look at the amount on the invoice.  Instead, he would quickly sign off 
on them for payment as documents would pile up on his desk for months.  His successors in city sod 
purchasing, the former public works operations manager and the former public works supervisor, 
both generally advised that they approved the prices that Mullings charged because that was the 
price that Mr. Puentes paid in the past. 
 
When shown the Puentes Memos and asked about the price match, Mullings’s owner denied that 
his company ever agreed to match Tropic’s prices.  He further emphasized that Mullings 
Engineering Services cannot deviate from its Co-op prices or any terms of the established 
contract.  The office manager was also asked about this, and she, too, did not recall any 
agreement to match the Co-op price bid by the primary vendor. 

 
Although the OIG could not conclude whether Mullings agreed to match Tropic’s prices, we 
can conclude that the city overpaid for sod and sod installation by at least $33,631.55 by not 
offering the work to the lowest bidders or by not ensuring that the secondary vendor lowered 
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its price to match the prices bid by the primary vendor, as falsely assured in the Puentes 
Memos.  (Exhibits 4 and 6) 

 
Public Works Staff Caused Non-Co-Op Purchases of Ground Preparation, without Obtaining 
Competitive Quotes and in Violation of the Purchasing Code 

 
According to Article VII of the city’s code, “If the goods to be purchased have been approved 
by the city manager and are included in the annual budget, the user department or city may 
‘piggyback’ any currently authorized government agencies and/or not for profit purchasing 
cooperatives contract.  The purchase order for these goods must refer to the current public 
agency bid number and the goods must have the same specifications as those in the bid 
documents.  A copy of the contract must be provided to the finance department before the 
purchase order can be approved.”  (Emphasis added.) 
 
The then finance director and the former senior accountant provided training to user 
department staff members who were involved in purchasing.  When the OIG sought to 
review any policy manuals on purchasing, the city provided training slide presentations, 
considered to be the standard operating procedure for purchasing.  They included slides that 
made clear to the user departments’ purchasers that “[a]ll items being purchased must 
match the piggyback contract EXACTLY.  Items that are not on the piggyback 
contract cannot be purchased.”  (Emphasis in original.)  (Exhibits 9 and 10 (excerpts)) 
 
As described above, the technical specifications section of the Co-op contract did not 
include the cost of ground preparation; in fact, it stated, “Ground preparation will be the 
responsibility the agency(ies).”  The OIG spoke with the purchasing manager from the City 
of Boynton Beach, and she confirmed that the solicitation’s scope of work did not include 
field preparation or sod removal.  The piggybacking city was responsible for procuring or 
self-performing any ground preparation work.  

 
A review of all invoices revealed that $50,940.28 or 18% of the $283,523 that the city paid 
to Mullings was for ground preparation.   
 
OIG Table 6 below displays the total dollars the city paid to Mullings for ground preparation 
services aggregated by purchase order.17 

 
  

                                                 
17 Even if not aggregated by purchase order, most individual amounts invoiced violated the city’s purchasing code value 
threshold requirements for obtaining quotes.  
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OIG Table 6 
All Purchase Orders for Mullings Ground Preparation 

For Invoices from July 1, 2013 to July 1, 2015 
 

DATE OF P.O. P.O. NUMBER AMOUNT PAID 
2/26/13 1826 $21,037.50 
4/15/14 201 $962.85 
4/16/14 200 $9,147.60 
8/8/14 236 $5,022.33 

5/20/15 447 $14,770.00 
 TOTAL $50,940.28    

 
Based on its own code, the city could not piggyback ground preparation services off the 
Co-op contract.  To properly piggyback the contract, city staff members would have had to 
do the ground preparation work themselves or obtain quotes and written authorization from 
the finance director or her designee in the form of a purchase order and from the city 
manager or her designee, complying with the various approval thresholds within the city 
code, as described above.   
 
The OIG reviewed all supporting documentation for the purchases and found no evidence 
that anyone in public works obtained quotes for ground preparation services from anyone 
other than Mullings.  In seeking approval to piggyback the Co-op’s contract, the Puentes 
Memos that went to the finance department and the city commission stated, “Sod is Tiff 
419 Certified at $0.25 per square foot and installation is $0.05 per square foot.  Removal 
and preparation ranges from $0.10 to $0.15 per square foot depending on field condition.”  
However, as described earlier, Mullings claimed to have charged $0.07 per square foot for 
ground preparation.   Furthermore, all resolutions submitted to the commission that were 
associated with these purchases authorized the piggyback of the Co-op contract for “removal 
and installation” of sod on the city’s sports fields.  Thus, the city commission, presumably 
relying on public works and finance staff members to do their jobs, approved the purchase of 
ground preparation services on the erroneous understanding that ground preparation was part of 
the Co-op contract. 
 
Significantly, Mr. Puentes admitted that he obtained a price outside of the piggybacked 
agreement from Mullings for ground preparation, with Parkland providing the disposal.  He 
claimed that he obtained other verbal quotes for ground preparation from the piggybacked 
vendors, which quoted from $0.10 to $0.15 per square foot.  Mullings’ original quote for 
ground preparation fell into this range of pricing.  However, that range did not reflect Mr. 
Puentes’s commitment to provide dumpsters at no cost to Mullings.  Mr. Puentes claimed that 
Mullings reduced its price for ground preparation when advised that the city would provide 
dumpsters and that its waste disposal vendor would haul it away.  The other vendors were not 
informed that dumpsters and hauling would be provided. 
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But Mr. Puentes also stated that he had not acquired any quote for reduced pricing with free, 
city-provided on-site disposal ($0.07) at the time the memo was sent to finance. 

 
Furthermore, Mr. Puentes claimed that city administrators, including the public works director 
and finance director, knew that the removal of sod and other site preparation work was not 
covered under the piggybacked agreement and was not being bid despite their knowledge that 
the aggregate expenditure exceeded the allowable threshold for non-competitive awards.  Mr. 
Puentes claimed that he told the now deceased public works director and staff members in the 
finance department that an invitation to bid (ITB) would be required for the ground preparation 
portion of the work.  He said that they told him not to do one because they were getting a good 
deal.  Mr. Puentes claims to have told them that was fine as long as they would be the ones 
signing off on it.  Ms. Morando adamantly denied this claim, and we found no documentation 
or other witness that corroborated it. 

 
Mullings’s owner said he was aware of the Co-op pricing and said he was required to and did 
adhere to the prices, terms and conditions specified there.  He agreed the invoices to the city 
were consistently $0.07 cents more per square foot than the Co-op contract price, explaining 
that the contract did not include a price for ground preparation.  He recalled establishing an 
agreement with Mr. Puentes for that work, and the former public works director continued the 
arrangement after Mr. Puentes left the city.   

 
When contacted, both Tropic and Odum’s told the OIG that the city never called them 
regarding sod, sod installation, or ground preparation, and the OIG found no evidence that any 
such quotes were obtained from any vendor other than Mullings.  Even if Mr. Puentes did 
receive the quotes he claimed that he received, it would still be a violation of the city’s code, as 
the quotes were required to be in writing.  More importantly, any such quotes would not have 
been competitive or fair, as only Mullings was told that dumpsters and waste disposal would be 
provided by the city, while others would not have been given this vital information for their 
quotes. 
 
The OIG found that public works staff members’ failure to competitively offer the ground 
preparation portion of these services violated the city’s purchasing code and constituted 
misconduct. 

 
The City May Have Purchased Sod that was More Expensive than Necessary 

While reviewing documents and speaking with city staff members, the OIG identified two related 
issues regarding the city’s purchase of two similar types of sod with different prices. 

First, city staff members purchased both Tifway and Celebration sod interchangeably. In interviews, 
former public works staff members admitted they did not know the difference between these two 
types of Bermuda grass, as sod was not their specialty. All staff members were under the impression 
that the city purchased Celebration and one of them was surprised to see that Tifway was often 
purchased. According to Mullings’s owner, the two types of sod were virtually the same; his 
wholesaler charged him the same price for both, and they differed only in their coloring.  
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The OIG noted that there was a significant difference in Tropic’s and Mullings’s prices for these 
two types of sod.  Tropic bid $0.25 per square foot for truckload quantities of Tifway, while 
Mullings charged $0.33 per square foot for truckload quantities of Celebration.  As described earlier, 
Tropic bid $0.28 per square foot for Celebration sod and the OIG calculated the amount the city 
overpaid as a result of paying $0.33 per square foot to Mullings instead of $0.28 to Tropic (or 
Mullings, assuming Mullings matched Tropic’s prices).  Thus, taxpayers could have realized 
additional savings of at least $18,162.84 (605,428 square feet of sod X $0.03 per square foot) had 
the city always chosen the lowest bidder, Tropic, and the lower priced sod to suit their needs 
between the two options, Tifway at $0.25.18 

Finally, in July 2015, city staff members ordered Celebration sod and, as usual, received a quote of 
$0.40 per square foot for sod, sod installation, and ground preparation.  However, a review of files 
provided by Mullings revealed that the vendor actually provided the city with Tifway sod, not 
Celebration sod. Former public works staff members claimed that they were not aware of the change 
in product from what they ordered, but they would not have been able to tell the difference between 
the two sod types. Mullings’s owner claimed that a Parkland supervisor approved the change in sod 
type and that the approval may have been verbal. The city did not collect any delivery tickets or 
packing slips when the sod was delivered, which it could have used to accurately identify the type of 
sod Mullings did install.  Ms. Morando stated that the purchasing process did not require delivery 
tickets or packing slips and that it was on the user department to know what type of sod it was 
ordering and whether it received the proper materials. 

The OIG could not conclude if Mullings’s owner obtained approval to substitute the type of sod 
installed, but we did conclude that he probably paid the same price to his wholesaler for Tifway or 
Celebration, as he generally bid the same price on the Co-op for the two.  However, the OIG finds it 
problematic that city staff members could not tell the difference and did not attempt to obtain 
delivery tickets or packing slips to ensure they received the right type of sod when they were paying 
extra for it.  Mullings’s owner said that no one from Parkland ever checked in with him when he 
delivered and installed the sod.  He claimed that the government is generally lazy when it comes to 
checking in deliveries.19 

We concluded that taxpayers could have saved even more money had the city either educated its 
employees on the types of sod for which it was paying extra or instituted the best practice of 
obtaining delivery receipts to compare what was received against what was ordered, in terms of both 
quantity and product. 

 

 

                                                 
18 $0.28 - $0.25 = $0.03.  This is in addition to the savings calculated in OIG Table 4. 
19 We also learned that the city paid Mullings for estimated amounts of sod rather than actual amounts of sod used. As 
reported above, city staff never requested delivery tickets or packing slips to use as a control to determine how much sod 
was delivered and installed.  Mr. Puentes admitted that his review consisted of verifying whether the amount billed 
matched the amount estimated. City staff did claim to measure fields or areas beforehand to get an estimate of the amount 
that would be needed. The requested quantity was generally more than the amount measured, to allow for contingencies.   
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Finance Failed to Provide Proper Oversight of the Procurement as Required by the City Code  
 

Article VII of the city’s code, titled “Finance Purchasing Guidelines,” governs the rules to which city staff 
members must adhere when purchasing goods and services.  Section 2-141, in effect during the review 
period, states,  
 

The finance department shall serve as the purchasing gateway to provide assistance and 
technical expertise in purchasing procedures, and to ascertain that user departments 
understand and comply with established budgetary, purchasing and accounting procedures 
for overall internal control” (emphasis added).  In addition, the purchasing code required for 
piggybacks that “[t]he purchase order for these goods must refer to the current public agency 
bid number and the goods must have the same specifications as those in the bid documents.  
A copy of the contract must be provided to the finance department before the purchase order 
can be approved. 

 
According to Ms. Morando, it was the finance department’s responsibility to check initial documentation on 
the memos requesting purchase orders to ensure that goods purchased by the user department were “apples 
to apples” matches to those provided in the piggybacked contracts.  When finance staff members opened a 
piggyback purchase order, they were supposed to check the price in the contract and know exactly what the 
vendor was going to charge.  Even if the user department’s memo said the vendor was going to match the 
price, finance verified the price and opened a purchase order based on all the documentation received, such 
as proper proof of insurance, clear pricing, and all other backup. 

 
Thereafter, the user departments were responsible for ensuring that payments on invoices were made 
according to what the department previously said it was going to be charged.   The city did not require 
finance to go back to check that the prices on the invoices matched the contract, and the OIG agrees that 
such a practice would have been unreasonably burdensome.   
 
In the case of the sod purchases, although finance should have ensured compliance with the purchasing 
policy, it did not.  It appeared more focused on budgetary control and on issuing purchase orders.  Either a 
thorough review of purchase requisitions and memos to ensure compliance with the city’s purchasing 
policies did not occur, or finance staff members ignored the process.  At a minimum, the finance 
department’s review of purchase orders and backup should have revealed that public works was violating 
section 2-143.9 of the city’s code that required that “the goods must have the same specifications as those in 
the bid documents . . . .”    
 
The former financial and procurement analyst who worked for the city from May 2012 to January 2014 
reported to Ms. Morando when she served as the finance director.  She is the finance staff member to 
whom the Puentes Memos were directed.  She agreed that her job included ensuring that the scope of 
goods and services identified in the piggybacked agreement matched those being ordered by the city.  
She said that if the city was not comparing the piggybacked contract with the prices being charged to 
the city, “They are not doing their job.”   
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With regards to the contract at issue, she said she believed she reviewed the contract to make sure it 
was valid for city use.  When shown the Puentes Memos (Exhibits 4 and 6), she said that the price 
information regarding ground preparation should have been verified against the contract.  When 
informed that the piggyback did not include ground preparation, she then suggested that the ground 
preparation pricing in the memo was not relevant to the purchase of sod and sod installation, and 
therefore she would not need quotes because the request was for sod and sod installation.  She added 
that, in any event, public works should not have used the funding from the purchase order for the 
unbid work. 
 
Regarding Mr. Puentes’s assertion that Mullings agreed to lower its prices, she stated that she did not 
recall exactly what occurred and that she believed that she would have asked for documentation of that 
fact.  If user department staff members did not provide all the documents, she said, she would locate 
the cooperative contract herself.  She also said she would have needed to verify the pricing to select 
the vendor and to certify the pricing.   
 
Between April 15, 2014, and May 20, 2015, finance staff members processed four more purchase 
orders and memos to purchase bulk sod from Mullings. (Composite Exhibit 11)  If properly reviewed, 
finance would have determined (1) that Mullings was not even the primary or secondary awardee for 
some of the sod types purchased; (2) that the contract specifications did not match what the city was 
purchasing; and (3) that the $0.40 price that public works was using was not anywhere in the 
piggybacked contract.  Whereas the Puentes Memos were both addressed to the former financial and 
procurement analyst, after she left the city, public works staff members addressed their purchase order 
explanation memos to Ms. Morando.  All the memos generally stated that public works would ensure 
the price invoiced was in accordance with the Co-op bid, and that all supporting documentation was 
attached for review. 
 
The city hired a senior accountant in June 2014 to succeed the financial and procurement analyst.  He 
acknowledged that, once he became involved in the purchasing function around October 2014, he was 
required to determine whether the backup documentation for purchase orders was compliant with the 
various requirements before he could approve them for finance director and city manager level review. 
 
The OIG observed that the then finance director and the city manager prepared and submitted to the 
city commission at least two agenda packets that included documents (1) with the $0.40 per square 
foot pricing for sod, sod installation, and ground preparation, (2) with quantities to be ordered (i.e., 
truckload amounts), (3) derived from the piggybacked contract, which nowhere had $0.40 pricing, and 
(4) with excerpts from that contract which read that the services to be provided were “sod and sod 
installation” only.  (Exhibit 12 (excerpts from an example agenda packet))  These included two agenda 
item packets for two April 2014 commission meetings, which Ms. Morando approved and processed 
without the involvement of the former financial and procurement analyst, who left the city in January 
2014, or the former senior accountant, who did not start until June 2014. 
 
Ms. Morando said that she required the user departments to complete and place memos in the file to certify 
that the user departments’ directors knew they were responsible for ensuring that the transactions were 
properly executed because finance’s limited staff would not be able to manage all the city’s 
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agreements (assurance memos).  She stated that, with the assurance memos, which were an internal 
policy, finance staff members felt “comfortable knowing the department heads submitted the memo 
saying that something was done, so their role wasn’t to go back through the department and get 
something that the department head . . . said it was done.”  (Emphasis added.)  However, the OIG 
found that the four subsequent memos did not verify that the piggybacked bid specifications had been 
checked; they only pledged that public works would ensure that the price paid in the future was in 
accordance with the Co-op bids.  (Composite Exhibit 13) 
 
After being presented with the May 28, 2013, Puentes Memos that asserted that Mullings promised to 
match Tropic’s Co-op pricing, that public works would ensure it matched Tropic’s pricing, and that 
the rate was $0.25 per square foot for Tifway sod and $0.05 per square foot for installation, Ms. 
Morando sought to review the original purchase order, which was unavailable.20  She asserted that the 
$0.25 plus $0.05 matched the contract.21  After hearing that public works submitted memos to support 
each of four subsequent purchase orders that failed to identify prices in the piggybacked contract, she 
stated that the former financial and procurement analyst and the former senior accountant, the two 
finance employees assigned to oversee the purchasing function, may not have verified that the 
requested purchase order amount divided by the total square footage accurately represented the price 
of sod per square foot in accordance with the piggybacked contract.22  She said that both employees 
knew how to look for and verify the information against the piggybacked contract; it was a basic task, 
so she did not think she needed to check on everything they were doing.23 
 
She adamantly denied ever giving approval to any staff member to proceed with ground preparation 
work while knowing it was not part of the piggyback. 
 
In her process of approving purchase orders, she verified that the user departments submitted 
necessary quotes, the piggybacked contract, and other documents.  She usually did not get into the 
details of the documents or files because that was the role of her subordinates.  Following her cursory 
review, she forwarded the packet to the city manager for final approval and signature.  Periodically, 
she spot checked or sat down with the assigned staff members to ensure they understood the 
purchasing process and knew how to resolve problems.  
  
She also reviewed the OIG’s analysis of the city’s excess spending caused by using Mullings and 
items purchased outside the scope of the Co-op.  She acknowledged that the city did pay more by 
using Mullings and acknowledged that $50,940 worth of ground preparation work appeared to be part 
of the piggybacked agreement but was not actually competitively solicited. 
 

                                                 
20 The city could not locate original purchase order number 1826, according to the current finance director. 
21 Although there was a $0.30 price quoted in the piggybacked contract, this price did not match the price bid for the very 
high quantity of the type of sod sought through the change order.  Truckload quantities of this sod, including installation, 
were priced at $0.25 per square foot in the piggybacked contract. 
22 We observed in at least two agenda packets provided to the commission that included $0.40 per square foot price, 
obviating the need to do the math she described.  (Exhibit 12 (excerpts)) 
23 She later said that, in retrospect, some pricing from this piggyback may have been more complex than she first believed. 
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Ms. Morando conceded that there were purchases for ground preparation that were not in the 
specifications of the piggybacked contract, but she did not agree that finance failed to ensure the 
pricing for the purchase orders matched that contract on the first purchase order. 
 
At the conclusion of her second interview, the OIG asserted to Ms. Morando that it was finance’s 
responsibility to provide purchasing controls and oversight and asked whether the OIG should 
consider anything not yet known to it that would support her position that her subordinates did not fail 
to provide oversight of the specifications and pricing for these sod purchases.  She replied, “No 
comment.”  We then asked whether that meant she agreed with the OIG’s findings, to which she 
responded, “Nope, just no comment.”  We then noted that it was finance’s ultimate responsibility to 
provide oversight and verification for purchasing.  She then said, “And to say that an error was made, 
it looks, you showed me one, so yes, there’s errors made, yes.” 
 
Ms. Morando, who was in charge of the finance department at the time of these events, explained that 
what happened was due to the city decentralizing the purchasing process.  She also said the 
decentralization was due to the small staff size in finance, and we agree.  The OIG also agrees that the 
Puentes Memos clearly established that public works was responsible for the sod purchases and were 
responsible for ensuring that terms of the Co-op bid were adhered to.  However, this did not absolve 
the finance department, over which Ms. Morando had charge, from oversight responsibilities 
established in the city code, which specifically charged the finance department with serving as the 
expert on purchasing related matters and ensuring user departments’ compliance with relevant 
purchasing procedures “for overall internal control.” 
 
We found that the failures in finance to ensure that the public works department complied with the 
purchasing code further violated the code. 

 
City Procurement Changes Since the Onset of the OIG Investigation 
 
According to Ms. Morando, once the city saw the problems that the OIG was looking at, it immediately 
began to address them.  We found this to be true.  As our investigation progressed, we identified 
significant and detailed process improvements.  The OIG lauds the city’s efforts to correct the 
deficiencies identified in this report and in our prior report on city purchases of bus services.24 
 
 Public Works 
  

There is a new public works director.  Public works will minimize replacing entire fields of sod.  
The city now requires measurements, quotes, photographs, and a “need memorandum” to 
accompany sod related purchase requests.  Even when piggybacks are available, the new director 
may arrange to obtain quotes to ensure the piggybacked price is the best option. 

 
The public works department now requires vendors to identify goods and services by line item, 
breaking out costs separately, and to provide delivery receipts for verification. 

                                                 
24 See Footnote 1. 
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 Purchasing 
 

The city hired a qualified purchasing director who immediately commenced centralizing the 
purchasing function and enhancing the procurement code.   
 
Finance still reviews purchase order support documentation from the user departments, but the 
purchasing director examines it first to determine whether the city is using the lowest priced vendor 
for the defined specifications.  He also reviews it to avoid unnecessary or unsuitable agreements.  

 
Piggybacked contracts now go through the purchasing director.  When the user department receives 
an original price sheet from a cooperative agreement, purchasing matches the prices to the estimate 
or need memo.  The director intends to research the specifications, price, and whether the contract is 
in the best interest of the city. 

 
With finance’s help, purchasing will perform invoice audits to ensure that contracts are used in 
accordance with their terms and conditions.  The user departments will still submit memos to 
identify their responsibility to verify prices and quantities for the goods and services. 

 
From user departments, the purchasing director obtained contract administrators’ names, contract 
expiration dates, and other related information to track contracts, renewals, and subsequent 
solicitations six months in advance of their expiration.  He is developing a procurement manual and 
a contract administration policy that will include escalating levels for reporting infractions or 
contract violations. 
 
Purchasing Code Changes 
 
The city commission recently revised the procurement code to delegate authority to the purchasing 
director to review and make awards.  In addition, it assigned the purchasing director as the point of 
contact for all procurement related activities in the city.  The city finalized the new purchasing code 
on March 7, 2018.25  Training and manuals on the new code will be finalized before the next fiscal 
year, starting October 2018. 
 
Among the changes to the procurement code that the city commission has approved since the OIG 
investigation became known to the city is the following ordinance passed in May 2017: 

 
Sec. 2-142.3. – Ethics in Procurement. 
 
(1) Any attempt by city employees to realize personal gain by conduct inconsistent with 
proper discharge of their duties is a breach of public trust. Any effort to influence any public 
employee to breach the standards of ethical conduct set forth in this division is also a breach 
of ethical standards. The provisions of city ordinances, county ordinances, and state statutes 
shall be strictly enforced to preserve the public trust.  

                                                 
25 City of Parkland ordinance number 2018-001. 
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(2) The city shall not execute a contract if there has been a violation of this section, any 
ethics provision of a procurement solicitation, or any local, state, or federal law, including, 
but not limited to:  
 
(a) Conflicts of interest;  
(b) Kickbacks; 
(c) Solicitation of procurement by payment of a gratuity or offer of employment;  
(d) Acceptance of a gratuity or offer of employment resulting from solicitation of 
procurement;  
(e) Violations of the cone of silence:  
(f) Any other improper or unlawful attempt to influence the outcome of a procurement.  
 
(3) Unauthorized purchasing practices. An unauthorized purchase occurs when any 
employee of the city orders, contracts for or buys any services, materials or supplies outside 
the purview of the City Charter and/or this Code. Any individual making an unauthorized 
purchase may be subject to disciplinary actions as appropriate, which may include 
termination and/or prosecution. The following are unauthorized purchasing practices:  
 
(a) Artificially dividing purchases into multiple segments in an attempt to issue single 

orders below the dollar threshold requirements as established herein (also known as 
"stringing" or "slitting purchase orders") is prohibited.  

 
(b) Purchasing any supplies or services above the thresholds delineated herein directly 

from a vendor, bypassing the purchasing and contracts and administration division. 
  

(c) Committing to a purchase without issuance of an authorized purchase order, when one is 
required.  

 
(d) Obtaining items available on an existing city term contract from a supplier that does not 

hold the contract.  
 

(e) Providing false information such as false quotations ("without actually contacting and 
obtaining a quotation, bid or proposal from a vendor [sic]).  

 
(f) Adding unauthorized purchases to previously approved purchase orders without approval 

of the appropriate approval authority and subsequent modification of the purchase order.  
 

(Ord. No. 2017-04, § 3, 5-17-2017) (Emphasis added.) 
 

INTERVIEW SUMMARIES 
 
As a part of the investigation, the OIG conducted numerous interviews.  The significant interviews are 
summarized below: 
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1. Interview of Armando Puentes 
 

Prior to joining the city, Mr. Puentes worked for the City of Coral Springs from 2004 to 2012.  He 
then worked as the superintendent of parks and special events within Parkland’s public works 
department until April 2014.  During his employment in Parkland, Mr. Puentes managed a staff of 
approximately 38 employees.  He reported to the director of public works, who is now deceased.   
Mr. Puentes served the role of acting director when the former public works director became ill.  
He now works for the Village of Royal Palm Beach. 
 
During his Parkland tenure, Mr. Puentes’s primary responsibilities were maintaining the parks and 
other city grounds, overseeing renovations, and contributing on capital improvement projects.  He 
handled the public works department’s procurement of goods and services related to those tasks.  
Early in his tenure, Mr. Puentes obtained quotes and prepared requisitions, submitting them to the 
public works administrative assistant or the former public works director for processing through 
the city’s finance department via Ms. Morando, the finance director.   He sent larger valued 
requisitions that needed commission approval directly to finance for agenda development and 
preparation.  Eventually, the finance department added a procurement specialist to perform some 
of those functions, but she did not have a lot of experience or knowledge in obtaining prices or 
using piggyback agreements.  She learned and improved her competencies over time, but left the 
city. 
 
Management required commission approval and encouraged the city to solicit bids for purchases 
over $25,000.  The city often used piggybacks instead.  Ms. Morando generally required staff 
members to submit a memo stating the procurement method, piggybacked contract, price, and 
amount of money anticipated for the purchase.  Mr. Puentes completed many such memos to 
accompany the procurement documents he sent to finance for purchase order approval.  He sent 
quotes, memos, and requisitions to finance to process those requests.  Over time, he completed 
approximately 50 such memos. 
 
Mr. Puentes used Mullings for the sod work because he was familiar with them from his time 
working for Coral Springs.  He was aware that the piggybacked agreement he cited to purchase 
and install sod did not include ground preparation. 
 
Mr. Puentes asked Tropic to provide sod, but the vendor refused to come to Parkland.  He did not 
continually pursue them after the early denial of service.  He obtained a verbal commitment from 
Mullings to provide the sod for the same published piggyback price as Tropic bid.  No one asked 
the department to certify or document that Tropic was non-responsive to their requests for goods or 
services, so it didn’t become an issue.  Subsequently, public works staff members did not contact 
Tropic whenever the city needed or purchased sod related goods and services. 
 
Mullings’s agreement to match Tropic’s price was not in writing.  Instead, Mr. Puentes told 
Mullings that Tropic had a lower quoted price but was “non-responsive.”  Mullings’s owner knew 
what Tropic’s pricing was because he carries the co-op bid with him, and he responded that he 
would match Tropic’s lower price because his company needed the work.  However, when shown 
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Mullings invoices charging 40 cents per square foot for the entire job, Mr. Puentes agreed that they 
obviously did not match Tropic’s prices.  He received itemized quotes breaking down the exact 
work to be done along with the cost of the work; the city should be able to provide those records.  
When told that the city did not provide such quotes, he suggested that the OIG work with the city’s 
information technology department to find them.  Regarding Mullings not billing Tropic’s pricing, 
Mr. Puentes stated, “I think he was just slick, and we didn’t catch it.”  
 
Mullings also provided a price for ground preparation, with disposal being provided by Parkland.26 
This was outside of the piggybacked agreement.  Mr. Puentes obtained other verbal quotes for 
ground preparation from the piggyback vendors with a cost ranging from $0.10 to $0.15 per square 
foot.  Those prices did not reflect his commitment to provide dumpsters and hauling.  Mullings’s 
original quote for ground preparation fell into this range of pricing.  The range of pricing cited in 
the memo was sent to the commission for approval with Resolution 2013-63 on June 5, 2013.  
Upon review of that memo, Mr. Puentes said that he had not acquired the lower adjusted pricing 
with on-site disposal at the time the item was sent to finance.   
 
He told the finance director and the public works director that the rules required an ITB for the 
ground preparation portion of the work, but they told him not to do it because the city was getting 
a good deal.  He told them that was fine as long as they were the ones signing off on it.  They knew 
that the piggybacked agreement did not cover site preparation work and that the city did not 
subject that service to the city’s procurement process, even though the aggregate expenditure for 
that portion of work exceeded the threshold for non-competitive awards. 
 
Prior to new sod installation, the grounds were visually inspected to certify that all damaged areas 
were removed prior to installation as agreed upon.  The vendor provided a foreman to manage the 
damaged sod removal and new sod installation.  Still, there were occasional arguments with the 
vendor over the amount of sod they needed to install.  If the vendor disputed the measurement, he 
“wheeled” the site with the vendor to prove his measurements were correct.  He didn’t trust 
Mullings’s assertions about that.  When the vendor said the job was finished, he or another 
member of the staff walked the grounds to make sure all the bare areas were covered to confirm 
that the vendor completed the work.  Generally, the industry standard for purchasing sod includes 
adding a 10% margin for material waste.  City staff members did not request or obtain any delivery 
receipt, packing slip, or other delivery order documents that could be compared to what the vendor 
billed.  
 
Mr. Puentes authorized payments to vendors.  He received 99 percent of the invoices directly to 
verify and authorize payment to the vendor via finance.  He signed the invoices and gave them to 
the public works director, who generally signed them without scrutiny.  Mr. Puentes was confident 
that the vendor’s estimated quantities and prices billed were accurate.  Thus, following completion 
of the work, he matched the invoiced total amounts to the original estimated, quoted total.  
However, he reviewed a lot of invoices and did not review them all with great detail and missed 

                                                 
26 Mr. Puentes arranged to use the city’s existing waste disposal vendor for that vendor’s on-site dumpsters and for hauling 
away the old sod.   
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the fact that Mullings’s pricing didn’t match Tropic’s pricing.  Regarding the invoices he reviewed 
for payment, he said, “This became pencil whipped at its best.”  He focused on the amount owed 
and did not pay attention to descriptions on the invoices.  Finally, he advised that the former public 
works director didn’t even look at the amount on the invoice; he quickly signed them off for 
payment. 
 
Without confirming it on a delivery ticket or receipt, Mr. Puentes could not verify the species of 
sod that was actually delivered or installed.  He almost always obtained quotes for and purchased 
Celebration sod, but when shown Mullings invoices, he noted that most were for the less 
expensive, Tifway 419 certified sod. 
 
2. Interview of the Former Public Works Operations Manager 
 
The former public works operations manager worked in the city for approximately two years, 
leaving around December 2015.  Originally, the public works division hired him as a street 
superintendent.  Later, the former city manager restructured the public works department and 
promoted him to operations manager.  He reported directly to the former public works director.   
 
His major responsibilities in Parkland were to plan and administer maintenance and repairs for 
city-owned public rights of way, municipal properties, parks and equipment, streets, public 
buildings, and other publicly utilized city assets.  In addition, he procured related goods and 
services.   
 
Parkland bought sod all the time.  Mullings provided sod for baseball and football fields.  The 
public works operations manager used that vendor because it had an existing contract, but he was 
not sure who the originating contract agency or group was.  By using them, he continued the 
process that existed prior to his assignment.  He never contacted any other vendors listed in the 
piggyback agreement.  There was a reason why Mr. Puentes and the former public works director 
did not use the primary piggyback vendor, but he could not remember what it was. 
 
Upon being shown Mullings invoice number 626, which listed $0.40 per square foot for 
Celebration sod, the former public works operations manager said that the city commission 
previously approved the purchase.  He did not realize that the price breakdown included removing 
and disposing the old sod.  The city gave the ground preparation business to Mullings even though 
those services were not a part of the piggybacked agreement.  He reviewed the prices and contract 
with the finance director but was unable to remember how the costs were broken down and 
justified.  Mullings’s owner “walked through the doors at the public works facility like he owned 
the place.”  The former public works director spoke to Mullings employees like they were 
“borderline” city employees.  
 
Anytime sod was needed, Ms. Morando and he went into the existing vendor files to review the 
prior purchases.  The memoranda of request were crafted using the wording from previously 
submitted documents.  It is likely that they discussed the pricing breakdowns at that time, as well.  
He emphasized, “You do not pay forty cents when the contract says thirty-three cents unless you 
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can justify what the heck else is being done.  Clearly, it was removal, but how that price was 
determined…I don’t know.” 
 
No one in public works at the city ever mentioned a different type of sod than Celebration sod.   
He doesn’t know what Tifway sod is.  A review of the Mullings purchase agreement history that 
included Tifway surprised him.  He does not know whether the city received Celebration sod; he 
could not confirm the type of sod they received by looking at it. 
 
Quantity assessments and field measurements were made with the help of the former director of 
development services city engineer, using Google Earth plotting, but the numbers never matched 
the approved dollar value amounts because more surface area was repaired after initial commission 
approval.  When that occurred, Ms. Morando questioned the cost overages, not the quantity.  He 
felt there was no way measurement errors of any significance would get through engineering, 
public works, finance, and the commission without detection.  
 
The memo sent to finance that requested a purchase order for the sod did not include measurement 
sketches, drawings, calculations, or diagrams.  Public works staff members monitored the work in 
the field and reported their findings to him.  He trusted his people to accurately provide 
measurements and certify the work.  Before and after pictures of the work should be in a file kept 
with the public works administrative assistant.   
 
A yellow delivery ticket was attached to the invoice that went to finance, but he was not sure what 
information was included in the document.  Sometimes Mullings’s owner was present when the 
delivery came, but that was not always the case.  
 
Mr. Puentes was “the turf guy.”  He got his job because he held licenses to apply pesticides and 
fertilizers to fields.  When he left, Parkland no longer had a turf guy.  However, he was not 
surprised to hear that Mr. Puentes also could not identify any cultivar by sight.   
 
Invoices came directly to public works.  The administrative assistant distributed the invoices to the 
appropriate person associated with the purchase or service.  The former public works director and 
then Ms. Morando approved all documentation prior to disbursement of funds to the vendor.  It 
seemed to be a good system of checks and balances.  After he became the operations manager, 
everything came through him, even though crew chiefs and superintendents bought most of the 
materials.  
 
3. Interview of the Former Public Works Supervisor 
 
The former public works supervisor worked in the city for eight years, in several different roles.  
He was promoted to the position of public works supervisor, which he held from May 2014 to 
December 2015, when he was demoted back to crew leader. 
 
The “rule of thumb” in the public works department was to select the lowest priced bidder.  
However, it was easier to use a vendor that had done work with the city before.  When he was a 
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supervisor, piggybacking existing contracts was one of the things he learned to use from his 
superiors.  He could check with the initiating city to see how the vendor performed and 
subsequently assume that the vendor had been adequately vetted during their solicitation process. 
 
The former public works operations manager provided him with training on rules and policies, 
despite the limited amount of time available.  There was a purchasing person on staff, but Mr. 
Puentes and the former public works operations manager still had to assemble all the procurement 
packages when they were in public works.   
 
The Assistant Finance Director provided limited training at the beginning of the “purchasing year” 
to staff members to aid in simplifying the procurement process. The Assistant Finance Director 
wanted to limit the amount of documentation and support information that the requesters needed to 
submit for purchases.  Originally, the former public works supervisor had to go through the 
vendor’s catalog item by item to certify that discounted prices were applied to every item they 
wanted from a piggybacked agreement.  The item by item review practice did not continue.  At one 
point, public works went over an allowable threshold limit, and they were “spoken to” about it.  At 
yearly training updates, finance updated user department staff members on threshold requirements 
and purchasing card use. 
 
The city set up a schedule to replace two full fields with sod and provide patch work on others on 
an annual basis, as needed.  No one ever told him to use Mullings.  Mr. Puentes brought them in 
after working with them in Coral Springs.  He inherited them as an existing vendor and was 
generally happy with their performance.  He also called around to see if the other cities were happy 
with them, and everyone seemed to be pleased with their services and products.  He did not 
maintain any formal record or documentation of those communications.  Division-generated 
memoranda served as requisition requests to document the need for funding a specific project.  
Regarding the use of Mullings, “it was a comfortable fit.”  He did not itemize services in his 
memos, as he continued with the previous arrangement set up by Mr. Puentes through the former 
public works director.  All memos would go to the public works director for approval before it 
went to finance.  On occasion, finance would send items back to public works if numbers were 
wrong, but he didn’t recall finance questioning the Mullings requests or the work outside the 
contract’s scope.  He acknowledged that the Mullings ground preparation work was not included in 
the piggybacked contract or bid out. 
 
To calculate the quantities, the former public works supervisor “wheeled” the field and drew out 
rough designs on graph paper for the sod replacement areas.  Usually, two or three staff members 
helped with the estimating process.  A crew worker double-checked the calculations.  He kept the 
diagrams in a file in his desk, unattached to the memos or purchase requests.  He was not sure if 
the documentation was retained by anyone at public works following his resignation. 
 
Mullings sent estimates to the city that identified the combined price of $0.40 per square foot for 
the service of removing the old sod and installing the new.  He was not sure if he ever had a record 
documenting the itemized breakdown.  He never had any communications with the primary 
awarded piggyback vendor and did not recall how he verified the sod prices.  He was not aware 
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that Mullings was not even the secondary vendor for truckloads of Celebration sod on the 
piggyback agreement.  It is likely that he just continued with the established price because 
everyone was satisfied with the previously identified pricing.  He was embarrassed to find out that 
Celebration was not awarded to Mullings in the piggyback contract. 
 
The former public works supervisor usually ordered Celebration sod from Mullings.  He cannot 
tell the difference between Tifway and Celebration by looking at them; he doesn’t have that kind 
of background.  It would not be possible for him to determine if he received the correct type of 
sod.  It is possible that Mullings installed grass that was not Celebration even though they were 
charged $0.40 per square foot.  He didn’t recall receiving delivery slips from Mullings, but he 
wasn’t always present at the end of the installation portion of the projects.  If there were no bare 
spots on the subject field(s), then he assumed the quantities and services were delivered and 
installed as agreed.  Following inspection, he signed and forwarded invoices to the user department 
administrative assistant. 
 
4. Interview of Mullings’s Office Manager 
 
Mullings’s office manager did sales, clerical support, and general office work for the company, 
while the owner handled day-to-day operations. 
 
Mullings has been a Co-op vendor since Broward College initiated its contract.  Several years 
later, the Co-op re-solicited for “sod and sod installation” via the City of Boynton Beach.  Tropic 
won the bid and was declared the primary vendor for most the sod categories.  When the primary 
vendors could not absorb the market price fluctuations and dropped out, Mullings received 
opportunities to provide the goods and services. 
 
Parkland has not called on Mullings since the staff changed a few years ago.   
 
Currently, Mullings’s prices are the same from Palm Beach to Miami, regardless of location.  An 
estimate was set based on the established Co-op price with ground preparation costs added to the 
total cost per square foot. 
 
In the past, Tifway sod was $0.32 per square foot to furnish and deliver, and Celebration sod was 
$0.33 per square foot, but Tifway and Celebration are both the same price now.  As such, Mullings 
charged the city $0.08 and $0.07 per square foot for removal, preparation, and disposal for Tifway 
and Celebration, respectively, but she could not be certain how the vendor determined the final 
$0.40 per square foot price for Parkland, which the owner calculated.  When cities do their own 
field preparation, they do not add ground preparation costs, but Parkland requested the additional 
service.   
 
She did not recall an agreement to match the cooperative price that the primary vendor bid.  When 
shown the Puentes Memos, she said she was not aware of any price matching or conditional verbal 
agreements between Mullings’s owner and any city staff members.  Generally, she would have 
created an estimate based on the owner’s calculations and instructions.  
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The price for rolls and palletized sod is currently the same.  Mullings’s office manager could not 
recall whether all roll prices were the same in the Boynton Beach contract.  Mullings used rolls for 
large quantities because they made the sod easier to install.  Roll quantities can vary by the 
truckload, because there can be between 30 to 34 rolls loaded onto a truck, depending on the 
weather, which may cause rain and water to be in the soil.  So, Mullings omitted roll pricing by the 
truckload from the Co-op contract.  Mullings bid truckload amounts for pallet-defined quantities 
only—specifically, 18 pallets or 8,100 square feet.  Labor costs to install palletized or cut sod are 
significantly higher because cut sod takes a lot more time to install.   If you are charging “non-
bulk” (less than truckload) pricing for “bulk” quantity orders, the cooperative is not valid.  There 
were no roll prices for Celebration sod in the cooperative.  Thus, the commodity that Parkland 
most commonly ordered, Celebration, was not on the cooperative.  Although Mullings charged 
pallet prices, it delivered Celebration rolls to make installation easier for itself. 
 
Mullings’s owner always determined field dimensions, but the cities normally measured 
themselves prior to his assessment.  If there were errors or discrepancies, he discussed those 
matters with city staff members directly prior to submitting an estimate.  Some cities ordered the 
same amount of sod year after year because the field sizes generally remained the same.  The 
Bermuda sods, Tifway and Celebration, are very similar.  There is only a slight difference in 
appearance.  Some customers take whatever type is available even if it is not an exact match to the 
variety already installed at the location.  The city officials would have to approve the substitution 
before the exchange would be executed. 
 
She generally calls in the order for sod a day in advance.  Some types of sod can last up to four 
days.  After four days, the supply is “garbage.”  Nobody specifically checks the shipment at the 
time of pick-up from the wholesale supplier.  The supplier does not always give Mullings’s staff 
members delivery tickets and Mullings does not provide the city with delivery tickets, either.  
Their invoice serves as the delivery ticket.  If the city requested it, Mullings could have forwarded 
the sod certification that the wholesaler provided to the vendor as proof of supply.  Mullings would 
never substitute a different type of sod without getting pre-approval from its client.   When 
supplies were limited, it was common to substitute on a verbal authorization. 
 
5. Interview of Mullings’s Owner 
 
In 2004, Mullings Engineering Services began doing business with roadways, drainage and 
earthwork, but it subcontracted the associated sod work.  Upon recognizing that sod work was 
profitable, the owner opened a second company in 2006 using a similar company name, Mullings 
Engineering Services-Landscaping Division, to provide those landscape services.  He is licensed as 
an engineer and contractor, but not a professional engineer. 
 
Mullings has about five main competitors.  They include Odum’s, Tropic, and others.  He obtains 
materials from several wholesale suppliers.  About 90 percent of Mullings work is with 
governmental agencies.  They are prequalified with several governmental agencies and get online 
notifications when bid opportunities become available within the service code classifications that 
apply to the work his company performs. 
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His company performed work for Coral Springs in the past.  Mr. Puentes previously worked in the 
parks and recreation division there, responsible for operating one of their parks.  The owner did not 
work directly with Mr. Puentes when he was at Coral Springs but knew he managed a park there.  
When Mr. Puentes went to Parkland as the parks and special events superintendent, he brought 
Mullings there under a piggyback contract issued by Boynton Beach.  On numerous occasions, 
Parkland called the owner to perform on the contract after Tropic provided poor quality work.  
Despite Mullings being locked into the established Co-op bid prices, the cost of sod continued to 
increase with its suppliers over the three-year agreement period.  
 
Upon reviewing the Puentes Memos, he said it indicated that Mullings agreed to match the prices 
submitted by Tropic, the primary vendor.  Mullings’s owner unequivocally denied that he agreed 
to match Tropic’s prices.  His company cannot deviate from the Co-op prices or any terms of the 
established contract. 
 
Mullings and Parkland had a good relationship.  His company usually received a request to replace 
sod via phone call or email.  Mr. Puentes or another parks supervisor provided the dimensions and 
type of work needed in square footage.  On some occasions, he met with one of them at the field 
location to verify measurements to ensure he ordered the correct amount of materials.  If he 
detected any measurement errors or shortages during the verification visits, he notified city park 
workers to report the discrepancies.  Nobody checked in the orders upon delivery to Parkland; the 
government can be lazy when it comes to checking in deliveries.  
  
Mullings’s owner used a perimeter measurement calculated by multiplying the length by width of 
an area to determine the square footage needed for most projects.  That method of calculation was 
not always practical because the fields may be unevenly shaped or have patches on one or more 
fields.  There was waste factored into nearly every project, but he did not know a standard 
percentage of waste for sod replacement projects.  Upon review of an OIG summary spreadsheet 
consisting of Mullings’ invoices and supplier receipts, he remained unable to determine a waste 
factor that represented the wholesale quantities paid for in excess of the dimensions installed at the 
Parkland parks.  He explained that he ordered additional materials on various occasions to avoid 
additional costly trips back to the supplier.  Often, he “eats” the excess quantities if they were not 
used to finish a project.  Mullings’s owner left the remnant materials for Parkland to use or put 
them in a dumpster adjacent to the site. 
 
He was aware of the Co-op contract pricing used for Parkland projects.  He must adhere to the 
prices, terms and conditions specified in the contract.  The invoices to the city were consistently 
seven cents more per square foot than the Co-op contract price, because the contract did not 
include a price for ground preparation.  He recalled establishing an agreement with Mr. Puentes for 
that work.  The former public works director continued the field preparation arrangement after Mr. 
Puentes left the city.  His office manager recently confirmed, and he agreed with, the ground 
preparation price in an email to the city.  Although the ground preparation work was outside the 
scope of the Co-op agreement, he needed to include additional labor costs to make a profit. 
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The Co-op contract contained line item pricing for various types of sods and installation based on 
the square footage being ordered.  Sod may come loaded on pallets or as 42” wide rolls.  Mullings 
installed rolls of Celebration sod in lieu of the contract’s specified Tifway sod because rolls of 
Tifway were not available.  He admitted that the contract did not include pricing for rolled 
Celebration sod.  He explained that the two types of sod were virtually the same.  They cost the 
same from his supplier and differed only in their coloring.  The supplier designates the sod as 
“certified.”  A Parkland supervisor gave approval to use the substitution.  The approval may have 
been verbal.  It was more efficient to use rolls rather than pallets on large scale projects such as 
ball fields.  When presented with examples of a few large Mullings projects where the wholesale 
supplier provided large quantities of palletized sod, he could not explain why he used the pallets in 
those instances but suggested that the project may have consisted of a large patch job.  He also 
charged the city for Celebration sod despite his supplier billing his company for Tifway sod during 
the corresponding period.  
 
A truckload of sod typically consisted of 8,100 square feet.  If the quantity ordered did not meet 
the truckload capacity, the truckload discount price was not applicable.  Sometimes the sod is wet 
and weighs more than a standard load.  A wet load can lead to less than a full truckload because 
the Florida Department of Transportation had weight limits that would be exceeded with 8,100 
square feet.  A truckload of rolls was equal to approximately 7,200 square feet or thirty-two 42” 
rolls, unless the stock was extremely wet.    
 
Delays in the billing by his office, prepared by his office manager, may have led to multiple 
invoices with the same date.  The amounts, quantities, and descriptions were accurate.  In the 
sample provided to him regarding same day invoicing, he said that a 7,500-square foot installation 
matched two other invoices for the same space measurement because they prepped the field at 10 
cents per square foot and then later added 15 cents for the same area due to the need for leveling 
and fill.  In total, he accurately charged the city 25 cents per square foot for the preparation, 
leveling, and other work needed to have the site ready for sod installation.  He later stated that it 
could have been for multiple patches. 
 
6. Interviews of Nancy Morando 
 
Ms. Morando served as the finance director for Parkland from 2008 until she was appointed 
interim city manager in November 2016.  In June 2017, the city officially named her to the post of 
assistant city manager.  In that role, she oversees the operation of several city departments that 
include parks and recreation, libraries, finance, and human resources.  
 
For the past six years, finance has been responsible for overseeing the financial part of the city’s 
purchasing process.  Parkland implemented a new financial system, Springbrook, which allowed 
the city to incorporate a formal, multi-level work flow process for approving purchase orders.  
Purchasing threshold limits exist in the system to ensure that proper approvals, documents, and 
other requirements were maintained.  For example, purchases that did not exceed $2,500 did not 
need approvals by anyone except the user department directors or their designees.  However, prior 
to making a purchase, purchasers were required to obtain three verbal quotes for items that cost 
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between $2,500 and $5,000 and to document them with the vendor’s contact name, phone number, 
and quoted prices.  Purchases valued at more than $5,000 required three written quotes, and those 
exceeding $25,000 required a competitive solicitation and commission approval before a purchase 
order could be issued.  Unless the contract was for an extended period, finance did not monitor the 
vendor expenditures in the aggregate to ensure threshold compliance.  Small random purchases at a 
vendor like Home Depot would be very difficult for finance to manage by aggregate spending.  
Springbrook can produce vendor expenditure reports monthly to add another layer of oversight for 
the user departments.  The user department directors and some authorized support employees can 
generate citywide and individual departmental expenditure reports for every vendor but are not 
required to perform or document this review. 
 
Ms. Morando designated a senior accountant to serve as the “purchasing person” for verifying the 
vendor information.  The senior accountant confirmed whether the requesting user department 
obtained the necessary quotes or piggyback contracts, proof of insurance coverage, and any other 
applicable documentation.  The procuring department executed the collection, review, assessment, 
and eventual archiving of required purchase related documents and support records.  Finance did 
not review the viability of the arrangements, pricing, or the quality of the vendor’s goods and 
services.  Finance did not function as a “true centralized purchasing” department, and the 
individual user department directors were responsible for their own purchasing processes and 
selections.  Finance oversaw the generation of the purchase orders and payments to the vendor.  
The process flow for verification and approval started at the user department director, moved to the 
senior accountant for review, and then flowed to the finance director and the city manager’s office 
for submission to the commission as needed.  Before the city implemented Springbrook, the 
process was executed through a similar paper based exchange and approval process within the 
divisions.  Some vendor file support records such as bills of lading, measurement diagrams, and 
other transaction verification documents were not available in any of the city files because those 
types of documents were not required by Parkland’s policies and procedures.   
 
The former senior accountant provided training for employees that bought items for the city.  Ms. 
Morando trained the senior accountant so he could proceed with the annual training.  Prior to the 
senior accountant, Ms. Morando provided the purchasing training herself.  The city has a 
purchasing manual for all its end users to reference.  In a subsequent interview, she clarified that 
they do have a training manual, not a procurement manual.  Ms. Morando provided ongoing 
purchasing training to the staff members during department meetings, explaining the ordinances 
and purchasing thresholds to everyone who does that type of work.  The former senior accountant 
used to train the city’s newly hired employees, but the purchasing director assumed that role when 
he came aboard.  
 
The former financial and procurement analyst’s primary role for the city was as a financial analyst, 
but she did provide purchasing oversight as well.  She maintained the vendor support records to 
support the purchase orders that were approved in accordance with the city’s policies.  At that 
time, the user departments forwarded her hard copies of the documentation to include in finance’s 
vendor file because an automated financial system with archive capabilities, like Springbrook, did 
not yet exist.  She only worked in Parkland for about a year. 
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Since 2008, Ms. Morando had staff members identify the three most common products that they 
buy from their bigger cooperative or piggybacked contracts to ensure that they were getting the 
best value.  She offered paper products as an example of items for which she required comparable 
quotes, despite being part of a cooperative.  The procuring department was responsible for 
ensuring the legitimacy of the pricing and quality of the goods the city purchased. 
 
The procuring department proposed and documented the piggyback contracts.  The user 
departments entered the contracts and all required support documents into Springbrook, which the 
former senior accountant reviewed to ensure that “like” items were available through the existing 
contract.  Finance also required the pricing documents to be entered, as well, to determine whether 
the city could validly use the contract intended to be piggybacked.  After her subordinates 
conducted the review, Ms. Morando issued an approval within the system for the city manager to 
issue final approval.  The former city manager signed off on all purchases following Ms. 
Morando’s approval. 
 
A public works person “spearheaded” the effort to join the Co-op a while ago.  Ms. Morando does 
not recall exactly when the effort to join the cooperative occurred or who was responsible.  
Parkland’s procurement code does not require the city to be a member of a cooperative to use it as 
a piggyback agreement; it only required Parkland’s staff to ensure that the lead agency had a valid 
agreement with the vendor.  Finance did not require the procuring departments to provide support 
records certifying that the prices or quality of the goods being purchased from a piggyback were 
the best value.  Now, the purchasing director is seeking the best value opportunities for the city on 
behalf of the user departments. 
 
The process required the quotes and the invoices to reflect the square footage to be purchased, as 
measured by public works.  The superintendents have a good understanding of the field 
dimensions.  The process has changed because of the OIG’s discussion with staff members in 
2017.   
 
Ms. Morando prepared the agenda summary for submission to the commission, but does not re-
examine all the vendor documents that the city clerk sends to the commission.  The front page of 
the piggyback and some other relevant pages representing the items being pursued are included in 
the packet.  Commissioners never asked Ms. Morando to provide a complete set of solicitation 
documents.  From 2012 to 2015, the city manager and city clerk prepared the agenda packages 
based on the documentation submitted by the procuring departments. 
 
Pricing and scope verification was the responsibility of the user departments.  Ms. Morando 
required a memorandum to be placed in the file certifying that the user department’s directors 
knew they were responsible for ensuring that the transactions were properly executed.  This was 
because finance would not be able to manage all the agreements with a limited staff.  Public works 
was responsible for most of the purchases, so that user department’s members knew they were 
responsible for adhering to the terms of the piggyback and ensuring that the vendor invoiced the 
city with the correct prices.  The decentralized purchasing process incorporated by Parkland 
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required the user departments to perform most of the work regarding the procurement of goods and 
services. 
 
In the case of sod and sod installation, finance was responsible for verifying that the chosen 
piggyback was active and valid.  Parkland’s finance department considered the pricing to be 
legitimate because they assumed it had already been vetted by the lead agency, so they were not 
re-examined.  Finance, the former financial and procurement analyst and the former senior 
accountant just verified that the items being considered under the scope of the agreement were the 
same as those the city wanted to purchase.  Ms. Morando expressed that the role of finance was to 
confirm that the items being purchased by a user department, as referenced to a piggyback, were 
the same or “apples to apples” by comparison. 
 
The purchasing process did not require delivery tickets or packing slips.  It was on the public 
works department to know what type of sod it was ordering and whether it received the proper 
materials.  Finance did not verify the legitimacy of the claim that the vendor was unresponsive 
because a user department head provided it.27   Now, the issuing departments need to commit all 
the emails and communications with the people involved to the system and purchasing director.   
 
It is not likely that the commission would have identified that the ground preparation portion of the 
work that Mullings was to perform was not a part of the piggyback contract when the request was 
submitted for their approval.  Ms. Morando did not remember the events surrounding the Puentes 
Memos; there should have been emails to document the events leading up to that decision, 
although it could have been the result of telephone conversations.  Ms. Morando did not recall the 
agreement by Mullings to match Tropic’s prices. 
 
She reviewed the OIG’s analysis of Mullings invoices that the city paid for the goods and services 
between 2013 and 2015, which demonstrated that: 
  
• the difference between the amounts that Mullings and Tropic charged for various types of sod 

cost the city more than $30,000;  
 
• if the city had elected to use Odum’s, the secondary vendor for some truckload quantities 

identified in the piggyback, the city could have saved more than $6,000; 
 
• if the city was replacing fields annually, truckloads of Tifway sod was the most economical 

choice for the city which, at Tropic’s purchase price, could have saved the city more money; 
and 

 
• Mullings did not match any of the lower priced sods, quantities, or categories. 
 
Ms. Morando recognized the differences in cost and acknowledged that at least $50,000 worth of 
ground preparation work was not solicited, yet was cited as part of the piggyback. 

                                                 
27 Mr. Puentes was a superintendent of parks and special events, not the director of his department, public works. 
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Gaps in the process happened because the user departments did not understand what was expected 
of them and because finance did not pursue the detail where there may have been incomplete 
support records or information.  Referencing the assurance memos, which were an internal policy, 
finance staff members felt “comfortable knowing the user department heads submitted the memo 
saying that something was done, so their role wasn’t to go back through the department and get 
something that the department head, who is your director level, usually, said it was done.”    
 
It was the finance department’s responsibility to check initial documentation on the memos for 
purchase orders and ensure that goods purchased by the user department were “apples to apples” 
matches to those provided in the piggybacked contracts.  When a purchase order was opened for a 
piggyback, finance was supposed to check the price in the contract and know exactly what was 
going to be charged by the vendor.  Even if the user department’s memo said the vendor was going 
to match the price, finance verified the price and opened a purchase order based on all the 
documentation received, such as proper proof of insurance, clear pricing, and all backup. 
 
Thereafter, the user departments were responsible for ensuring that payments on invoices were 
made according to what they previously said they were going to be charged.   Finance did not go 
back to check the invoices.   
 
The city made purchases for ground preparation that were not in the piggybacked contract; yet she 
did not agree that her department failed to ensure that the pricing for purchase orders matched the 
Co-op contract. 
 
After reviewing the May 28, 2013, Puentes Memos that asserted that Mullings would match 
Tropic’s Co-op pricing and that the rate was $0.25 per square foot for Tifway sod and $0.05 per 
square foot for installation, Ms. Morando sought to review the original purchase order, which was 
unavailable.  She asserted that the $0.25 plus $0.05 matched the contract.28  After hearing that 
public works submitted memos to support each of four subsequent purchase orders that failed to 
match prices in the piggybacked contract, she stated that the former financial and procurement 
analyst and the former senior accountant, the two finance employees assigned to oversee the 
purchasing function, may not have verified that the requested purchase order amount divided by 
the total square footage accurately represented the price of sod per square foot in accordance with 
the piggybacked contract.  Both employees knew how to look for and verify the information 
against the piggybacked contract; it was a basic task, so she did not think she needed to check on 
everything they were doing.  In retrospect, some pricing from this piggyback may have been more 
complex than she first believed. 
 
She adamantly denied ever giving approval to staff members to proceed with the ground 
preparation work while knowing it was not part of the piggyback. 
 

                                                 
28 Although there was a $0.30 price quoted in the piggybacked, Co-op contract, this price did not match the price bid for 
the very high quantity (truckloads) of the type of sod sought through the change order, which was $0.28 per square foot in 
the piggybacked contract. 
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In her reviews for approval, she verified that the user departments submitted the necessary quotes, 
piggybacked contract, insurance, and other documents.  She usually did not get into the details of 
the documents or files because that was the role of her subordinates.  Following her cursory 
review, she forwarded the packet to the city manager for final approval and signature.  
Periodically, she spot checked or sat down with the assigned staff members to ensure they 
understood the purchasing process and knew how to resolve problems.  
  
The city “reacted instantly” once it reviewed the items the OIG requested to see during this 
investigation.   
 
It hired a purchasing director, who immediately began working on enhancing the procurement 
code when he was hired in 2017.  In February 2018, the commission approved some procurement 
code modifications, and the purchasing code now reflects controls assigned to the new purchasing 
director.  The centralization of the purchasing function will ensure that the policies and code are 
followed.  Ms. Morando was confident that the purchasing director will be better suited to guide 
the process, assemble resources, utilize contacts, procure beneficial pricing, and manage obtaining 
quotes quickly and accurately. 
 
The city attorney aided the city with updating and improving certain procurement policies.  He 
drafted contract templates for the city to use.  In the past, the department directors used existing or 
previously executed agreements as a guide to create new ones.  The city attorney reviewed and 
provided input for all the “request for qualifications” (RFQ) and “request for proposal” (RFP) 
solicitation documents prior to their release to the public.  Ms. Morando was confident in the 
process.  She was also comfortable with the user departments “occasionally” using piggybacks 
instead of creating their own solicitations, because she assumed that the lead agencies properly 
vetted, researched, and competitively awarded the vendors.  Now, the purchasing director creates 
and conducts the solicitations for the city.   
 
The public works department was responsible for procuring sports turf and field maintenance for 
the city.  There has been a lot of turnover in that department over the last few years.  The current 
director of public works is currently working with the parks and recreation department to improve 
all its operations, as well. 
 
The user department directors served as the lead for solicitations released by the city.  Usually, a 
finance person sat on the evaluation committees and ranked proposers based on a set of pre-
established criteria.  The evaluators were not trained on their role as a committee member but 
asked questions during the committee meetings.  The procuring department director usually served 
as the lead committee member.  Recently, at the urging of the purchasing director, the city 
modified that lead role to be more like a project manager who directs the process rather than 
someone who evaluates potential vendor proposals. 
 
The city will reach out to Mullings to see if it can recover any funds based on the alleged price 
match agreement referenced in the Puentes Memos in May 2013. 
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The OIG asserted that it was finance’s responsibility to provide controls and oversight to 
purchasing and when requested if there was anything that the OIG should consider that would 
support her position that her subordinates did not fail to provide oversight for the sod purchase 
specifications and pricing, she responded, “No comment.”  When we asked whether that meant she 
agreed with the OIG’s findings, she responded, “Nope, just no comment.”  The OIG noted that it 
was ultimately finance’s responsibility for providing oversight and verification for purchasing.  
She then said, “And to say that an error was made, it looks, you showed me one, so yes, there’s 
errors made, yes.” 
 
7. Interview of the Former Financial and Procurement Analyst 
 
The former financial and procurement analyst worked for Parkland for approximately two years 
from May 2012 to January 2014, when the City of Coral Springs hired her as a senior financial 
analyst.  She has a bachelor’s degree in accounting.   
 
She reported to Ms. Morando when she worked for Parkland.  The current finance director was the 
controller when she worked there, but she did not have any interaction with him regarding the 
procurement process.  Her main responsibilities as the financial and procurement analyst were in 
procuring goods and services as well as performing financial and budgeting analysis for the city.  
She did not have a background in purchasing prior to working in Parkland, but once Parkland hired 
her, she attended trainings provided by the Government Financial Officers Association and 
National Institute of Governmental Purchasing. 
 
Her procurement responsibilities included the development of RFPs, RFQs, and ITBs, in 
collaboration with the procuring department’s employees who provided the subject matter 
expertise needed for preparing the scopes of work included in the solicitations.  The former 
financial and procurement analyst or the user departments procured the “smaller” items by 
obtaining three verbal or written quotes depending on the dollar value of the purchases as 
established by the procurement code.  Competitive solicitations consisted of a more complex 
process that began with standard templated language combined with the technical elements and 
specifications included in the scope of work as provided by the subject matter experts.  
 
Any purchases valued greater than $2,500 involved the former financial and procurement analyst 
on some level, even if it was just to verify that the required threshold elements for obtaining verbal 
or written quotes were met prior to her approving the issuance of a purchase order.  In some 
instances, the former financial and procurement analyst sought quotes from vendors herself, but 
she did not believe she needed to be involved in getting all the quotes.  She reviewed verbal quote 
information and written quotes upon submission from the user department if she did not obtain 
them herself.  She was required to be involved in the process involving all competitive solicitations 
such as RFPs or RFQs because the value of most of those purchases exceeded $25,000.  
 
The city did not have a strict set of criteria establishing when she was required to seek the quotes 
herself.  Generally, she obtained quotes if the city was involved in the budget preparation process 
or the user departments were too busy to address their specific need at a given time.  If a user 
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department provided quotes to the former financial and procurement analyst for review, but the 
documentation submitted was incomplete, she would reject the purchase order until the request 
complied with the procurement code.  She did not analyze the quote or proposal content unless 
there was a significant disparity in the pricing, but she did ensure that the prices and quantities 
provided were for the same goods.  She was the “person who looks at those quotes and determines 
whether or not it’s in the purchasing policy and a P.O. can be issued or approved.” 
 
The former financial and procurement analyst did not formally train Parkland’s staff on the process 
for obtaining quotes or preparing or releasing RFPs, RFQs, or ITBs; or on the difference between 
written versus verbal quotes.  She did not instruct them by presentation or scheduled training but 
assumes she must have written something to them outlining the process, because the user 
departments probably wouldn’t have known what to provide otherwise.  For example, she expected 
quotes to include general information such as the date, time, name of the vendor contact, and the 
proposed price.  If the user department’s quotes were incomplete, she sent them back to be 
corrected with instructions.  
 
The city attorney reviewed solicitation related materials that Parkland released before, during, and 
after a competitive solicitation.  The former financial and procurement analyst did not want the 
responsibility of ensuring that everything was correct without the city attorney’s approval. 
 
She was a part of the Co-op while she was working in Parkland.  During the time of her 
membership, she was introduced to many opportunities to piggyback existing agreements signed 
by other cooperative partner agencies and the State of Florida.  The former financial and 
procurement analyst researched the opportunities available to save the city from investing the time 
and effort in putting out their own competitive solicitation.  The city attorney and higher level city 
administrators always examined potential piggyback contracts and made the final determination 
after the former financial and procurement analyst or another employee suggested using one, but 
she could not recall a specific example.  The lead contracting agency determined the value of a 
piggyback through the competitive bid process, so she felt comfortable that the outcomes were fair 
and with merit.  The city did not use a lot of piggybacks because they did not do a lot of 
purchasing in general.  She did not recall an incident when the city attorney questioned or rejected 
the terms of a contract they were seeking to piggyback.  
 
The former financial and procurement analyst advised that it was her job to initially “make sure” 
the scope of goods and services identified in the piggyback matched those being ordered by the 
city.  Purchasing would have to match the price to the items listed in the contract.  As back-up for 
the creation of the purchase order, a copy of the piggybacked contract had to be provided with the 
actual award including item numbers with the applicable prices being charged to the city.  If 
Parkland is not doing that, “they are not doing their job.” 
 
Before Parkland implemented the Springbrook financial system, for piggybacks, user department 
staff members provided finance with the actual quotes, copy of the lead agency contracts with the 
pricing, agenda summaries, resolutions, and memoranda of explanation.  The purchase orders were 
verified with an invoice on the accounts payable file side of the finance office.  There were no 
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formal checklists or lists of items that were required for the purchasing file.  There was a checklist 
for competitive bids that outlined certain required file documents in accordance with the 
procurement code.  She did not remember calling the vendors that submitted verbal quotes to 
verify the information the user departments submitted.  Nor did she demand proof of the 
measurements used to calculate the quantities purchased by the user departments. 
 
She wrote the commission agenda summaries for the items brought to the commission for review 
and approval.  Either Ms. Morando, the city attorney, or the city clerk reviewed the documents 
prior to them being committed to the commission meeting agendas.  She does not recall who had 
the final approval.  Only purchases made using piggyback contracts that exceeded $25,000 went to 
the commission for approval.  She could not recall whether the aggregate spending amount 
required to go to the commission was based on a historical amount spent with a vendor, the 
amount spent with a vendor in a calendar year, or the amount spent with the vendor during the 
fiscal year. 
 
She did not want to speculate on whether the commissioners knew all the details of the piggyback 
contracts or if the items being requested for approval matched the contract that she brought 
forward for their approval, but she did not recall any members ever questioning the back-up 
information to make sure they matched.  She thought commissioners would be confident that the 
people bringing forth the contract for approval made sure they matched. 
 
The former financial and procurement analyst does not remember personally looking for a 
cooperative contract for new sod and sod installation that Parkland eventually committed to 
Mullings in 2013.  It could have been herself, Mr. Puentes, or someone else that found the Co-op 
contract.  She believes she reviewed the contract to make sure it was valid for city use.  She wrote 
the agenda summaries and prepared the resolutions for higher level review and commission 
approval.  If a scope of services was mentioned in the resolution and agenda summary, it should be 
a part of the purchase order. 
 
Upon reviewing the Puentes Memos, the former financial and procurement analyst noted that the 
cost for the ground preparation work was identified in the range of $0.10 to $0.15 per square foot 
“depending on field conditions.”  The price information regarding ground preparation needed to be 
verified in the contract.  In response to the information that ground preparation was not within the 
specifications of the existing contract, the former financial and procurement analyst asserted she 
did not need to provide quotes for the ground preparation because it was “irrelevant information.” 
That was because the memo requested a purchase order for sod and sod installation, not ground 
preparation.  “The way I’m reading this [memo], the purchase order was not for removal and 
preparation of old stuff, it was for sod and sod installation.”  She further stated, “if the P.O. or the 
agenda is for sod and sod installation and having nothing to do with removal and prep, then I 
wouldn’t be checking that information…why would [Mr. Puentes] put that information here if the 
purchase order isn’t even for that?”  The price range for ground preparation may have been 
included in the memo in case public works needed those services in the future.  Despite the ground 
preparation being “irrelevant,” she would not have told Mr. Puentes to remove it from the 
document.  Public works should not have used the funding from the purchase order for the unbid 
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work.  If the value of the ground preparation work exceeded certain required procurement 
thresholds, quotes were required.   
 
Initially, the former financial and procurement analyst thought there should be a record to support 
the statement in the Puentes Memos about the vendor being unresponsive.  After reading the 
paragraph again, she thought an agency could select one vendor from a pool of awarded vendors to 
provide the goods.  She asked, “What does secondary vendor mean?  To me . . . sometimes you 
could award, this is the primary, then someone is the secondary doesn’t mean that they’re not 
awarded, but you could award it to two.  Where is it that it’s saying that this is the only person 
(Tropic) that is awarded?”  To clarify the distinction from the primary and the secondary vendors, 
the OIG provided the ITB Detailed Tally Sheet from the piggyback contract which identified the 
five awarded vendors and their prices by quantity and sod type categories.  The former financial 
and procurement analyst more clearly understood the rank distinction after seeing several 
examples of the price comparisons and acknowledged that Mullings was ranked third for 
Celebration and Bahia truckload quantities while Odum’s was ranked as the secondary with Tropic 
being the primary vendor.  She thought she would have asked for more information to support the 
claim that the primary vendor was unresponsive. 
 
Regarding Mullings’s agreement to lower its prices by matching the primary vendor’s prices, she 
did not recall exactly what occurred, saying, “I would think I would be asking for more . . . It 
would have to have some kind of record, showing . . . I’m not going to take the person’s word 
saying that they were gonna lower the price.  I would think I would have to see something . . . I 
know how I am, I would think I asked for that.” 
 
She would have needed to verify the pricing to select the vendor and certify the pricing.  
Identifying the price of $0.25 + $0.05 per square foot for Tifway 419 had to have come from the 
piggyback documentation.  The former financial and procurement analyst would locate the 
cooperative contract herself to verify the pricing if the staff members did not provide all the 
documents.  “Purchasing” should have compared the purchase order to the contract price.  
 
She does not know the owner of Mullings or his employees and does not think that anyone 
colluded at her level to give them business.  She also never heard any speculation of that occurring 
at the field or public works level.  She knew Mr. Puentes and advised that he may have left when 
she was still working in Parkland.  Nobody ever improperly pressured her into doing anything 
inappropriate during her time working in Parkland or Coral Springs. 
 
Contract oversight and accounts payable responsibilities were not in her purview.  An accountant 
reviewed invoices and monitored payments to the vendors, but the former financial and 
procurement analyst was not sure how she did that.  She did not believe that accounts payable 
looked at details like the types of grass purchased but rather looked to see that the invoice matched 
the purchase order.  The user departments were responsible for ensuring the goods ordered 
matched what they received. 
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8. Interview of the Former Senior Accountant 
 
The city hired the senior accountant in June 2014 to succeed the former financial and procurement 
analyst.  He came from the City of Dania Beach, where he was an accounting assistant, accountant, 
and accounting supervisor-manager.29  His bachelor’s and master’s degrees in accounting are from 
Florida Atlantic University. 
 
The former senior accountant’s own role was focused on financial accounting such as budgeting, 
cash receipt approval, and payroll backup.  He learned what he knows about purchasing from Ms. 
Morando, his supervisor.  She began delegating these responsibilities to him around October 2014.  
He trained employees on how to enter requisitions, create purchase orders, and look up purchase 
orders in Springbrook, using the substance of training materials that the former financial and 
procurement analyst left behind.  Some city purchasing ordinances, such as those with threshold 
restrictions, were included in the training.  He took it upon himself to learn the city’s purchasing 
ordinances. 
 
He had no purchasing related responsibilities when he first began working for Parkland.  The city’s 
purchasing was decentralized and delegated to department directors.  The procuring departments 
obtained quotes as needed, selected contracts, sought commission resolution approval, released 
RFPs and RFQs, identified applicable contracts for piggybacking, verified insurance documents, 
and collected other documents as required by the various thresholds in the procurement code.  The 
user department’s administrative assistant entered a purchase order into Springbrook and attached 
scanned supporting documentation.  If it was a purchase order that required three quotes, a 
resolution, a piggybacked contract, or some other documents, the administrative assistant attached 
them in the system.  Thereafter, the system initiated a work flow starting with the user department 
director. 
 
After the user department director reviewed and signed off on a purchase order, it went to the 
former senior accountant for review and document verification.  The procuring department entered 
summary notes to help identify what documents the process required.  When he confirmed that the 
backup was compliant, he approved the purchase order and either printed the documents to provide 
them to and discuss them with Ms. Morando, or she reviewed them in the system.  She was heavily 
involved in the function as an approver. 
 
The former senior accountant occasionally filled in for the accountant, so he knew she processed 
payments that the department directors and finance director already approved.  The accountant 
reviewed and verified hard copy invoices, which identified purchase numbers.  The procuring 
director signed the invoice or a check request, thus signifying it was alright to authorize payment.  
The accountant’s accounts payable function only included standard vendor information match-up.  
His own responsibilities for accounts payable were limited. 
 
He has had no purchasing role since the city hired the purchasing director in December 2017. 

                                                 
29 The senior accountant’s city employment ended in May 2018. 
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9. Interview of the Purchasing Director 
 
Parkland hired the city’s purchasing director, a new position, in November 2017.  The city hired 
him in response to the city manager’s knowledge of working with a purchasing department when 
he was employed in the City of Miramar, the OIG’s Academy Bus investigation30 findings, and a 
general understanding that the city’s staff members did not have the expertise or experience for 
administering contracts.   
 
The purchasing director earned a Master of Public Administration degree from Florida 
International University in 2015.  He also holds a bachelor’s degree from Keiser University.  He is 
a Certified Public Procurement Officer (CPPO), Certified Professional Public Buyer (CPPB), and 
State of Florida Department of Management Services Certified Negotiator in purchasing.   
 
When he was hired, city administrators shared the OIG’s Academy Bus report with him.  They 
also made him aware of some of the other areas and procurements that were under review by the 
OIG.  He immediately started to evaluate the city’s purchasing code to determine whether 
improvements were necessary.   
 
He is transitioning the city from a decentralized purchasing process to a centralized purchasing 
department.  Hopefully, the change will help the end user departments reduce the time demands 
caused by doing everything themselves. 
  
It was necessary to immediately revise the procurement code to delegate authority to the 
purchasing director to review and make awards, to assign the purchasing director as the point of 
contact for all procurement related activities in the city, and change the negotiating process 
following shortlisting. The commission passed Ordinance 2018-001. 
 
The city has not yet acclimated to the new code changes, but the purchasing director is working on 
a new, comprehensive procurement manual and training.  In the meantime, all procurement was 
coming directly through him for review.  He desired that the training and manuals be completed in 
time to reach staff members by the next fiscal year.   
 
User departments can define the need for a type of commodity through a piggyback or co-op 
contract.  Subsequently, they send him a memo explaining what they want to procure, identify a 
contract that might meet their needs, provide the period of the agreement, and include a total 
amount of the expenditure so he can review all the information to make sure everything was 
properly vetted.  The parks and recreation department and public works department are the two 
main end users he works with.  Currently, he shares purchase expectations with the user 
departments via email, but he hopes to include all the details and requirements in the upcoming 
procurement manual.  He is also working on a better system to track contract information using 
spreadsheets or a “prep list” so that the city and its end users can more effectively manage issuing 
new contracts, renewals, and solicitations six months in advance of their expiration. 

                                                 
30 See Footnote 1. 
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In addition to using a “prep list,” he is developing a contract management administration policy to 
help guide end users in administering contracts. 
 
Procurement is a part of contract administration, but the purchasing director believes the user 
departments are best at the day-to-day contract management because they are in constant 
communication with the vendors.  He has created a form for end users to complete and submit to 
him when they are unable to remedy vendor failures.  Once involved, he will put them on formal 
notice. 
 
The end user departments and the finance department differ in their understanding of controls; this 
should be reduced or eliminated.  Finance still receives and reviews all support documentation and 
purchase order memos, but the purchasing director will examine everything from a purchasing 
perspective.  He is experienced enough to assess the value and feasibility of using a particular 
piggyback or cooperative to meet the actual needs of the city.  He reviews every line item to 
determine the lowest priced vendor for the defined needs.  The same vendor may not always be the 
best value for another quantity or level of goods and services.    
 
With finance’s help, he will periodically perform invoice audits.  Partial receiving against a 
blanket purchase order makes it more difficult to identify deviations from the contract.  The only 
way he would be able to identify deviations is by pulling the invoices.  The pending draft contract 
administration procedure document does not address the end user’s responsibilities for properly 
verifying the receipt of goods.  The document is essentially complete, but he has not received final 
approval from his superiors to disseminate it to staff members and department heads for their roles 
as the contract administrators.  However, the purchase order memo still identifies user 
departments’ responsibility to verify pricing and quantities. 
 
The city’s level of commitment to providing a more rigorous level of oversight was enhanced with 
the hiring of a purchasing director, but the policies have not been that drastically changed.  He is 
only one person so the user departments will still play an important role in sourcing the goods and 
services themselves.  He will review all of it for accuracy and sufficiency.  Purchase order requests 
valued at less than $5,000 go to him first.  If more than $5,000, they also go to the current finance 
director. 
 
The roles of primary and secondary vendors are defined by the contract.  The primary vendor 
should receive most of the work, but a secondary vendor may be good to have as a “back-up” in 
the event a primary vendor is unable to accommodate a city’s request for goods or services.  The 
end user does not typically determine if a vendor is “unresponsive.”  The primary vendor must be 
willing to extend the same terms and conditions to the purchaser.  It may be possible to go to the 
secondary vendor if the conditions warrant it.  However, there should be a record to support that 
the primary vendor refused to accommodate the request.  The purchasing director will ask for 
documented evidence or justification, for the file, to support the reference to a primary vendor that 
was unresponsive.  A section of the procurement manual might be developed to address the 
documenting process for unresponsiveness, but it would be hard to create a policy for all the 
possible circumstances that could arise.   
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He intends to research the specifications, price, and whether a contract is in the best interest of the 
city.  He will try to work within the allowable thresholds when possible because it is much easier 
for the user departments to get three quotes rather than dedicating a lot of time to issuing a formal 
bid.  He has already met with public works to see which piggyback contracts they have in place to 
determine if there are better options for the city.  He would rather the city have its own contract in 
place that functions efficiently for the city. 
 

RESPONSE TO THE PRELIMINARY REPORT AND OIG COMMENT 
 
In accordance with Section 12.01(D)(2)(a) of the Charter of Broward County, preliminary copies of 
this report were provided to the implicated parties for their discretionary written responses. The OIG 
received responses from the City of Parkland and Mullings Engineering Services, LLC, which are 
attached and incorporated herein as Appendices A and B.  We appreciate receiving the responses. 
 
Response of the City of Parkland 
 
The city accepts responsibility for its errors and reports its progress on implementing the OIG’s 
recommendations thus:   
 

(1) It has provided two hours of public records training and mandated staff to undergo another 
two hours specifically on the state’s records retention requirements;  
 
(2) It is developing a training program to ensure that all those charged with procurement 
oversight follow the purchasing code and identify violations of it;  
 
(3) It commits that department directors or assistant directors will verify contract line items 
prior to submitting requests to piggyback existing contracts;  
 
(4) It commits to verifying that all information presented to the commission is accurate and 
complete;  
 
(5) It commits to matching vendor tickets and invoices with services provided and that crew 
leaders and superintendents receiving items will confirm the services being provided; and  
 
(6) It has informed Mullings of its intention to seek recovery for overpayments the OIG 
identified. 

 
Response of Mullings Engineering Services 
 
Mullings reiterated its owner’s prior statement that it never agreed to match Tropic’s lower bid prices.  
It disagreed with the conclusion that the city overpaid by not using Tropic, asserting that its experience 
within the industry is that Tropic was unlikely to do work in Parkland.  It also disputed that taxpayers 
could have saved money if it had bought lower priced sod, Tifway, from the lowest bidder, Tropic, 
instead of buying Celebration sod from Mullings, contending that Celebration sod was not available in 
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the market at the time and, again, that Tropic would not have been available to do the work.  The 
vendor emphasized that it had no legal duty to ensure that the city followed its own purchasing process 
or used the piggybacked contract’s primary awardee, and specifically maintained that it provided 
ground preparation services the city requested, clearly indicated these services on its invoices, and 
charged a “competitive” price. 
 
CONCLUSIONS  
 
The OIG has concluded its investigation into whether Parkland officials engaged in misconduct in the 
purchase of sod and related services.  We substantiated this concern, finding that city employees 
violated the city code when they (1) misused a piggyback contract to procure, install, and remove sod, 
subverting the code’s competitive procurement solicitation requirements, and (2) failed to oversee how 
the piggybacked contract was used, defeating what was meant to be an internal control to avoid such 
misuse. 
 
The OIG identified $84,571.83 in questionable city expenditures between 2013 and 2015, including 
$33,631.55 in wasteful spending and $50,940.28 in direct violation of the city code.  We also identified 
that the city could have saved taxpayers at least another $18,162.84 had it used the most economical 
option available under the piggyback for bulk orders of sod. 
 
Even though Mullings was the secondary awardee in the piggybacked contract for some types of sod 
and was not an awardee at all for some “truckload quantities” of sod, the former superintendent of 
parks and special events and his successors repeatedly and exclusively ordered that sod from Mullings, 
improperly using the piggybacked contract as justification, and paid Mullings $283,523 over two years 
for sod and related services. 
 
We found that, when the city first made bulk sod purchases in 2013, the superintendent attached 
purchase order explanation memos to the agenda summary items for the city commission that claimed 
that the lowest bidder and primary awardee of the piggybacked contract, Tropic, was “unresponsive” 
and that Mullings agreed to match the lower prices that Tropic had bid.  We found no evidence that 
Tropic was ever offered the work.   
 
Worse, an OIG analysis of purchases occurring from 2013 through 2015 confirmed that Mullings 
never matched Tropic’s contracted bid prices in their invoices to the city.  And we located no proof 
that there ever was an agreement to match Tropic’s prices; Mullings’s owner denied that there was an 
agreement.  The OIG did find ample evidence to conclude that the city overpaid at least $33,631.55 
(16.75%) for sod and sod installation by not using the primary vendor or ensuring that the city paid the 
primary vendor’s rates. 
 
Our investigation also established that public works and finance staff members violated a provision of 
the city’s purchasing code that required piggybacked contracts to have the same specifications as those 
in the bid documents of the lead agency, as the piggybacked contract explicitly stated that ground 
preparation would be the responsibility of the agency.  The superintendent admitted that he knew that 
ground preparation services could not be piggybacked but that he did it anyway.  His memos may have 
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led the commission to erroneously believe that ground preparation services were in fact part of the 
piggyback.  We know it passed a resolution authorizing use of the piggyback for “removal and 
installation of sod.” The false understanding that ground preparation was part of the piggyback 
contract continued for years as numerous other resolutions were passed authorizing use of the 
piggyback in 2014 and 2015 for the same services. 
 
Over the two years, the failure to competitively solicit vendors for the ground preparation purchases 
amounted to violations of the city code, misconduct totaling $50,940.28.   
 
We also found that public works staff members purchased Tifway and Celebration sod 
interchangeably, not perceiving a difference between the two types.  According to the owner of 
Mullings, there was only a slight difference.  The city continued to purchase what staff members 
thought but could not prove was Celebration sod from Mullings.  Had the city chosen the lowest 
bidder, Tropic, and the lower priced sod type, Tifway, taxpayers could have saved at least another 
$18,162.84. 
 
Finally, the investigation also led us to conclude that the finance department allowed the city to 
piggyback purchases that it was not permitted to by law.  A review of the piggybacked contract 
documentation submitted by public works to finance should have revealed that (1) without 
documented justification, services were exclusively procured from a vendor that was not the primary 
awardee, (2) ground preparation was not included in the scope of services, and (3) the price estimates 
did not match the piggyback bids.  Under the direction and with the participation of the then finance 
director, on at least six occasions, the finance department failed to ensure that public works understood 
and complied with the law and failed in its role to serve as overall control for this function. 
 
The OIG recognizes that virtually all the city employees who were involved in the sod purchases 
described in this report no longer work for the city, and that it appears that the city has made 
significant strides in tightening its procurement processes since our investigation began.  We 
commend these substantial efforts, which include centralizing procurement; public works changes 
including hiring a director who has revamped field management and sod procurement practices; and 
hiring a purchasing director who has promoted significant policy and procedural changes, including a 
new procurement code designed to avoid the piggyback contract abuses of 2013 to 2015. 
 
We appreciate that the city has embraced these difficult changes meant to safeguard public funds 
going forward.  But had city staff simply done what the old policies and procedures required, these 
taxpayer losses would not have occurred.  The city may now be instituting laudable new policies and 
procedures, but unless staff follows them, they, too, will be ineffective in preventing waste. 
 
The OIG recommends that, in addition to carrying out the new processes it has been fashioning for 
itself, the city also implement the following additional steps: 
 

• Until retention requirements expire, keep on file all documentation related to purchases, not 
just invoices and purchase orders. 
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• Train all staff members assigned the responsibility of purchasing oversight in identifying 
violations of the city code.  
 

• Require user departments to verify that quantities purchased comport with the best option 
available in any price arrangement, including piggybacked contracts. 
 

• Thoroughly review agenda items and all back up to agenda items to ensure information 
presented to the commission is accurate.  
 

• Ensure that vendors base invoices on actual quantities and not estimated quantities, unless 
otherwise specified in a contract, using delivery receipts to verify what was received. 
 

• Evaluate whether the city has a valid basis for recovery from Mullings for any of the amounts 
the OIG determined the city overpaid it, and seek to obtain any such monies. 

 
 





 

 
  
 
 

SOD AND SOD INSTALLATION 
 
 

BID #066-2730-12/DJL  
 
 
 
 
 

BID OPENING DATE:  August 29, 2012 
BID OPENING TIME:  2:30 P. M. (LOCAL TIME) 

CONFERENCE ROOM “B” CITY HALL 
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b. Deliver sod in quantities capable of being installed within forty-eight (48) hours of cutting.  
All installation of sod must be completed within twenty-four (24) hours after delivery to 
installation site.  

 
12. Traffic Control and Protection: 
 

The plans for traffic control within work sites shall be developed with safety concerns as a high priority.  
The plans should include protection at work site when work is in progress and when operations have been 
halted (such as during the night).  Provisions for the protection of work crew, traffic control personnel, 
pedestrian and motorists shall be addressed.   In all cases, the operation plan for traffic control and 
protection shall include provisions for the following:  

 
a. Advance warning 
b. Clear view of work site 
c. Roadway delineation 
d. Regulatory information 
e. Hazard warning 
f. Barriers 
g. Pedestrian safety 
h. Access 
i. Location of vehicles and equipment 
j. Night safety 
k. Personnel training 
l. Traffic control and protection devices (see Florida Department of Transportation Manual 

on Traffic Controls and Safe Practices for Street and Highway Construction, Maintenance, 
and Utility Operations.  

 
A written plan detailing traffic control and safety protection should, if required by a Co-Op agency, 
be prepared by the successful Bidder.  This plan will be part of the continuing contract 
requirements.  

 
13. Sod Installation: 
 

Installation shall be in accordance with the guidelines specified by the Southern Seed Certification 
Association, Inc. and including but not limited to the following: 

 Installer must be equipped with proper tools to cut and smooth out depressions created by 
loaders, forklifts, etc. and must have on-site equipment to move sod pallets.  Ground preparation 
will be the responsibility of the Agency(ies).  

 All sod shall be planted within forty-eight (48) hours of cutting and shall be kept shaded and moist. 
Sod shall be carefully placed edge-to-edge by hand with tightly fitted joints (overlapping will not 
allowed). 

 Sod shall be immediately pressed firmly into place by hand tamping or roller.  The installation 
operation shall provide a true and even surface and ensure knitting without displacement to sod or 
deformation of the surface of the sodded areas.  Areas inaccessible to roller shall be hand 
tamped.  

 On slopes having a ratio greater than or equal to 1:3, sod shall be pegged into place with not less 
than two stakes per square yard. 

 Installer shall clean all adjacent areas soiled during installation and remove all pallets from site.  
 
14. Installation (Where Applicable):  
 
 The sod shall be moist and shall be placed on moist soil.  Pitchforks shall not be used in handling sod, and 

dumping from vehicles shall not be permitted.  The sod shall be carefully placed by hand, edge-to-edge, in 
rows at right angles to the slope, commencing at the base of the area to be sodden and working upward.  
The sod shall be immediately pressed firmly into contact with sod bed to provide a true and even surface 
and ensure knitting without displacement of sod or deformation of the surfaces of the sodden area.  The 
edges of the sodden areas shall be staggered in a corresponding manner, providing the offset along the 
edge does not exceed six inches (6”).  All vertical edging adjacent to sodden areas shall be tamped as to 
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CITY OF PARKLAND CITY COMMISSION AGENDA SUMMARY 

Meeting Date: June 5, 2013 Agenda Item 
REQUESTED COMMISSION ACTION: 

RESOLUTION 2013-63 

X Consent Ordinance X Resolution Consideration Workshop 

SHORT TITLE A Resolution to approve the piggyback of Southeast Florida Governmental Purchasing 
Cooperative Group Contract (066-2730-12/DJL) for removal and installation of sod on 
sports fields and to allow an additional $40,000 funding to Mullings Engineering Inc. 

Summary of J>umose and Why: 

The City of Parkland ("City") entered into a contract with Mullings Engineering, Inc. ("Mullings") to provide removal 
and installation of sodding on sports fields starting October 1, · 2012. At that time, the projects that the City planned for 
Mullings services totaled under $25,000 so written quotes were obtained. However, it has now become necessary for the 
City to utilize Mullings services for additional sod work which would result in payments to Mullings during the 2012-
2013 fiscal year over $25,000. According to the City's procurement processes, City Staff is not permitted to expend 
more than $25 ,000 on one contractor without City Commission approval. Therefore, City Staff is requesting authority to 
piggyback on a Mullings' contract with the Southeast Florida Governmental Purchasing Cooperative Group ("Group") 
which the City of Boynton Beach is acting as the lead agency. The Group contract would last for two (2) years ending on 
October 31. 2014. 

Staff is seeking approval of an increase in allowable funding to Mullings in an amount not to exceed $40,000. 
Staff is recommending the approval of Resolution 2013-63 and the acceptance of staff's recommendations. 

THIS ITEM IS RECOMMENDED BY STAFF AND SUPPORTS THE STRATEGIC PLAN AS FOLLOWS: 
GOAL3: PRESERVATION OF PARKLAND'S CHARACTER. 

Commission Direction 
QUESTIONS TO BE ANSWERED BY ORIGINATING DEPARTMENT: 

J 

(1) Origin ofrequest for this action: Staff ------------------------------( 2) Primary staff contact: Brian Archer- Director of Public Works Ext. 4153 -------
(3) Expiration of contract, if applicable: 2 years piggy back contract with Boynton Beach 
(4) Fiscal impact and source of funding: FY 2013 Public Works General Funds 

DEPARTMENTAL 
COORDINATION 
Public Works 

:::X, City Manager 

DATE 

ACTION TAKEN BY COMMISSION: 

DEPARTMENTAL DEPARTMENTAL HEAD SIGNATURE 

~~~ATION ORWvt=MEMONUMBER 

~~ 
Ordinance Resolution Consideration 

Results: 
Workshop 

Results: 

2nd Reading 
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To: 

From: 

Date: 

Subject: 

City of Parkland 
Memorandum 

Laurie Bishara, Financial & Procurement Analyst 

Armando Puentes, Jr. Parks and Events Superintendent 

May 28th, 2013. 

Southeast Florida Government Purchasing Cooperative Group 

Public Works is requesting to participate in the Southeast Florida Government Purchasing 
Cooperative Group to purchase sod and sod installation. Sod is Tiff 419 Certified at $0.25 per 
square foot and installation is $0.05 per square foot. Removal and preparation ranges from 
$0.10 to $0.15 per square foot depending on field condition. 

The City of Boynton Beach is acting as lead agency and accepted the bid (066-2730-12/DJL) 
per Resolution R12-114. The contract term is two years, starting 1110112012 through 
10/3112014. 
The City of Boynton Beach has the right to extend the award for two (2) additional years 
(attached). 

Public Works is requesting a blanket purchase order increase in the amount of $40,000.00 to 
Mullings Engineering Inc. Secondary Vendor (Primary Bidder has been unresponsive) to 
cover the purchase of sod and sod installation for Fiscal Year 2013. (Please note that as a 
Secondary Vendor, Mullings Engineering has lowered their price to match the Primary 
Vendor) 

Public Works will ensure that the price/quantity invoiced is in accordance with the co-op bid. 

All supporting documentation is attached for your review. If you have any additional 
questions please let me know. 
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CITY OF PARK.LAND CITY COMMISSION AGENDA SUMMARY 

Meeting Date: June 19, 2013 Agenda Item 
REQUESTED COMMISSION ACTION: 

RESOLUTION 2013~64 

X Consent Ordinance X Resolution Consideration __ Workshop 

SHORT TITLE A Resolution to approve the piggyback of Southeast Florida Governmental Purchasing 
Cooperative Group Contract (066-2730-12/DJL) for removal and installation of sod on 
sports fields and to allow an additional $62,000 funding to Mullings Engineering Inc. 

Summary of Purpose and Why: 

The City of Parkland ("City'') entered into a contract with Mullings Engineering, Inc. ("Mullings") to provide removal and 
installation of sodding on sports fields starting October 1, 2012. At that time, the projects that the City planned for Mullings 
services totaled under $25,000 so written quotes were obtained. However, it has now become necesslll)' for the City to utilize 
Mullings services for additional sod work which would result in payments to Mullings during the 2012-2013 fiscal year over 
$55,000 which was approved by the City Commission on June 5, 2013 through Resolution 2013-63. 
Presently the majority of playable surface is bare dirt which can be a safety issue and staff is filling holes between practices and 
games. In particular, staff is recommending re-sodding the entire A and B fields of Terramar Park. It is staff's opinion that it 
does not make sense to wait until June 2014 to replace the fields (least usage of fields) or to use stop gap measures now due to 
the amount of field area presently without grass. The additional cost will be $62,000 and the work will be accomplished 
immediately, upon City Commission approval, so the fields are ready for the new sports season in August. Staff is requesting to 
increase funding to Mullings Engineering exceeding the previously approved $55,000 to $117 ,000 to include the complete re
sodding of fields A and B. 
City Staff is requesting authority to piggyback on a Mullings' contract with the Southeast Florida Governmental Purchasing 
Cooperative Group ("Group") which the City of Boynton Beach is acting as the lead agency. Staff is seeking approval of an 
increase in allowable funding to Mullings in an amount not to exceed $117,000. 
Staff is recommending the approval of Resolution 2013-64 and the acceptance of staff's recommendations. 

THIS ITEM IS RECOMMENDED BY STAFF AND SUPPORTS THE STRATEGIC PLAN AS FOLLOWS: 
GOAL 3: PRESERVATION OF PARKLAND'S CHARACTER. 
Commission Direction 
QUESTIONS TO BE ANSWERED BY ORIGINATING DEPARTMENT: 
(1) Origin of request for this action: Staff 

~----~---~---~~---~---------
( 2) Primary staff contact: Brian Archer- Director of Public Works Ext. 4153 -------
(3) Expiration of contract, if applicable: 2 years piggy back contract with Boynton Beach 
( 4) Fiscal impact and source of funding: An additional $62,000 which will be obtained from the FY 2013 Public 

Works General Funds 

DEPARTMENTAL 
COORDINATION 
Public Works 

City Manager 

DATE 
6-12-2013 

DEPARTMENTAL 
RECOMMENDATION 
Approval 

ACTION TAKEN BY COMMISSION: 
Ordinance Resolution 

2nd Reading 

DEPARTMENTAL HEAD SIGNATURE 

OR~NUMB~ 

Consideration 
Results: 

Workshop 
Results: 
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To: 

From: 

Date: 

Subject: 

City of Parkland 
Memorandum 

Laurie Bishara, Financial & Procurement Analyst 

Armando Puentes, Jr. Parks and Events Superintendent 

May 28th. 2013. 

Southeast Florida Government Purchasing Cooperative Group 

Public Worlcs is requesting to participate in the Southeast Florida Government Purchasing 
Cooperative Group to purchase sod and sod installation. Sod is Tiff 419 Certified at $0.25 per 
square foot and installation is $0.05 per square foot. Removal and preparation ranges from 
$0.10 to $0.15 per square foot depending on field condition. 

The City of Boynton Beach is acting as lead agency and accepted the bid (066-2730-12/DJL) 
per Resolution R12-114. The contract term is two years, starting 11/01/2012 through 
l0/3112014. 
The City of Boynton Beach has the right ·to extend the award for two (2) additional years 
(attached). 

Public Works is requesting a blanket purchase order increase in the amount of $62,000.00 to 
Mullings Engineering Inc. Secondary Vendor (Primary Bidder has been unresponsive) to 
cover the purchase of sod and sod installation for Fiscal Year 2013. (Please note that as a 
Secondary V en.dor, Mullings Engineering has lowered their price to match the Primary 
Vendor) 

Public Works will ensure that the price/quantity in:voiced is in accordance with the co-op bid. 

All supporting documentation is attached for your review. If you have any additional 
questions please let me know. 
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Mullings Engineering Services -

Landscaping Division, Inc. 
6289 West Sunrise Blvd. #122 
Sunrise, FL 33313 

Bill To 

City of Parkland, FL 
6500 Parkside Drive 
Parkland, FL 33067 

Project Location: Terramar Park 

Description 

6575 NW 76 Drive 
Parkland, FL 33067 

Remove and dispose 82,000 SF of existing sod. Furnish, deliver and install 
82,000 SF of Bermuda Celebration Certified rolls. 

O.t-

Thank you for your business. 

Phone# Fax# E-mail 

954-583-2441 866-558-0486 mullingseng@hotmail.com 

fD) Jl@JJ;JIW!lfh) 
ll\\ JUL 0 3 7013 JY} 

t<~ 
BY: O•• ··· ·; ••••••••••••••• • 

Quantity 

82,000 

-

Date 

7/112013 

P.O. No. 

Rate 

0.40 

Invoice 
Invoice# 

340 

Due Date 

7/1/2013 

Amount 

32,800.00 

P A I D JUL 1 2 20'3 
c.) 

Total 

Payments/Credits 

Balance Due 

$32,800.00 

$0.00 

$32,800.00 
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Mullings Engineering Services -

Landscaping Division, Inc. 
6289 West Sunrise Blvd. #122 
Sunrise, FL 33313 

Bill To 

City of Parkland, FL 
6500 Parkside Drive 
Parkland, FL 33067 

Project Location: Tcrrarnar Park 

Description 

6575 NW 76 Drive 
Parkland, FL 33067 

Remove and dispose l l 0,000 SF of existing sod. Furnish, deliver and install 
110,000 SF of Bermuda Celebration Certified rolls. 

Date 

7/15/2013 

P.O. No. 

Quantity Rate 

110,000 0.40 

El\1TEBED JUL I 4 2.fllJ 

Thank you for your business. 

Phone# Fax# E-mail 

954-583-2441 866-558-0486 mullingseng@hotmail.com 

[ ,_ 
Total 

Payments/Credits 

Balance Due 

Invoice 
Invoice# 

349 

Due Date 

7/15/2013 

Amount 

44,000.00 

$44,000.00 

S0.00 

$44,000.00 
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Mullings Engineering Services -

Landscaping Division, Inc. 
6289 West Sunrise Blvd, #122 
Sunrise, FL 33313 

Bill To 

City of Parkland, FL 
6500 Parkside Drive 
Parkland, FL 33067 

Description 

Project Location: Pine Trails Park 
10555 Trails End 
Parkland FL 33076 

Feild #1 
Remove and dispose 22,000 SF of existing sod. Furnish, deliver and install 
22,000 SF of Bermuda 419 Certified rolls. 

Thank you for your business. 

Phone# Fax# E-mail 

954-583-2441 866-558-0486 mullingseng@hotmail.com 

Invoice 
Date Invoice# 

7/25/2013 355 

P.O. No. Due Date 

7/25/2013 

Quantity Rate Amount 

22.000 0.40 8,800.00 

Total $8,800.00 

Payments/Credi $0.00 

Balance Due $8,800.00 
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Mullings Engineering Services -

Landscaping Division, Inc. 
6289 West Sunrise Blvd, #122 
Sunrise, FL 33313 

Bill To 

City of Parkland, FL 
6500 Parkside Drive 
Parkland, FL 33067 

Description 

Project Location: Pine Trails Park 
10555 Trails End 
Parkland FL 33076 

Field# 2 
Remove and dispose 20,500 SF of existing sod. Furnish, deliver and install 
20,500 SF of Bermuda 419 Certified rolls. 

Date 

7/25/2013 

P.O. No. 

Quantity Rate 

20.500 0.40 

• A I D "LIG e t ion 

GK.TOPAY I .l:d,1·1t: ... .. _.. AUG 0 l i 013 

t2 ,/~\ ,~ 
Initial Date o.o. l~]Jo 

Thank you for your business. 

Phone# Fax# E-mail 

954-583-2441 866-558-0486 mullingseng@hotmail.com 

@ ~ , ' ;.; 
: ' c .... 

.. 
·"' ~ ... 
\,.; ~ 

JI -· 

Total 

Payments/Credits 

Balance Due 

.. -. ~ ': 

f 

Invoice 
Invoice# 

356 

Due Date 

7125/2013 

Amount 

8,200.00 

.$8,200.00 

$0.00 

$8,200.00 
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Mullings Engineering Services -

Landscaping Division, Inc. 
6289 West Sunrise Blvd, #122 
Sunrise, FL 33313 

Bill To 

City of Parkland, FL 
6500 Parkside Drive 
Parkland, FL 33067 

Description 

Project Location: Pine Trails Park 
10555 Trails End 
Parkland FL 33076 

Field# 4 
Remove and dispose 21,500 SF of existing sod. Furnish, deliver and install 
21,500 SF of Bermuda 419 Certified rolls. 

Date 

7/25/2013 

P.O. No. 

Quantity Rate 

21.500 0.40 

lt.t10 
AUl>. 1 6201 

ENTERED AU 0 9 Z013 

Thank you for your business. 

Phone# Fax# E-mail 

954-583-2441 866-558-0486 mullingseng@hotmail.com 

ED'VED 
09 2013 

Total 

Payments/Credi 

Balance Due 

Invoice 
Invoice# 

357 

Due Date 

7/25/2013 

Amount 

8,600.00 

$8,600.00 

$0.00 

$8,600.00 
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Mullings Engineering Services -

Landscaping Division, Inc. 
6289 West Sunrise Blvd. #122 
Sunrise, FL 33313 

Bill To 

City of Parkland, FL 
6500 Parkside Drive 
Parkland, FL 33067 

Date 

8/8/2013 

P.O. No. 

a. BNTE8ED SEP 0 3 2013 ~ / 
Description 

Project Location: Terramar Park 

Scope of Work: 

6575 NW 76th Dr, 
Parkland, FL 33067 

Furnish all labor. equipment, material and services to sod cut, remove and 
dispose existing dead or dying sod, and weeds, to be replaced with 15,500 SF 
of Bermuda 419 Titway Certified at field #1, 2. 3, & 4 at the above referenced 
project. 

Thank you for your business. 

Phone# Fax# E-mail 

954-583-2441 866-558-0486 mullingseng@hotmail.com 

.- 'j' 
Quantity " Rate 

15,500 

Total 

Payments/Credit! 

Balance Due 

0.40 

Invoice 
Invoice# 

379 

Due Date 

8/8/2013 

Amount 

6,200.00 

$6,200.00 

$0.00 

$6,200.00 
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Mullings Engineering Services -

Landscaping Division, Inc. 
6289 West Sunrise Blvd. #122 
Sunrise, FL 33313 

Bill To 

City of Parkland, FL 
6500 Parkside Drive 
Parkland, FL 33067 

Description 

Project Location: Pine Trans Park 
10555 Trails End, 
Parkland, FL 

Furnish all labor, equipment, material and services to Install 15,000 SF of 
Bahia Argentina Sod at the above mentioned location. 

<bOKro; ,~,,~ 
Initial Date 

1· ~2k 

PA1n 
4IJ(J I fl ltJ13 

111ank you for your business. 

Phone# Fax# E-mail 

954-583-2441 866-558-0486 mullingseng@hotmail.com 

Date 

8/8/2013 

P.O. No. 

Quantity Rate 

15,000 

Total 

Payments/Credits 

Balance Due 

0.21 

Invoice 
Invoice# 

380 

Due Date 

8/8/2013 

Amount 

3,150.00 

$3,150.00 

$0.00 

$3,150.00 
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Mullings Engineering Services -

Landscaping Division, Inc. 
6289 West Sunrise Blvd.#122 
Sunrise, FL 33313 

Bill To 

City of Parkland, FL 
6SOO Parbide Drive 
Parkland. FL 33067 

Description 

Project LcJcation: Trails End Park 
10SSS Trails End 
Parkland, FL 

Scope of \V ode 
Furnish a.II labor, material, equipment and services to install Bermuda 419 sod 
at the above referenc:cd loc:ation. 

Sod cut, remove and dispose ex.fating sod/ weeds and replace with Bennuda 
419 sod. 

Notes: 
Grading not included 
Irrigation/ Watering not included 
Rolling of sod not included 
Fertilizing & weed control not included 

Note: 
I. This field hu numerous existing \\-eed growth, and may contaminate the 
newly inslalled sod. 
2. It is recommended that any field a.cthity be withheld until this aod is roolcd. 
3. Please water twi~ daily until sod is established. 

Thank you for your business. 

PhOne# Fax# E-mail 

9S4-S83·244 l 866-5511-0486 mullingseng@hotmailcom 

Date 

9/23/2013 

P.O. No. 

Quantity Rate 

2,250 

Total 

Payments/Creditt 

Balance Due 

().40 

Invoice 
Invoice# 

404 

Due Date 

9.'23/2013 

Amount 

900.00 

$900.00 

$0.00 

$900.00 
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Mullings Engineering Services -

Landscaping Division, Inc. 
6289 West Sunrise Blvd. #122 
Sunrise, FL 33313 

Bill To 

City of Parkland, FL 
6500 Parkside Drive 
Parkland, FL 33067 

Project Location: Terrarnar Park 

Description 

6575 NW 76 Drive 
Parkland, FL 33067 

Remove 13,755 SF of existing sod. Furnish, deliver and install 13, 755 SF of 
Bermuda 419 Tifway Certified at the above references park. 

Quantity 

13,755 

Invoice 
Date Invoice# 

3/25/2014 543 

P.O. No. Due Date 

3/25/2014 

Rate Amount 

0.40 5,502.00 

P A I D APR 2 ~ 2014 : ~~~~~~~ 

Thank you for your business. 

Phone # Fax# E-mail 

954-583-2441 866-558-0486 mullingseng@hotmail.com 

EV: ____ .___ 

So~ ~ •lG.oe."""~ 
~ ~ '~ '" ~' ~ ~(~o., \.V\C\.( -

~ --·· ' v 
~[I 

l1 
Total 

P~yments/Credits 
Balance Due 

$5,502.00 

S0.00 

$5,502.00 
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Mullings Engineering Services -

Landscaping Division, Inc. 
6289 West Sunrise Blvd #122 
Sunrise, FL 33313 

Bill To 

City of Parkland, FL 
6500 Parkside Drive 
Parkland, FL 33067 

Description 

Estimate for project to commence June 3, 2014 

Remove and dispose 130,680 SF(3 Acres) of existing sod. Furnish, deliver and 
install 130,680 SF{3 Acres) of Bermuda Celebration Certified rolls. 

Exclusions: 
Laser grading is not included 

Date 

7/31/2014 

P.O. No. 

Quantity Rate 

130,680 0.40 

p ii\ I ll> AUS 1 S 20J4 

.E NTEBED Al G 1 4 ZOT4 

Thank you for your business. 

Phone# Fax# E-mail 

954-583-2441 866-558-0486 mullingseng@hotmail.com 

~ 

Total 

Payments/Credit! 

Balance Due 

Invoice 
Invoice# 

626 

Due Date 

713112014 

Amount 

52,272.00 

• $52,272.00 

$0.00 

$52,272.00 
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Mullings Engineering Services -

Landscaping Division, Inc. 
6289 West Sunrise Blvd #122 
Sunrise, FL 33313 

Bill To 

City of Parkland, FL 
6500 Parkside Drive 
Parkland, FL 33067 

Updated 

Description 

Project Location:# (1) Terramar Park 
6575 Northwest 76th Drive 
Parkland FL 

# (2) Pine Trails Park 
10555 Trails End 
Parkland, FL 33076 

(la) T Ball field @ Pine Trails Park 

Scope of Work: Patch repair on ball fields 
Furnish all labor, equipment, material & services to remove and dispose 
existing dead 
or dying sod material and reinstall 71,747.5 SF ofBennuda Celebration 
Certified rolls 

Thank you for your business. 

Phone# Fax# E-mail 

954-583-2441 866-558-0486 mullingseng@hotmail.com 

Invoice 
Date 

8/4/2014 

Quantity Rate 

71,747.5 0.40 

·-.~ I D AUG 2 0 2014 

~NTEBED J UG 2 0 014 

l~f\ 

I 

rylECEBi fED 
:.UG 2 o !01~ 

Invoice# 

625 

Amount 

28,699.00 

: - - -~--.. -- ~-----
~ ..... -· 

Total 

Payments/Credits 

Balance Due 

$28,699.00 

.$0.00 

$28,699.00 
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Mullings Engineering Services -

Landscaping Division, Inc 
6289 West Sunrise Blvd. #122 
Sunrise, FL 33313 

Bill To 

City of Parkland, FL 
6500 Parkside Drive 
Parkland, FL 33067 

Description 

Re: Pine Trails Park field renovation. 

Scope of Work: 
Furnish all labor, equipment & services for the following: 
Remove existing dead or dying tur£ Furnish, deliver and install 23,000 SF of 
Certified Bermuda Celebration for field # 1. 

Scope of Work: 
Furnish all labor, equipment & services for the following: 
Remove existing dead or dying turf. Furnish, deliver and install 23,000 SF of 
Certified Bermuda Celebration for field # 2. 

Scope of Work: 
Furnish all labor, equipment & services for the following: 
Remove existing dead or dying turf. Furnish, deliver and install 23,000 SF of 
Certified Bermuda Celebration for field # 3. 

. \ 

23,000 

23,000 

23,000 

Invoice 
Date Invoice# 

7/1/2015 901 

f 
~ a 
BY: __ -------

P.O. No. Due Date 

7/1/2015 

Rate Amount 

0.40 9,200.00 

0.40 9,200.00 

0.40 9,200.00 

Notes: 
Irigation and Irrigation adjustments by City of Parkland 
Dumpsters to be provide by the City of Parkland p A 11 I JUL 1 • tofJ GK. TO PAY 
Laser grading not included 

We look forward to doing business with you. 

Phone# Fax# E-mail 

954·583-2441 866-558-0486 mullingseng@hotmail.com 

.. _ 
.... ~· 

Total 

Payments/Credits 

Balance Due 

. 

$27,600.00 

$0.00 

$27,600.00 
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., 

Mullings Engineering Services -

Landscaping Division, Inc 
6289 West Suririse Blvd. #122 
Sunrise, FL 33313 

Bill To 

City of Parkland, FL 
6500 Parkside Drive 
Parkland, FL 33067 

Description 

Re: Terra Mar Park field renovation. 

Scope ofWork: 
Furnish all labor, equipment & services for the following: 

r u 

Remove existing dead or dying turf. Furnish, deliver and install 65,000 SF of 
Certified Bermuda Celebration for field #A. 

Scope of Work: 
Furnish all labor, equipment & services for the following: 
Remove existing dead or dying turf. Furnish, deliver and install 77 ,000 Sn 
Certified Bermuda Celebration for field #B. 

Notes: 
lrigation and Irrigation adjustments by City of Parkland 
Dumpsters to be provide by the City of Parkland 
Laser grading not included 

Thank you for your business. 

Phone # Fax# E-mail 

954-583-2441 866-558-0486 mullings~g@hotmail.com 

Invoice 
Date Invoice# 

7/112015 902 

P.O. No. Due Date 

7/1/2015 

Quantity Rate Amount 

65,000 0.40 26,000.00 

77,000 0.40 30,800.00 

Total $56,800.00 

Payments/Credi $0.00 

Balance Due $56,800.00 
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Purchase Order and 
Accounts Payable 

Overview
Department of Finance and 

Administrative Services

City of Parkland

File Location: K:\Purchase Order Information\Purchase Order & AP Overview



Required: Memo to Finance containing the following information:

Piggyback/Co-op

• Vendor Quotation
• Copy of current Piggyback/Co-op Agreement*
• Proof of Insurance, if applicable

* NOTE: The item(s) being purchased must be highlighted in the agreement. 
All items being purchased must match the piggyback contract EXACTLY.

Sole Source

Required: Memo to Finance containing the following information:

• Vendor Quotation
• Sole source letter from the distributor and/or Sole 

source letter from the manufacturer
• Proof of Insurance, if applicable

Proof of Insurance: If a vendor enters City property to perform work, insurance is required: General 
Liability, Auto, Workers Comp. City of Parkland must be named as an additional insured. If at any 
point during the fiscal year the vendor’s insurance expires, the Department must obtain an updated 
certificate. It’s the Department’s responsibility to track insurance certificates & expiration dates. 

Contracts: If any purchase process requires a contract, the Department is 
responsible for maintaining the contract. A copy of all contracts must be in PDF 
form and sent to the City Clerk where it will be saved on the common drive. The 
Department is responsible for sending updated and new contracts to the City Clerk.

Purchase Order Policies





PURCHASE ORDER 
AND ACCOUNTS 
PAYABLE OVERVIEW

Department of Finance and 
Administrative Services
City of Parkland

File Location: K:\Purchase Order Information\Purchase Order & AP Overview



Required: Memo to Finance explaining the purchase and
containing the following information:

Piggyback/Co-op

• Vendor Quotation
• Copy of current Piggyback/Co-op Agreement*
• Proof of Insurance, if applicable

* NOTE: The item(s) being purchased must be highlighted in the agreement. 
All items being purchased must match the piggyback contract EXACTLY. 
Items that are not on the piggyback contract cannot be purchased.

Sole Source
Required: Memo to Finance explaining the purchase and
containing the following information:

• Vendor Quotation
• Sole source letter from the distributor and/or Sole 

source letter from the manufacturer
• Proof of Insurance, if applicable

Proof of Insurance: If a vendor enters City property to perform work, insurance is required: General 
Liability, Auto, Workers Comp. City of Parkland must be named as an additional insured. If at any 
point during the fiscal year the vendor’s insurance expires, the Department must obtain an updated 
certificate. It’s the Department’s responsibility to track insurance certificates & expiration dates. 

Contracts: If any purchase process requires a contract, the Department is responsible for 
maintaining the contract. A copy of all contracts must be in PDF form and sent to the City Clerk 
where it will be saved on the common drive. The Department is responsible for sending updated 
and new contracts to the City Clerk.

Purchase Order Policies





City of Parklan11 
6600 University Ori· e 

Parkland, Florida 32 )67 
Tel. (954) 753-504~ 
Fax (954) 341-5161 

TAX EXEMPT ID #85-8012739778C-9 

VE!'\DOR: 

Mullings Engineering Services 

Landscaping Division lnc. 

6289 West Sunrise Blvd. 122 

Sunrise, FL 333 13 

VENDOR NO. VENDOR PHONE NUMBER 

00001651 (954) 583-2441 

SHTPPING INSTRUCTIONS 

Kristine M Veselinovic 

lTE:\1 QTY U/M DF:SCRJPTlONff ASK 

SHIP TO: 

Public Works 

6500 Parkside Drive 

Parkland, FL 33067-

TERMS 

0 

PRO CODE 

l 0.00 Tcrramar Park replacement bermuda 
sod 

TAXABLE: No 

CONFIRMTNG: 

SPECIAL INSTRUCTIONS 

PURCHASE ORDER 
No. 0000000201 

BlLLTO: 

City of Parkland 

6600 University Drive 

Parkland, FL 33067 

DATE REQUlRED DELIVERY DATE 

04/1512014 09/3012014 

Accou ·T UNrT PRICE AMOUNT 

001-3915-572-4640 5,502.00 5,502.00 

SUBTOTAL: 5,502.00 

TAX: 0.00 

SHIPPTNG: 0.00 

TOTAL: 5,502.00 

fMPORTANT: OUR ORDER NUMBER MUST APPEAR ON EVERY rNVOICE AND PACKAGE 

!:>c:.c REVERSE FOR TERMS AND CONDITIONS. 

PLEASE NOTIFY US IMMEDIATELY IF YOU ARE 
UNABLE TO SHIP COMPLETE ORDER BY DATE 
SPECIFIED. 



iversity Drive 
, Florida 33067 
4) 753-5040 

54) 341-5161 
D #85-8012739778C-9 

Mullings Engineering Services 

Landscaping Division Inc. 

6289 West Sunrise Blvd. 122 

Sunrise. FL 33313 

VENDOR NO. VENDOR PHONE NUMBER 

00001651 (954) 583-2441 

Sl:lJPPING INSTRUCTIOl"S 

Kristine M Veselinovic 

ITEM QTY U/M DESCRIPTION/TASK 

SHIP TO: 

Public Works 

6500 Parkside Drive 

Parkland, FL 33067-

TERMS 

0 

PRO CODE 

1 0.00 Quigley Park sod insta llation project· 

as approved by Commission 

TAXABLE: No 

CONFIRMING: 

SPECIAL INSTRUCTIONS 

SE FL Government Purchasing 

Co-Op Contract 

Insurance 

PURCHASE ORDER 
No. 0000000200 

BlLL TO: 

City of Parkland 

6600 University Drive 

Parkland, FL 33067 

DATE REQUIRED DELIVERY DATE 

04/ 16/2014 09130/2014 

ACCOUNT UNIT PRICE AMOUNT 

301-725 l-539-65 J 0 52,272.00 52,272.00 

SUBTOTAL: 

TAX: 

SHIPPrNG: 

TOTAL: 

52,272.00 

0.00 

0.00 

52,272.00 

IMPORTANT: OUR ORDER WMBER MUST APPEAR ON EVERY INVOICE AND PACKAGE 

..,i:E REVERSE FOR TERMS AND CONDITIONS 

PLEASE NOTIFY US IMMEDIATELY IF YOU ARE 
UNABLE TO SHIP COMPLETE ORDER BY DATE 
SPECIFIED. 



City of Parkland 
6600 University Drive 

Parkland, Florida 33067 
Tel. (954) 753-5040 
Fax (954) 341-5161 

cXEMPT ID #85-8012739778C-9 

VEN'DOR: 

Mullings Engineering Services 

Landscaping Division Inc. 

6289 West Sunrise Blvd. 122 

Sunrise, FL 33313 

VE NDOR NO. VENDOR PHONE NUMBER 

1651 (954) 583-2441 

S ELTPPL'IG INSTRUCTIONS 

Kristine M Veselinovic 

ITEM QTY U/M OESCRrJ>TlON/TASK 

SHCPTO: 

Public Works 

6500 Parkside Drive 

Parkland, FL 33067-

TERMS 

0 

PRO CODE 

I 0.00 Bermuda Sod for Terramar and Pine 
Trails Parks 

TAXABLE: 0 

CONFIRMrNG: 

PURCHASE ORDER 
No. 0000000236 

BILL TO: 

City of Parkland 

6600 University Drive 

Parkland, FL 33067 

DATE REQUIRED DELIVERY DATE 

08/08/2014 09/30/2014 

ACCOUNT UNIT PRICE AMOUNT 

001-3915-572-4640 28,699.00 28,699.00 

SUBTOTAL: 

TAX: 

SHIPPrNG: 

TOTAL: 

28,699.00 

0.00 

0.00 

28,699.00 

IMPORTANT: OUR ORDER NUMBER MUST APPEAR ON EVERY f1\'VOICE AND PACKAGE 

.EVERSE FOR TERMS AND CONDITIONS 

PLEASE NOTIFY US IMMEDIATELY IF YOU ARE 
UNABLE TO SHIP COMPLETE ORDER BY DATE 
SPECIFIED 



City of Parkland 
6600 University Drive 

Parkland, Florida 33067 
Tel. (954) 753-5040 
Fax (954) 341-5161 

TAX EXEMPT ID #85~8012739778C-9 

VENDOR: 

Mullings Engineering Services 

Landscaping Division Inc. 

6289 West Sunrise Blvd. 122 

Sunrise, FL33313 

VENDOR NO. VENDOR PHONE NUMBER 

1651 (954) 583-2441 

SHIPP,ING INSTRUCTIONS 

Kristine M Veselinovic 

ITEM QTY VIM DESCRIPTION/TASK 

SHIP TO: 

Public Works 

6500 Parkside Drive 

Parkland, FL 33067-

TERMS 

0 

PRDCODE 

1 0.00 removal and replacement ofbermuda 
sod at both Terramar and Pine Trails 
Parks 

TAXABLE: No 

CONFIRMING: 

DATE 

05/20/2015 

ACCOUNT 

PURCHASE ORDER · 
No. 0000000447 

BILL TO: 

City of Parkland 

6600 University Drive 

Parkland, FL 33067 

REQUIRED DELIVERY DATE 

09/30/2015 

UNIT PRICE AMOUNT 

301-7251-539-6510 84,400.00 84,400.00 

SUBTOTAL: 

TAX: 
SHIPPING: 

TOTAL: 

84,400.00 

0.00 

0.00 

84,400.00 

IMPORTANT: OUR ORDER NUMBER MUST APPEAR ON EVERY INVOICE AND PAC:: 

SEE REVERSE FOR TERMS AND CONDITIONS. 

PLEASE NOTIFY US IMMEDIATELY IF YOU ARE 
Ul\lABLE TO SHIP COMPLETE ORDER BY DATE 
SPECIFIED. ~) 

= \1($5,000>) 





CONSENTAGENDAITEM #2: 

RESOLUTIONNO. 2014-74: 

SODREPLACEMENTFOR
SPORTSFIELDS
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To: 

From: 

Date: 

CitY of Parkland 
Memorandum 

Nancy Morando, Finance Director 

Bill Mason, Operations Superintendent ~ 
April 8, 2014 

Subject: Broward County Cooperative Purchasing Group Contract 066-2730-12/DJL 
With Mullings Engineering for Sod and Sod Installation. 

Public Works is requesting to participate in the above contract for the installation of new sod 
at Quigley Park. 

On April 2, 2014 Parkland City Commission approved this purchase with Resolution No. 
2014-21. 

We are requesting a Purchase order in the amount of $52,272.00 taken from Capital 
Improvements Account 301-7251-539-6510 Quigley Park to cover the services of removing 
and disposing 130,680 square feet of existing sod and the purchase and installation of 130,680 
square feet of Bermuda Celebration Certified Rolls. 

I will review the purchases to assure the pricing is consistent with the cooperative purchasing 
group contract and to as~ure completion by the contracts end. 

All corresponding back up is attached for your review, if you have any questions please call 
me. 

Thank you 

mmagli
Rectangle



To: 

From: 

Date: 

Subject: 

Nancy Morando, Finance Director 

Bill Mason, Operations Superintendent ~ 

April 15, 2014 

Broward County Cooperative Purchasing Group, 
Sod Replacement Piggyback Request with Mullings Engineering 

Public Works is requesting to piggyback the Broward County Cooperative Bid for the 
removal and replacement of 13,755 square feet of Bermuda Sod at Terramar Park. 

The City of Boynton Beach is acting as lead agency and accepted RFP# 066-2730-12/DJL 
with Mullings Engineering on November 1, 2012. 

Public Works is requesting a Purchase Order in the amount of $5,502 taken from account 
#001.3915.572.4640 Park Maintenance to cover the cost of this project. 

Public Works will also ensure that the price/quantity invoiced is in accordance with the co-op 
bid and ensure that work is completed before expiration of the contract on October 31, 2014. 

All supporting documentation is attached for your review. If you have any additional 
questions please let me know. 

Thank you. 



 
City of Parkland 

 Memorandum 
 

   

To:  Nancy Morando, Finance Director 

   

From:  Frederick Finnerty, Public Works Supervisor     

 

Date:  July 18, 2014   

 

Subject: Broward County Cooperative Purchasing Group, 

                        Sod Replacement Piggyback Request with Mullings Engineering  

 

 

 

 

Public Works is requesting to piggyback the Broward County Cooperative Bid for the 

removal and replacement of 71,747.5 square feet of Bermuda Sod at Terramar Park and Pine 

Trails Park   

 

The City of Boynton Beach is acting as lead agency and accepted RFP# 066-2730-12/DJL 

with Mullings Engineering on November 1, 2012. 

 

Public Works is requesting a Purchase Order in the amount of $28,699.00 taken from account 

#001.3915.572.4640 Park Maintenance to cover the cost of this project.    

 

Public Works will also ensure that the price/quantity invoiced is in accordance with the co-op 

bid and ensure that work is completed before expiration of the contract on October 31, 2014. 

 

All supporting documentation is attached for your review. If you have any additional 

questions please let me know. 

 

Thank you. 

 

    



To: 

From: 

Date: 

Subject: 

City of Parkland 
Memorandum 

Nancy Morando, Finance Director ()/) 

Frederick Finnerty, Public Works Supervisor -Ff 
May 11, 2015. 

Broward County Cooperative Purchasing Group, 
Sod Replacement Piggyback Request with Mullings Engineering 

Public Works is requesting to piggyback the Broward County Cooperative Bid for the 
removal and replacement of21 l,OOO square feet of Bermuda Sod at Terramar Park and Pine 
Trails Park. 

The City of Boynton Beach is acting as lead agency and accepted RFP# 066-2730-12/DJL 
with Mullings Engineering on November 1, 2012, with a renewal term from November 1, 
2014 through October 31, 2015. 

Public Works is requesting a Purchase Order in the amount of $84,400.00 taken from account 
#301-7251-53 9-6510 Field Renovations to cover the cost of this project. 

Public Works will also ensure that the price/quantity invoiced is in accordance with the co-op 
bid and ensure that work is completed before expiration of the contract on October 31, 2015. 

All supporting documentation is attached for your review. If you have any additional 
questions please let me know. 

Thank you. 



OIG 16-006-B 

APPENDIX A 



June 4, 2018 

John W. Scott, Inspector General 
Broward Office of the Inspector General 
One North University Drive, Suite 111 
Plantation, Florida 33324 

CITY OF PARKLAND 
6600 University Drive 

Parkland, Florida 33067 
Office: (954) 753-5040 •Fax: (954) 341-5161 

www.cityofparkland.org 

Re: Office oflnspector General Preliminary Report Ref. No. OIG 16-006-B 

Dear Mr. Scott: 

The City of Parkland (City) is in receipt of the Office of Inspector (OIG) Preliminary Report 
referenced above regarding Sod, Sod Installation, and Ground Preparation. I have reviewed your 
report and its findings with my staff and our City Attorney. While we are disappointed we made 
errors, we pride ourselves in accountability, correcting our mistakes, and learning from them to 
prevent a recurrence. Your comprehensive review of the numerous documents we provided, 
coupled with the report, will serve to refine our processes. 

When the OIG advised the City of the investigation and preliminary findings, City staff took 
immediate action and started working on implementing the recommendations contained in the 
OIG preliminary report as follows: 

• Until retention requirements expires, keep on file all documentation related to 
purchases, not just invoices and purchase orders. 

City response: The City provided two hours of mandatory Public Records training on 
5/16/18 and will provide a mandatory Records Retention training to staff to ensure 
compliance with Florida General Records Schedules set retention requirements and 
ensure all documentation related to purchases are maintained accordingly. We will 
require new staff members to obtain similar training in the future. 

• Train all staff members assigned the responsibility of purchasing oversight in 
identifying violations of the city code. 

City response: The City is currently developing a comprehensive procurement manual 
and a training program to ensure all staff members assigned the responsibility of 
purchasing oversight are well trained in identifying violations of the City code and 
following the City's Procurement Code. 



• Require user departments to verify that quantities purchased comport with the best 
option available in any price arrangement, including piggybacked contracts. 

City response: City staff will check to ensure that the correct line items are used when 
there are primary, secondary and tertiary line items in contracts. City staff members 
requesting the use of such contracts will have to have their respective Director or 
Assistant Director verify the line items prior to submitting to Purchasing. 

• Thoroughly review the agenda items and all back up to agenda items to ensure 
information presented to the commission is accurate. 

City response: The City will review all agenda items and back up material to ensure that 
all information presented to the City Commission is complete and accurate. 

• Ensure that vendors base invoices on actual quantities and not estimated quantities, 
unless otherwise specified in a contract, using delivery receipts to verify what was 
received. 

City response: City staff will ensure that tickets/invoices collected from vendors are 
matched and verified to items or services received from the vendors. The onsite Crew 
Leader or Superintendent will receive the items or services and verify by checking, 
measuring or counting the quantity received. 

• Evaluate whether the city has a valid basis for recovery from Mullings for any of the 
amounts the OIG determined the city overpaid it, and seek to obtain any such 
monies. 

City response: The City issued written notification to Mullings Engineering Services
Landscaping Division, Inc. (Mullings) for the recovery of the amounts the OIG 
determined the City overpaid. The City will keep the OIG informed on the recovery 
progress. 

The City welcomes your findings and, as referenced above, is in the process of making the 
necessary changes. With your report as the catalyst, it is our intent to improve the City's service 
to our residents and enhance our standing as worthy stewards of public funds. 

Please pass along to your staff my personal thanks for their unwavering commitment to ensuring 
the integrity of the work of all municipalities. Should you need anything further from our City 
now or in the future, do not hesitate to reach out to me directly. 



OIG 16-006-B 
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The Meier 
------FIRM 

Law To Business 

June 5, 2018 

Via Email (illspectorge11er11@ roward.org) a11d US Mail 
John W. Scott, Inspector General 
Broward Office of the Inspector General 
One North University Drive, Suite 111 
Plantation, FL 33324 

From the desk of: Chrmopher P. Meier. Esq. 
300 South Pine Island Road. Suite 218 

Plantation, Florida 33324 
954.773.8432 (Telephone) 

954.880.3648 (facsimile) 
Email: chnstopner.mc1er@themc1erlirm.com 

Re: OIG Preliminary Report; Ref. No.: OIG 16-006-B 
Client: Mullings Engineering Services, LLC 
Our File No.: 0146.0001 

Dear Mr. Scott, 

As you know I represent Mullings F.nginecring Services, LLC and its principals 
(collectively referred to as "Mullings Engineering"). I write this letter 10 you on behalf of my 
client in response to lhe Broward Office of the Tnspeclor General 's (''OIG") leuer da1ed May 8, 
2018. 

Mullings Engineering has reviewed in detail the OIG's Preliminary Report titled 
Misconduct in the City of Parkland's Procurement of Sod, Sod Installa1ion, and Group 
Preparation ("Preliminary Report"). We \•ere very pleased to see lhc OIG came to the correc1 
conclusion by finding no misconduct on Mullings' part. See Footnote 4, Page I of the 
Preliminary Report, wherein the OIG states it "did not find Mullings engaged in misconduct." 
The above stated, Mullings Engineering would like to address some of the major points raised in 
the Preliminary Report. 

City of Parkland's Use of M11lfi11gs E11gi11eering Services, LLC 

Mullings Engineering diligently and timely provided its sod laying services to the City of 
Parkland (''Parkland") as requested of it by the city. As the OIG knows, Parkland's former Public 
Works Supervisor indicated that he wru; pleased with Mullings Engineering's services. Further, 
Mull ings Engineering had no duty to ensure that Parkland utilized Tropic Landscaping and Lawn 
Maintenance, Inc. ("Tropic .. ) for its sod needs. Contrary to Parkland's Superintendent of Parks 

't!:JfN.lhemeierfirm . com 



John W. Scon, Inspector General 
June 5, 2018 

and Special F.vents Armando Puentes, Jr.'s statements, Mullings Engineering never in a ny way 
shape or form, either verbally or in writing, ever stated that it would match Tropic's lower 
bid prices and Mullings Engineering is plea~oo that the OIG did not conclude that Mullings 
Engineering ever made such an assertion. See Page 16 of the Preliminary Report. 

Additionally, from having been in the sod industry for thirteen (13) years, Mullings 
Engineering has heard on many occasions that Trop ic is oftentimes non-responsive or otherwise 
turns down work. Because of this it will not do all jobs that may be requested of it. As such 
Mullings Engineering respectfully disagrees \\ith the OIG's determination that Parkland 
"overpaid at least $33,631 .55" by not utilizing Tropic's services over Mullings Engineering's 
services. Such assumes that Tropic wa5 willing to perfonn the work for a lower price, and again 
resting on Mullings Engineering' s knowledge of the indu.~try, it docs not believe the likelihood 
of Tropic's having done the Parkland work to be very high at all. 

Grou11d Preparation 

Mr. Puentes requested Mullings Engineering to include ground preparation with the 
services it provided to Parkland. It was Mullings Engineering's understanding that Mr. Puentes 
requested such because Parkland did not have the adequate manpower to prepare the various 
ground areas that Mullings Engineering's wa.~ to lay sod over. Mullings Engineering did what 
v.<as asked of it by Parkland regarding the ground preparation services, and it did it at a 
competitive price. Mullings Engineering was not duty bound to ensure that Parkland adhered to 
its own purchasing code requirement when Parkland purchased such services from it. 

Additionally, Mullings Engineering was very clear to Parkland that its services often 
times included grow1d preparation. The 0 10 recognized this by citing an emai l from Mullings 
Engineering indicating its services included "sod removal and installation( ... ]." See PaJ:e 14 of 
the Preliminary Report. Further, had Mullings Engineering not performed the ground preparation 
work (cited as being valued at $50,940.28 in the Preliminary Report). someone or some entity 
would have had to perform the work, and such would have equated to $50,940.28 or more in 
expenditures. 

Sod Used 

Regarding the types of sod used, Mullings Engineering used the best and most 
competitively priced sod available throughout lhe entire region to timely complete the work that 
was requested of it from Parkland. Further, any changes in the types of sod thai were provided 
by Mullings Engineering to Parkland were first approved by the supervisor of the proj ect. 

The Preliminary Report states, on this subject, that Parkland taxpayers could have saved 
$18,162.84 by choosing '1he lowest bidder and the lower priced sod type." Respectfully 
Mullings Engineering asserts that such is not the case because a.) the lowest bidder Tropic was 
likely non- responsive to Parkland's request 10 do the work, and b.) the lower priced sod would 
not have been available. 



John W. Scott, Inspector General 
June 5, 2018 

Co11clusio11 

To reiterate we are very pleased OJG has found no misconduct on Mullings 
Engineering's part. Thal said Mull ings Engineering wishes to bring attention to the fact that the 
OIG found "misconduct occurred in [Parkland)" s purchase and oversight of sod and related 
services through a pigi,,'Ybacked contract." See Page 6 of the Preliminary Report. 

My client had no duty to ensure that Park.land adhered to its own policies and procedures 
when they city contracted with it, nor was my client under any duty to ensure that Park.land 
utilized the primary vendor for any of the services contemplated by the Southeast Florida 
Government Purcha~ing Cooperative Group. Mullings F.ngincering was very clear as to all 
services it provided to Parkland, and it obtained authority to provide such services to Parkland 
from its then Superintendent of Parks and Special Events, Armando Puentes, Jr. 

We draw light to this fact, Frankly, in an effort to strongly discourage Parkland from 
taking any non-substantiated and retaliatory action(s) against Mullings Engineering for 
Parkland's own shortcomings. If Parkland chooses to take this route, my cl ient will defend 
against such aggressively and in doing so it will seek to recoup all of its permissible costs and 
attorney's fees associated with Parkland's initiating of such a non-meritorious action. 

ln closing, Mullings Engineering's asse;ts that its non-comment on all points raised in the 
OIG's voluminous Preliminary Report should not necessary be constmed as Mullings 
Engineering's acqu iescing to such points. 

Mullings Engineering thanks the OIG for being given the opportunity to be heard on this 
matter. Of course if you have any further questions please do not hesitate to contact me. 

V cry truly yours, 

CC: Client 
Carol "Jodie" Breece (cbreece'll:.broward.or,:) 
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