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Dear Mr. Connarton,

You asked the Office of the Inspector General to examine the Middlesex Retirement
System’s renovations of their new headquarters at 25 Linnell Circle in Billerica. Your
request followed suspicions raised by Middlesex’s auditors as well as the Public
Employee Retirement Administration Commission’s own audit team.

| am writing to report the results of my office’s review of the renovation project as you
requested. | plan to get back to you about the other matters raised in the audit at a later
date.

Our investigation has uncovered numerous falsified documents apparently created to
convey the appearance that a valid competitive selection process had been conducted
when, in fact, no competition existed. The Middlesex Retirement Board, in its response
to auditors Powers & Sullivan, represented that “all subcontracts were awarded after
receipt of three (3) bids.” That did not happen.

In fact, our investigation uncovered that the winning general contractor knew the prices
of both bidders he had to beat, knowledge that completely eliminated any semblance of
competition.

The board’s actions in this matter represent a profound breach of public trust and a
misuse of beneficiaries’ money.

Our investigation also uncovered numerous instances of Middlesex Retirement Board



members’ lack of the “care, skill, prudence and diligence” required of them under M.G.L.
c. 32, 823 in their role as fiduciaries of the $600 million pension fund.

While the Middlesex Retirement System has argued that it is exempt from the state’s
Uniform Procurement Act under M.G.L. ¢.30B § 1(b)(19) when it procures services, this
is a construction project and, therefore, on any level, M.G.L ¢.30B is irrelevant. No
exemption from any law gives license to create false documents designed to give the
impression of a competitive process.

Here are the facts as we have been able to establish them.

Improper General Contractor Selection

In September 2002, the Middlesex Retirement System paid $6 million for an office
building at 25 Linnell Circle to serve as its headquarters as well as an investment. The
board had hired a real estate firm, Bovis Lend Lease, to find, renovate and manage
their new headquarters and was preparing to renovate the portion of the building the
pension fund would inhabit.

However, days after the building’s purchase, the Middlesex Retirement System board
voted 3-2 to fire Bovis. Two days later — at an unusual Saturday meeting — they hired a
new general contractor.

In recent interviews, board members attributed the change to suspicions that Bovis’
prices were too high. Contemporaneous staff notes and correspondence between Bovis
and James E. Fahey Jr., then the board’s chairman, tell a different story. Those
documents indicate that board members were angry at Bovis’ lack of accommodation
towards certain subcontractors favored by board member Lawrence P. Driscoll.

On Oct. 3, 2002, a three-member subcommittee — made up of Mr. Driscoll, John H.
Burke Sr. and James M. Gookin, the three individuals who voted to fire Bovis — was
given responsibility for overseeing the renovation. Thomas F. Gibson, then the board’s
general counsel, recommended that the subcommittee get three quotes before hiring a
general contractor. Two days later, this subcommittee voted to hire as general
contractor John C. MacDonald, a longtime friend of Mr. Driscoll and Mr. Burke.

Meeting minutes give the appearance of a competitive process by listing the three bids
the subcommittee reviewed. In their response to Powers & Sullivan and interviews with
my staff, board members defended Mr. MacDonald’s hiring as a legitimate, competitive
procurement, saying Mr. MacDonald’s “bid” was the lowest of three received by the
subcommittee. The other two ostensible bids were from Bovis and a Peabody contractor
named Howard A. Squires.

While the minutes state that the subcommittee considered three prices before hiring Mr.
MacDonald, the investigation by my staff has established there was no bona fide
competition.



Two of the “bids” do not meet any conventional definition of a bid. Mr. Squires had a
business association with Mr. MacDonald shortly before the Middlesex renovation was
undertaken. Mr. Squires and Mr. MacDonald both told my staff that Mr. Squires verbally
provided a price of $595,000 to Middlesex — but that the quote was relayed through Mr.
MacDonald. In an interview, Mr. Squires said when he gave his price to Mr. MacDonald,
he did not know that Mr. MacDonald was himself trying to get the job.

In addition, in an apparent attempt to follow Mr. Gibson’s recommendation, the
subcommittee revived Bovis’ last offer of $660,000 and called it a third bid. However,
the board had already sent a letter formally notifying Bovis of its termination. By the time
the subcommittee met to review the bids on Oct. 5, 2002, Bovis’ bid was no longer
active.

In an interview, Mr. MacDonald said he knew both Bovis’ price and Mr. Squires’ price
when he gave verbal quotes to the subcommittee. In other words, Mr. MacDonald knew
the numbers he had to beat. Such insider knowledge breaks the cardinal rule of
competitive procurement.

Mr. MacDonald said he created both his and Mr. Squires’ proposals on paper only after
he was hired by the Middlesex Retirement System. Both bids are dated Oct. 7, 2002,
two days after the subcommittee voted to hire Mr. MacDonald.

Mr. MacDonald also said that two years later, he created a second version of Squires’
bid — one that looked nicer — after Powers & Sullivan raised questions about the
authenticity of the bids.

Middlesex Retirement System officials insist the hiring of Mr. MacDonald was legitimate
but have scant evidence to bolster their position. Chairman Fahey and board member
Brian Curtin, the two members not on the subcommittee, said they were uninvolved in
the renovation project.

Subcommittee member Mr. Gookin said he could not recall whether he saw bids for
contractors or subcontractors. Subcommittee Chairman Burke acknowledged that, as a
result of a serious leg injury, he was heavily medicated at the time and his participation
in the process — and all other official retirement board business — was impaired. He said
he did not see many of the bids when they came in, in part because he participated in
meetings by phone.

Mr. Driscoll, the fifth board member, said the subcommittee had “something in writing”
on the day of the vote but he was unsure whether the papers he saw were the
documents currently in Middlesex’s files. Like the other board members, Mr. Driscoll
said he did not know how the board received the bids, who had physical custody of the
proposals, or any other details of the bids. He could not explain why Mr. MacDonald’s
and Mr. Squires’ bids are dated Oct. 7, 2002.



Circumstantial evidence supports Mr. MacDonald’s account that he verbally
communicated both his and Mr. Squires’ numbers to Mr. Driscoll and created the
paperwork only after he had been hired. For example, Mr. MacDonald said that after he
was hired, he was told that the board needed proposals on paper. He used a common
computer-generated bid form to create the nearly identical proposals for himself and Mr.
Squires. Also, Mr. MacDonald’s written proposal calls for the Middlesex Retirement
System to pay the subcontractors directly — a requirement that meeting minutes show
was first raised on Oct. 5, 2002 following the vote to hire Mr. MacDonald.

There are some discrepancies and ambiguities in various parties’ accounts of the
details of Mr. MacDonald’s hiring. Mr. MacDonald, in his account to my staff, said Mr.
Driscoll had told him he was too small to be considered for the job. As a result, Mr.
MacDonald said he told Mr. Squires, who had a more established business, to submit a
bid. Mr. MacDonald said he told Mr. Squires that if he bid $600,000, Mr. MacDonald
would run the job, and both men would make money. Mr. Squires said Mr. MacDonald
gave him the impression that he hoped for some subcontracting work if Mr. Squires won
the job. Also, Mr. MacDonald stated that a Middlesex board member, most likely Mr.
Driscoll, told him what Bovis’ price was. Mr. Driscoll denies telling Mr. MacDonald Bovis’
price or that he was too small to win the job.

These inconsistencies do not materially alter the larger picture. Patently fraudulent
documents were created to enable a longtime friend of two Middlesex Retirement
System board members to oversee a $590,000 renovation project, a job on which he
earned more than $100,000 in a matter of about 10 weeks. Immediately following
completion of the project, Mr. MacDonald was hired on staff by the board to manage the
25 Linnell Circle property.

Suspect Subcontractor Bids: Suspended Ceiling

Regarding the subcontracting work, the investigation by my staff has found that despite
the paperwork in the Middlesex Retirement System’s files, there was little competitive
bidding involved in the renovation project. Many of the putative bids are fabrications.
Others are suspect for other reasons, including possible collusion. In some categories
of work, the board voted to award contracts without even the appearance of a
competitive process.

The bids for installing a suspended ceiling made of acoustical tile provide one example
of the bogus bids and how they might have cost beneficiaries of the pension fund.

On Oct. 23, 2002, the subcommittee voted to award a $43,750 contractto C & G
Suspended Ceilings. The two other bids in Middlesex’s files were higher. Both,
however, were fabricated. In interviews, the two losing bidders for the acoustical ceiling
tile contract said they had not submitted bids to the Middlesex Retirement System, any
of its board members or staffers, or Mr. MacDonald, the general contractor for the
building project.



In response to a documents request, the Middlesex Retirement System provided a
handwritten bid allegedly from B & B Acoustical Contractor Inc. The handwriting
matches other documents from Middlesex’s files that are signed “Jack Mac,” Mr.
MacDonald’s nickname. In an interview, Mr. MacDonald acknowledged that the
handwriting on the document appeared to be his. However, he said he did not
remember creating the B&B bid and had no idea where it came from.

Certainly, it did not come from B&B. The company went out of business in December
1999 — nearly three years before the Middlesex Retirement System allegedly received
the bid in October 2002 — a fact confirmed by both the owner of the defunct firm and its
former landlord.

The second losing bid in Middlesex’s files is allegedly from Allan Construction, Inc.
However, the company’s owner said the signature on the bid is neither his nor anyone
else’s from his company. He said the form in Middlesex’s files was not one he used for
estimates. He backed that up by providing the Inspector General with a copy of the
substantially different form he does use.

Allan Construction never submitted the $44,900 bid reviewed by the Middlesex
Retirement System’s building subcommittee at its Oct. 23, 2002 meeting. However,
records obtained from Bovis, Middlesex’s original general contractor, included a bid
from Allan Construction. The Burlington firm, a union shop, gave a proposal to Bovis to
install the ceiling for $37,787 — about $6,000 less than what Middlesex paid for the
same work using the same materials.

Suspect Subcontractor Bids: Drywall

The drywall bids are suspect for different reasons. The Middlesex Retirement Board
subcommittee awarded a $93,956 contract to G. L. & S. Construction Inc. of
Tyngsborough, a firm headed by Gerard Levesque, on Oct. 23, 2002. Middlesex’s files
contain two different versions of G. L. & S. Construction’s computer-generated bid form.
Both are dated Sept. 30, 2002, when Bovis was still managing the project .

However, Bovis, according to records and interviews, never solicited a bid from G. L. &
S. Construction. (Bovis’ records show it solicited five drywall bids, two of which were
lower than G. L. & S. Construction’s price by more than $14,000. A third was $8,000
less.)

There were two losing drywall bids in Middlesex’s files, both of which are addressed to
Mr. Driscoll. One was from a Billerica firm called Int-Ex Wall Corp. The company’s
owner said the signature appeared to be his but he had no recollection of making the
proposal. As a result, he was uncertain whether he had bid on the job.

The other losing bid was $108,650, submitted by Walls Unlimited Inc. of Tewksbury,
which is owned by Clarence Levesque, the brother of Gerard Levesque, G. L. & S.
Construction’s owner. Clarence Levesque insisted his company’s bid was a legitimate



estimate put together by an employee.

This employee, who no longer works for Walls Unlimited, confirmed that he reviewed
the job and wrote up the bid in Middlesex'’s files. However, he noted that he had
submitted an earlier estimate of $93,000 — a figure below G. L. & S. Construction’s “low”
bid. He said Mr. Driscoll contacted him after receiving the first, lower estimate and told
him Middlesex had added work and that he should re-examine the plans. His $108,650
estimate notes “NEW WORK: As per plans. (9/5/02).” Neither of the other two bids
notes additional work. The project manual for the renovation is dated Sept. 5, 2002,
meaning any “new work” would have been added after that date.

A current Walls Unlimited employee also mentioned the $93,000 when my staff first
contacted the company. She later claimed that she had been confused and the $93,000
bid was for another job. In response to a documents request, Walls Unlimited provided
dozens of estimates written up by the former employee. However, Walls Unlimited was
unable to provide documentation showing an estimate for any other $93,000 job. They
also failed to produce the $93,000 estimate for the Middlesex Retirement System
project.

In an interview, Mr. Driscoll said he had no memory of being involved in the drywall
bidding.

As they had regarding the suspended ceiling bids, the other board members said they
had no knowledge of how the drywall bids ended up in Middlesex’s files. Mr. MacDonald
acknowledged he had a business relationship with Gerard Levesque prior to the
Middlesex Retirement System renovation project. He said he solicited a price from G. L.
& S. Construction but never contacted any other prospective bidders. Mr. MacDonald
said he had never seen the losing drywall bids.

In fact, virtually all the losing bids appear to have been fabricated. Mr. MacDonald, the
general contractor, said he used subcontractors he knew for the project and never
sought competitive bids for the work. He repeatedly told my staff that once the project
started he was too busy to solicit bids. (The Middlesex Retirement System did hire a
handful of subcontractors whose bids Bovis solicited before the company was fired. No
one has raised questions about the authenticity of these bids.)

Mr. MacDonald explained that he had gotten prices from friends and acquaintances
while he was putting together his estimate and felt obligated to use the subcontractors
who had helped him get the job. Soliciting other bids would have been useless since he
planned to use his friends for the job. Mr. MacDonald said he has no idea how the faked
bids arrived in Middlesex Retirement System files.

While Mr. MacDonald’s credibility may be questioned, none of the current and former
board members were able to offer any evidence that undermines Mr. MacDonald’s
contention. All board members, as well as Wayne MacDonald, the staffer who
supervised the renovation project, denied having any knowledge about how the bids



were solicited, who received the documents, or how they ended up in the pension fund’s
files. Other than Mr. Driscoll, no one even expressed any certainty that he had seen
them prior to the completion of the renovation. (Wayne MacDonald and John
MacDonald are not related.)

In other cases, the board voted to spend retirees’ savings without even the appearance
of a competitive process. For example, more than $23,000 in millwork was awarded to
Walter Sloper. Middlesex’s records show no other bids in this category of work and
contain no explanation for the lack of competing proposals. John MacDonald
acknowledged that Mr. Sloper is one of his best friends.

Mr. Driscoll’s In-Law “Wins” Insurance Contract

The creation of misleading documents extends beyond the renovation work. For
example, when Middlesex purchased the building in September 2002, Mr. Fahey
oversaw the procurement of commercial property insurance on the building. According
to meeting minutes, Middlesex Retirement System board members voted on Sept. 12,
2002 to issue a request for proposals for insurance. A document headed “Vendor List”
names four insurance firms as solicited for quotes on the insurance. The list has a
notation next to three of the companies’ names, stating “Did Not Respond.”

The three firms did not respond for a simple reason — they were never contacted by
anyone from the Middlesex Retirement System, according to interviews with each of the
three companies.

The firm which was contacted and was awarded the insurance business employs one of
Driscoll’s in-laws. That man is listed as the contact for the $12,467 bid.

In interviews, Mr. Fahey at first insisted, “We did solicit quotes.” However, he then said
Wayne MacDonald was assigned to round up bids for insurance. Wayne MacDonald
told my staff that Mr. Driscoll had given him the name of the winning insurance company
and that he never contacted the other companies on the vendor list. Mr. Fahey and
Wayne MacDonald both denied any involvement in creating the vendor list. Neither man
offered any explanation for how the document came to be created nor who created it.

The effect of the misleading document is clear: the creation of a false record of a bona
fide competitive procurement process where none had taken place.

Middlesex Board Members’ Reaction to Allegations

By itself, my staff's discovery of fraudulent bid documents would be worrisome.
However, there is another equally alarming failure.

Eighteen months ago, Powers & Sullivan raised questions about the authenticity of the
contractor and subcontractor bids, suspicions that were presented at a board meeting.
Among other things, Powers & Sullivan noted that the handwriting on several



subcontractor bids was similar to the general contractor’'s handwriting, an indication,
they said, that the general contractor might have faked the documents to create the
appearance of a competition where no competition existed.

Over the following year, the Middlesex Retirement System board reported Powers &
Sullivan’s findings to PERAC as required, but the Middlesex Retirement System never
took any steps to investigate the substance of the auditor’s charges. Instead, its efforts
were limited to submitting rebuttals to the auditor’s findings, such as that the auditor was
“unqualified to render such expert opinions (on handwriting), and such opinions should
not be included in the audit findings.”

During that time, an affidavit arrived over the fax machine from Howard Squires, one of
the bidders Powers & Sullivan had raised questions about. According to Mr. Gibson, the
affidavit was unsolicited and addressed to him as chairman. The affidavit stated that Mr.
Squires had provided a legitimate proposal, contrary to Powers & Sullivan’s suspicions.
Without attempting to verify the provenance of the affidavit, Middlesex Retirement
System board members in their response to Powers & Sullivan pronounced themselves
satisfied that the suspect bid was authentic.

Lax Oversight

In recent weeks, my staff has interviewed the five current members of the Middlesex
Retirement Board as well as former chairman Fahey. Each man was interviewed in the
presence of at least one lawyer representing the Middlesex Retirement Board. In these
interviews, each Middlesex Retirement Board member showed a lax attitude towards
his fiduciary duties.

Mr. Gookin, a former captain on the Lowell Police Department and the member
appointed by the other four, said he has no memory of ever personally reviewing any
bids for the building renovation - either for general contractor or for subcontractors. He
said he has no knowledge of how bids were solicited or who received them. Mr. Gookin
said he believes any subcommittee meeting held on a Saturday, including the first one
on Oct. 5, 2002, during which John MacDonald was hired, would have been conducted
over the phone, an apparent violation of the state’s open meeting law.

Mr. Curtin, the Burlington treasurer and the appointee of the Middlesex Retirement
System Advisory Committee, said he was not at all involved in the bids for the
renovation project after Bovis was fired. He said he first became aware of questions
being raised about the authenticity of some bids when Powers & Sullivan met with him
and Mr. Gibson in the fall of 2004. Mr. Curtin said Powers & Sullivan included him
because he served on Middlesex’s audit committee. Mr. Curtin said he has not taken
any steps of his own to determine the validity of the bids or examine the conduct of Jack
MacDonald, who is now a full-time employee of the Middlesex Retirement System,
making more than $60,000 a year.

Mr. Burke, a former Billerica firefighter and an elected member of the board since 1999,



told my staff that he had little involvement in the building renovations because of a
serious leg injury he suffered in May 2002. Mr. Burke — who was officially the chairman
of the building subcommittee — explained that his damaged leg left him “laid up” for 15
months while he was taking prescription painkillers to lessen the pain of his injury.

He freely acknowledged that the medications significantly impaired his participation in
board matters. Meeting minutes show that of the 35 board meetings held from May
2002 to January 2004, Mr. Burke attended seven by phone and 14 in person. Of those
he did attend, he said he remembers very little, largely because of the painkillers.
According to Mr. Burke, his prescribed medications even occasionally caused him to fall
asleep during meetings.

Like Mr. Gookin, Mr. Burke also said he attended building subcommittee meetings by
telephone although the subcommittee meeting minutes do not reflect this. And although
Mr. Burke, like Mr. Gookin, said he didn’t recall seeing any of the renovation bids, the
minutes of the Oct. 5, 2002 building subcommittee meeting describe Mr. Burke as
reviewing the general contractor bids for his fellow subcommittee members.

Mr. Driscoll told my staff that he does remember seeing both winning and losing bids
during the renovation project, making him the only board member to make that claim.
He said Wayne MacDonald and Jack MacDonald were responsible for getting bids.
(Wayne MacDonald told my staff he never saw any bids until after the renovation was
completed. As | indicated earlier, John MacDonald said he never saw any losing bids.)

Mr. Driscoll also said the subcommittee members made it clear they wanted three bids
for every category of subcontracting work. However, he said he knew nothing about
how bids were solicited, who received them, or what process was used to handle them
prior to a contract award. When asked by my staff about how closely he reviewed
competing subcontractor bids, Mr. Driscoll pointed to the dollar estimate on a proposal
and said that the price was the only part of the bid he looked at.

Like his colleagues, Mr. Driscoll said the board delegated the handling of issues raised
in the fall of 2004 by Powers & Sullivan to Mr. Gibson, the board chairman and former
legal counsel. Mr. Gibson promptly informed top PERAC managers. Auditing staff from
PERAC were sent to Middlesex Retirement System office where they examined the
documents cited by Powers & Sullivan and verified there was a basis for suspicion. Mr.
Gibson said these suspicions were relayed to the Attorney General’s office.

Over the next year, no one on the Middlesex Retirement System board, including Mr.
Gibson, made any independent effort to investigate the validity of the bids. By his own
description and that of other board members, Mr. Gibson thoroughly examined the
documents in question but did nothing beyond that.

In December, Middlesex Retirement System officials formally answered the issues
raised by Powers & Sullivan, with their collective response reported in the auditing firm’s
management letter. The board’s answers contained in that document are a product of



accepting at face value any favorable statement or document, such as the unsolicited
affidavit faxed to Mr. Gibson, while rejecting or minimizing the import of any records or
declarations that question any board member’s actions.

Mr. Fahey, who was chairman of the board from 1987 until 2004, seemed to sum up the
attitude of the board members when he expressed concern about the personal
relationship between Jack MacDonald, Mr. Driscoll and Mr. Burke but acknowledged
doing nothing about the apparent favoritism.

“I am not my brother’s keeper,” Mr. Fahey told my staff.

In fact, a fiduciary with responsibility for safeguarding more than $600 million of other
people’s retirement money should act as his brother’s keeper.

As | have detailed in this letter, numerous false documents were created in connection
with the Middlesex Retirement System’s renovation of its headquarters. Each of the
Middlesex Retirement System board members, as well as the relevant staff members,
has disavowed responsibility for fabricating the documents. Each has also denied
knowing anything about how these documents ended up in Middlesex’s files — a
responsibility that rests squarely on the board members.

| submit this report to you today in response to your request to my office to conduct this
investigation. The findings represent a very serious breach of fiduciary duty by the
Middlesex Retirement Board.

Together with the findings of your investigation into the $37 million loss that resulted
from Middlesex’s investment with Cambridge Financial Management, our findings raise
grave concerns about the “care, skill, prudence and diligence” of the board.

In particular, | note the following finding from your report:

“It is clear that the (Middlesex Retirement Board), in monitoring the
(Cambridge Financial Management) account, failed to abide by PERAC
Regulations, did not employ best practices and as a result the possibility
of discerning the true picture of what was transpiring in the CFM account
was diminished. The MRB did not require direct reports from CFM, did not
meet with CFM after (July 2001), did not make an annual determination of
CFM compliance with its mandate and did not review transaction and
brokerage costs. In addition, the MRB did not insist on as assessment of
CFM by (its consultant Wainwright Investment Counsel) as required by the
contract between WIC and the MRB and did not require various reports by
WIC to the MRB regarding the CFM account.”

- October 2005 Interim Investigative Report on the Middlesex Retirement
System and Cambridge Financial Management.

10



| understand that the PERAC commissioners have begun discussing whether to move
the Middlesex Retirement System’s $600 million portfolio into the Pension Reserves
Investment Trust. | believe the grave matters detailed in this letter, together with your
earlier report, support that move.

Please call me if | can be of any assistance as you consider steps to safeguard the
assets of the Middlesex Retirement System.

Sincerely,

6‘3‘—10—.‘? b-w}m

Gregory W. Sullivan
Inspector General

Encl.
cc: PERAC commissioners
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| have enclosed the following documents for your review:
1. Documents related to general contractor selection
John C. MacDonald’s proposal
Howard A. Squires’ proposal generated by Mr. MacDonald in 2002
Mr. Squires’ proposal generated by Mr. MacDonald in 2004
Mr. Squires’ affidavit
2. Documents related to suspended ceilings selection
Bid from C and G Suspended Ceilings
Bid attributed to Allan Construction
Bid attributed to B&B Acoustical Contractor
Note signed “Jack Mac”
3. Notes and correspondence documenting that Middlesex had preferred vendors

Wayne MacDonald’s handwritten notes describing Mr. Driscoll’s unhappiness
that Bovis isn’t considering “his vendors.”

Mr. Fahey’s handwritten notes describing conversation with Bovis employee Eric
Nelson regarding “our list” of subcontractors.

Letter from Mr. Nelson to Mr. Fahey

List of vendors the Middlesex Retirement Board sent to Bovis

4. Powers & Sullivan audit
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ﬂoor m saud building at 25 Limmell Circle, Bl]lcnu, MA
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2. Apply for, & cbtain Building Permits. _ .
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ACCEPTED:

' Signature W
i

DA’I'E //ﬂ" E’p;\ - Slgnann-e

@ E-Z CONTRACTORS FORMS FORM NO. PROPD

MRSIG 6649



Howard A. Squires -

Residential & Commercial Cmsulnng '
Services

Custom Building, fnc

8 Valley Circle

Peabody, MA 01960

SO0

-Phone: 978-977-0401
Fax: 978-977-3331
Cell: 978-815-4959

@

PROPOSAL

1 Page No. |

of 2 Pages

= 4 _
k. S :
RN
- L
N — — BATE
- PROPOSAL SUBMITTED TO: 10/7/02
NAME . JOB NAME
Middlesex Retirement System . -
STREET STREET
40 Thomdike St 25 Linnell Cacle
cIry cITY STATE °
Cambridae Billerica MA
STATE ) -1 PHONE
MA 02141 6174944175

We hereby submit specifications and estimate for:

Contractmg Prq]ect for Middlesex Retirement System, based upon plans subm:ucd to me for 25 Linnell Circle, BlllCﬂCZl, MA
2* Floor remodelmg of office space. Plan Heading: Construction Documents, Scpt 2002 by ADD Inc.

Breakdown of Contract will be submitted upon acceptance of Proposal.

L
Wc hercby propose to furnish labor and materials~complete in accordance with the above specifications, for the\sum oi‘ 595,000.00
Dollars ($Five Hundréd & Ninety-five Thousand & oonoo) with payments to bc made a5 follows:

To be agreed upon if acccpted

| All mater:al is guaﬂnlcnd to be as speuﬁcd. All work to be completed in 2 workamaulike manmer xccorrhng to mnhrd practices. Any alterution or deviation from abavc
specifications involving oxtrs costs will be executed only npoa writteg orders, and will
upon sirikes, accident or delays beyond our mmo& This prap

it
MEcS to

Authorized Signature ;

Plance

A

a.n-cxtn charge over and above the csnmzn:. All agreements contingent

[ The abo;re prices, specifications and conditions arc lumby acceptedd. You are suthorized to do the work as specifiol. Payment will be made as outlined above.

ACCEPTED: -

DATE

ACCEPTANCE OF PROPOSAL

‘Signature

Signaturc

O E-ZCONTRACTORS FORMS FORM NO. PROP23

MRSIG 6654



HOWARD A. SQUIRES

CUSTOM BUILDING & REMODELING

Residential & Commercial Consulting Services

PROPOSAL

_ -8 Valley Circle.
PEABODY, MASSACHUSETTS 01960
Telephone (508) 977-0401
Fax (508) 977-3331 .
PHONE DATE ,
10 617-494~4175 10/7/02
: ) JOB NAME / LOCATION B )
Middlesex Retirement System 25 Limnell Circle
40 Thorndike Stxeet Billerica, MA
Cambridge, MA 02141
JOB NUMBER JOB PHONE
Wahembym&ﬁd'spec-ﬁmnswestmmr T ST Bl

Contracting project for Middlesex Retirement System, based upon plans submitted to me

for 25 _L:’mnell Circle, Billerica, MA. 2nd floor_rem_odeling of office space.

Plan Heading:

Constﬁzctiox_i docufnentis, Sept 2002 by ADD, Inc.

Breakdovm of contract will be submitted upon acceptance of propééal.

We Pl’OpOSC hereby to hurnish material andlabor — complate in accordance with the above specitications, for the sum ut

_doilars{$ 595,000.00

Payment to be made as follows:

All material is guaranteed to be as spadisd. Al work to be compisted in a prolessional

manner amordng t0 standand practices Any alleralion or deviation from above specilica- Authonzed
fions involving extra costs will be exacuted only upon wiitien orders, and will become an extra Slgnamre

charge over and above the estmate, AR agreemants confingent Lpan strikes, accidents or

delays beyond our control Owner to cany fire, & do, and other

workers are fully coverad by Worker's Campansalion insum

y insurance. Our

Acceptance of Proposal The abovs prices, specilications and
conditions are satisfactary and are hergby accepted. You are authorized to-do Iha work.

as spacified. Payment will be made as auflined above.

Date of Acceplance:

_,_.,;,4 7” .W Ma}ﬁ-

“ Note: This propasal may be

wrthdzawn by us ll not accepted wuthm
LR P ey - T T SRR it SO

Signatura

Signature

- - o J A

MRSIG0263
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C AND G SUSPENDED CEILINGS
1488 TANNER ST
LOWELL, MA 01852
978-453-1535
FAX # 978-458-1232

NAME / ADDRESS

JACK MAC

MIDDLESEX R.ETIREMENT
25 LINELL CIRCLE
BILLERICA, MA.

Estimate

DATE

ESTIMATE #

' 10/21/2002

2615

TERMS - PROJECT

JOB NAME -

Due on receipt

MIDDLESEX RETIREME...

'DESCRIPTION

TOTAL

WE PROPOSE TO FURNISH AND 'iNSTALL:

2 BY 2 WHITE ARMSTRONG 916" GRID, WITH MATCHING 2 BY 2 WHITE ARMSTRONG
CIRRUS #589 CIRRUS REVEALED EDGE TILES.

ALSO IN A FEW SMALL AREAS . ACCOR_D[NG TO THE PRINT. WE WILL FURNISH AND
INSTALL: 2BY 2 WHITE FIRERATED ARMSTRONGY/16" GRID WITH MATCHING 2 BY 2
WHITE FIRERATED ARMSTRONG CIRRUS #577 REVEALED EDGE TILES.

ALL CEILINGS ARE TO BE HUNG TRUE AND LEVEL WITH THE AID OF LAZERS.

ALL EDGES OF REVEALED EDGE TILES ARE TO BE RABITTED AROUND MOLDINGS.
PRICE IS BASED ON WORKING DURING REGULAR WORKING HOURS.

PRICE 1S BASED ON USING 15/16" MOLDINGS , TO ALLOW FOR STRONGER HOLDING
AGAINST THE WALLS..

PRICE IS BASED ON A FLAT CEILING WITH NO SOFFITS OR SPLAYS TO BE DONE WITH
SUSPENDED CEILING MATERIALS.

PRICE IS BASED ON A CLEAN WORKING AREA

1 ALL DEMO AND DUMPSTER TO BE SUPPLIED BY OTHERS

.| ALL ELECTRICAL DEVICES ARE TO BE CUT AND INSTALLED BY OTHERS.

ALL DIFFUSERS ARE TO BE CUT AND INSTALLED BY OTHERS.

|\PLEASE ALLOW 2-3 WEEKS LEAD TIME TO ALLOW FOR ORDERING OF THE MATERIALS IN
1BULK.

C AND G WILL MEET ALL AGREED UPON COMPLETION DATES o
C AND G WILL PROVIDE A QUICK, CLEAN AND PROFESSIONAL WORKING CONDITION

| AGREE WITH ALL OF THE ESTIMATE

PLEASE SIGN AND FAX/MAIL BACK TO SCHEDULE

THANKYOU VERY MUCH

43,750.00

PAYMENT DUE 30 DAYS 1.5% MONTHLY WILL BE CHARGED ALL LEGAL FEES

PAID BY CUSTOMER , | TO.TAL

Page 1




S R : . Pag:rNu. !
ALLAN Censtruction Inc.’ . ’
Suspension Cellings PROPOSAL : of I Page
264 Cambridge St. ' : . :
Burlingten, MA ' '

Zowm

- L=
| ; - PROPOSAL SUBMITTED TO: Lt wm
| Middiercy Rﬂi{ei_i.tgl_.sm o 1213
STREET STREET
A0 Thornddee St . 25 Linnel! Corcle . —
cay : £y : . TSR T
Cumbridar L Hillerica I Ma '
TSTATE | i ) - PHONE ‘ R
L MaA p2141 ' BITAMA4LTS
We herchy submit specifications and estimate fors o

2X2 white 916" Grid & 2X2 ¥589 rovealed-edged Tiles m all mdm\m en Plan.

2X2 fire-rated A-‘nﬂh'mﬁ 9/16” Grid 2nd Armazong #577 fire-rated Ceiling Tiks tobe cscd in areas as shown on Plan.
No damo

Duropster 1o be provided on _;obsuc.

W: bcrcby propose to furnish labor and materials—eomplete 1 n zu:ocdam:: . with the abovc specifications, for me s of Forty-four -

| Thousand and Nme-huadr=d Dollars ($44,500.00} with pag,mmts to be made as follows:
Payments 1o be aranged if acompied,

Price dﬂcrmmcd from information on Plan ﬂmn, 2y change: o additional work is extra.

All marerhl is gusranteed 1a be as :p'acifud AT work 1o be corapletcd 383 weckmentibs ratea scoording fo sandard pnaicay Aoy 2licrution of deviation. from sbave
ypecifications involving e tosts will e cxenuted anly Bpon writca ordocs, zad wil become an U Chaeps ovor 20d abeve the imate. All agreomems contivgeont
wm\qndaﬂudday!bcynn&wmiﬁnmlyt#bw d:yslnc't' vaid thereafher 3f dhe eprion of the wodersigocd.

Authorized Skm: \

Accsm‘mcz I()F PROPGSAL

The abave prices, specificstions and conddinne 2re herthry sozpted You sré ootherizzd b do the work as speeifved. Pryment wikl be made s putlimed 2bove.
ACCEPTED: . -
Sigranre

i DATE - d Sigwanure

i

-

CLL CONTRACTORS FORMS FORM MO PROFTS




BaB ﬁmsinm Comnc%or:\tm
25 Tad u st ﬁl Pk m@/
Woburne . Mea.

Propasal Subrmitied Ta: - JebName - Job #

Mhdd lesex Retirewme 4T Sie b eetl 47
Addrass ; P R Job Locati : ) ’ ]
A% L.'LVLN@.” Cavele _ ' mellc’rtcg

: Toate

>, Hem Y.

: . , ' _ : S - : ﬁda Tac 7
We hereby submit specificatsons and estimates far: e mme e e e e o . o '

Nz whte efre endl TG "luL 4

- *’h 53‘ ) .-....[_-‘.:.é:\.lﬁ;..sér[ @.cﬁ - 5¢ "h {_f__g_-_.;_.-_

Data ol Plang

o 18] 62 __Sept- sz

Uesn7 aya Fieecated e dl

S @'c_L-Cl - A be e L LT2h WJAA‘__DJ( - T l s ge SR _ .

N5 bemo . ov clem p___:;__fbu o p Ste v

_swn(ecﬂ__b{ c;er;e; Al Cox .f'.: _ﬁ".'___f_._ﬁ_ﬁ;,fﬁi"ﬁ

?‘c’ Cbased o P IAW'I\ Ghowa CTaa ST
. LE ¥ ]m t'h WL el b de . e
B (P i _:D o /Y‘ns( vr[ #1-/ 7, 66—0

Wa propose hereby to fumish . alen I and Iabur— comple in accar -mth :he above spacsﬁcatlons far the sum of: ‘
S_ Uoﬁﬂ?s

with payrr_:ents to be made as follows:

© Ay aflersiigr: or deviation from above specheations nvoiving extra casts will be Hespeclfully
. execulad aniy upon writen order. and wil become an exra charge aver and submitted t l

above 1he aswmatg. All agreerments cantingen; upon sinkes, acadents, of defays
beyond our control ’ Nore — !hspmposal ay ba withdrawn by us 1f not accepled within I T o T days

@cceptance of Broposal

"The above prices. Speciicatans and conailians are sahslaclery a0 e Signalure
hereby accepted. You are authonzed lo do the wusk as specified.
Payrments will be made as Guined above.

Date of Acceptance Signature

2 NC3B19  vao musa . .

MRSIG 416¢
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Z zgea -1@:@5A4M  BOSTON FINANCIAL 617-433-8978 No.e3s  p 2,2
REAL ESTATE INVESTMENTS
SEPfember 23 2002 o R 3::::‘ "
’ ’ Lend Lagsa Rl Estale

M. James E. Fahey J: Esq. : (/ J Invastmants, Inc.
Chairman. ‘ : 101 Arch Biyest
Middlesex Retirement Sysnem S /’ ' Pl ih fEme
40 Thorndike Street ' : : Teephana

- Cambridge, MA 02141 a7 TaT804

) . . Factimla

E13-TT2-T811:

Dear Mz, Fahey:

1 write this letier with regards 1o the selacudn of m'bconu'actors for the renovation of 25 Linnell Circle, in

. particular the list of subcontractors prowded to Lend Lease by the Middlesex Retiroment System on

Thursday, Seplember 19, 2002.

" Al subcontmctors who provided sufficient contact information, ie.. 2 street addreas, wete sent injtial bid
packages via overnight delivery on Friday, September 20, 2002 The remaining subcomractors wero sent
the initial bid package by regular m;ul '

Please note there are two exceptions: Joseph DeMillo Plumbing was sent the initial bid package via
facsimile on Saturday, Seprember 21, 2002 and additional contact information is required for J&S Carpet.

- All subcontractors are being sent today, Mondiy, September 23, 2002 copxes of the plans in order to
assist them with submitting their bids.. No contracts shall be awnrded without priar approval by the Bonrd
of the Middlesex Retirement System. .

As always I Jock forward to commumg to work closely wu:h the Board and welcome any qucsuons you
may have.

Very truly you.rs.

LEND LEASE RDAL ESTATE IN'VESTNLENTS INC.

Associatg

ec:  Mr. Dana Harrell — Lend Lc_-asc Real Estate Investments, Inc.
Mr: William Gagnon— Baovis Lend Lease
Mr. John Lawlor — Bovis Lend ILease -

MRSIG 3773



PLUMBING

CEILINGS
DEMOLITION
DRYWALL

PAINTING

 ELECTRICAL |~

- SPRINKLER

CARPENTRY

- Powderly & Sons

P.O. Box 235
Billerica, MA 01865
Contact: Ken Powderly, Jr.

* Suspended Ceilings, Inc.

P.O. Box 413
Lowell, MA 01853-0413
Contact: Jeff Fentross

-G L and S Construction Inc.
36 Westech Drive

Tyngsboro, MA 01879
Contact: Gerard Levesque

_ G L rand S Construction Inc.
- 36 Westech Drive '

Tyngsboro, MA 01879

Contact: Gerard Levesque

G L and S Construction Inc.
36 Westech Dnive

- Tyngsboro, MA 01879

Contact: Gerard Levesque

'B.J. Doyle Heating & Air Conditioning

25 Sullivan Road - Unit 5B
No. Billerica, MA 01862

- ‘Contact: Erik Timmons

St. George Electrical Services
574 Boston Road - Unit 3
Billerica, MA 01821

© . Contact: Al St. George

Solomon Mechanical

20 McGinnes Way
Billerica, MA 01821
Contact: Robert Solomen

Sloper & Sons

16 lronwood Road
Billerica, MA 01821
Contact: Walter Sloper

Phone (978)663-0164
Fax - (978)663-0164

Phone (978)453-1535

 Fax: (978)458-1232

. Phone (978)649-8340

Fax  (978)649-8341

" Phone (978)649-8340

Fax  (978)649-8341

Phone (978)649-8.34(] '
Fax  (978)649-8341

Phone (978)857-8631
Fax  (978)691-9373

Phone (978)671-0980
Fax (978)671-0978

Phone (978)663-3653

~Fax  (978)459-0982

'Phone (978)663-3015

Fax- (978)851-7264

MRSIG 6350



. Certified Publiec Aeccountants

L L -

Powers & Sullivan

100 Quannapowitt Packway

) Suite 101

Wakebeld, MA 01880
To the Honorabie Middiesex Relirement Board - T 781-914-1700
'Middlesex Rétirement System : - _ : F. 781-914-1701
VBiHerica M-assa(:husetts . E _ wwﬁpowcrsandsuﬂivan.com

In planmng and perfurmmg our audit of the financial statements of lhe Mlddlesex Retlrement System (MRS) as of -

and for the years ended December 31, 2003, 2002, and 2001 we considered the system's internal control in order

" to determine our auditing procedures for the purpose of expressmg our opmlon on the financial statements and

not to provide assurance on |nlemal control.

However, we became aware of ﬁndmgs and other matters that are opporturuhes for strengthenmg internal controls
and operating efficiency. The memorandum that accompames this lefter summarizes our ﬁndlngs and
recommendahons cancerping these mauers : 7 e

This letter does not affect our repon dated December 28, 2004, on the ﬁnanczal slatemenls of !he Middlesex
Retirement System : :

The accompanymg comments and recommendahons are intended solely for the information and use of
management of the Middlesex Retirement System (MRS} and the Public Employees Retirement Administration
Commission (PERAC), and are not intended to be and should not be used by anyone other than these specified

parties.

. We will review the status of these comments during our next engagement. We have already dnscussed these

‘comments and recommendations with various personnel, and we will be pleased to discuss them further at your
convenience, to perform any additionat studies of these matters, or to assist you in implementing the -

' recommendations.

oo

December 28, 2004

- MRS



MIDDLESEX RETIREMENT SYSTEM

FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

YEARS ENDED DECEMBER 31, 2001-2003
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Status of PrOr AUt Findings. . ..ooev..ceeereroreecroeerevenracssc oo

Current Findi.ngs, Recommendations and Questioned Costs ... i e e
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Findings and Recommendations_ o . __Ye ber 31, 2001-2003

I Status of Prior Audit Findings

l PERAC completed an examination of the Middlesex Retirement Systém for the period January 1, 1998 through .
~ December 31, 2000 and issued their opinion, findings and recommendations in a report dated February 17, 2004.
The examination included 19 findings which are summarized below along with the current status of each finding.

I -1.. Findihg 1 related to PERAC's recommendation that future audit services are competitively bid and that
the independent audil firm refrains from completing consulting services.

Current Status — Resolved - The System followed PERAC's recommendation and cdmpetiti\)e!y bid éudit
s_grvices during calendar 2004. If the System Tequires consulting services the independent audit firm will
be precluded from bidding on these services.

‘2. Findings 2; 3, 4 related to the reimbursement of the Board's Aﬁomey for conference expenseé,-ins;urance
benefits and NAPPA dues. PERAC recommended the System disconﬁnue this practice.

. Curren{ Slatus Resclved - The System conunued to reimburse the Board's Attorney for these types of
expenses during the audit period due to the fact the PERAC’s report was issued after the period under
audit. During calendar 2004 the Board's Altorney was appointed executive director and therefore these
expenses are no longer reimbursed to the law firm.

3. Finding 5 related to the need for proper approval and documentation of ail travel and conference
expenses. :

Current Status ~ Partially Resolved — The System recently adopted a more stringent policy on payment

_of travel and expense reinbursement and will now disallow all expenses not properly supported.
However for the period under audit various ﬁndmgs have been listed in the current audit findings section
of this report.

4. Finding 6 related to the need lo document formal policiés regarding the use of computers and cell - .
phiones, PERAC also recommended the need to initiate a physu:al |nvenlory policy and periodically
account for these assets. . ‘

Current Status — Unresolved — The System is currenlly fun'nutatlng policies regardung cell phones,
computers and cap&tal assets mventory '

5. Firdings 7 and 8 related to the lack of suff cient documentation for work perfomled by some cansultants
‘and the recommendation that the System competitively bid lobbying and admrnsstratwe services.

. Current Status — Resolved — The System feels that competilivé bids for !obbying is exempt from MGL
" 30b and will comply'with the bidding requireme.nts for administrative services.
6. Findings 9and 11 rela!ed to the use of nonconformmg ledger accounls to record the activity of the -
' System.

Current Status — Unresolved - The System mamtamed the same accounts throughout the period under
audit and was required to establish more nonconforming accounts during the current audit period. The
new accounts mainly relate {o the purchase of a building, the establishment of a limited liability company

(LLC), and the recording of the activity of the conference account, The System indicated that it would
seek to resolve the use of all of these accounts with PERAC in the near future.

[i

Middlesex Retirement System s 1 o Findings and Recommendations

7 &
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Finding 10 related to the System’s legal authority to charge interest if member units did not pay their
assessments by the due date.

‘Current Status — Resolved - The System's policy is to inform all member units of the related statute and

monitors the status of the outstanding balances. If significant amounts remain unpaid the System will
bring tegal acuon to recover alt amounts due. including interest.

8. Finding 12 related to not reportmg the aclivity of lhe Annuat Rehrement Conference on the Annual Repart
or the general ledger. .

Current Status — Resolved — The System has included financial statements for the Iast three years as
part of this report and has included the amounls on the general ledger.

-9, Fmdlng 13 related to thie lack of various member units not breaking down theur payroll reports sufficiently
and the lack of some Treasurers not certifying that the payroll-data is accurate and correct.
Current Status — Unresolved - The System has informed all member units of their- respon51biliiy to
provide accurate and correcl payroll information that is certified by the Treasurer. As was the case in the
past not alt member units comply with the requirements. The System wﬂl continus to educate and
monitor compliance. -

-7 10. Fmdmg 14 related to mtssmg sugnatures on the Apphcahon for Withdrawal of Accumulated Total
-Deductlons
Current Staus — Resolved Testmg for this audnl penod did not fi nd any mstances of mnssmg s;gnatures

11. Finding 15 related to seme fi l‘les belng mlssmg
Current Status Resoived The prior audit was conducted during the time penod of the office relocahon
from Cambridge to Billerica thiat resulted in some mlsplaced files. Al files requested from the System
were immediately made available to us.

12. Finding 16 related to the System not requestsng annual afﬁdawls from the current retirees as required by

: regulat:on s

Current Status — Resolved - The Syslem did not send the affidavits duﬁng the three years subject to this -
audit. The System compteled the process in 2004 after the issuance of lhe PERAC reporl in February
2004,

13. Findings 17, 18 ang 19 relaled to the maintenance of the Executive and Regular Board minutes. PERAC
recommended a Separate minute book be maintained for executive sessions, that board minutes be more
descriptive and that the mlnutes racord lhat the Board reviewed the prior month's trial balance and cash
feconciliations. : : ‘

Current Staius — Resolved - The Sy'stém has implemented PERAC's recommendations.
Middlesex Retirement System ' 2 Findings and Recommendations
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Findings and RPcnrnmendaIiQns ‘ Years Ended quul_w_zm__j_ggg_g

Current Fmdmgs Recommendat;ons and Quest:oned Costs

14. Travel Expen_ses

Finding

We examined all board members travel expense reimbursement requests for all three years. We noted
that four board members expense reports had substantially all documentation that supported

' reimbursements and travel expenses. However we found Board Member Lawrence Driscoll’s travel -

expense reimbursements consistently requesled to have questionable items reimbursed throughout the
three years subjected to audit. Below are listed our findings related to Mr. Drisceli’s reimbursement
requests.

Car Rental Reimbursements

The travel policy for the System reimburses efther the cost of a car rental or actual mileage if your own

car is used by board members away on fravel. Over the three year period Mr. Driscoll requested and

received reimbursement 7 times for the exact amount of his monthly payment on a leased vehicle

maintained in Florida which is his legal residence. sThe followmg documentation was included in his
reimbursement requesls ‘

o 7 copies of his personal checks made out to World Omni for exacﬂy $432.97

o The description of the expenses stated that the paymerits were for a car rentat and had no other
supporting documentatior

o A copied page attached as documentahon for the car rental expense relmbursement request
_contained copies of the front of two checks for $432.97 and included the following note made o
the staff person responsible for processing the reimbursement. “Marie — Car rental pand by check
due to: 1. They didn't take Amer Exp 2. My VISA was maxed out - Larry”

World Omni Financial Corp. is an automaotive .ﬁnance company located in Florida.

Mr. Driscoll informed us that the payments to Worid Omni were in fact for a personal leased vehicle.

" Based on the audit evidence listed above we believe the travel expense report was completed in a

misleading manner. We are questioning the vafidity of the costs totaling $3,030.79.

Meal Reimbursements

" The travel policy for the System reimburses the cost of meals and nonaicoholic beverages for board

members away on travel. Documentation is required to support the reimbursement requést.

Over the three year period we examined all of Mr. Driscoll's ‘182 meal reimbursement requests totaling
$5,176.26. The reimbursements ranged from $12 to $112 and averaged $28.40 per meal. In most cases
the only documentation provided was a generic prenumbeéred copy of a restaurant receipt stub that was
tom off the bottem of the bill. LJsled below are the imegularities that were noted.

o Ofthe 182 re:mbursement requests exammed 135 used duplicate copies of the same restaurant
recelpl stub for reimbursements on different days months, and years; along with different cities.
For example, prenumbered rece|pt #154203 was used five d:fferent times as follows:

Middiesex Ret:rement System ' S 3 Findings and Recommendations

MRSIG0270




Receipt # Date Amount " Location

154203 . 10/07/2001 $27 San Francisco, California
154203 10/11/2001 $27 San Francisco, California
154203 . Q4/2772002 $22 . * Holiywood, Florida

154203 " 08/26/2002 $17 Sarasola Springs, New York
154203 12/07/2002 $21 . Scottsdale, Arizona -

o Ofthe 182 requests axamined 5 dld not have any supporting documentation.

The use of the same receipt, the use of copies instead of originals, the lack of a restaurant name on the
receipt, the lack of any receipt that temized the meal purchased, the lack of a date on the receipt, and the

- use of receipts that are numerically sequenced represents a consistent pattem of submitting mtsleadrng
travel expense reimbursement requests

Although it is reasonable to assume Mr. Driscoll ate while away on business trips we carinot'b'e certain of
" the accuracy of any of the amounts. Therefore based on the evidence detailed above we are questioning
100% of the submitted requests totaling $5 176. 26 .
We noled this practice continued into 2004 hgwever we did not quantifyrthese émou_nts.
We are aware that the Board has contacted PERAC régarding fhese matters. In addition, Powers & Sullivan has
met with representatives of PERAC to discuss these matiers and have provided them with copies of the

documentation referenced i in this report

We recomrnend that the Board evaluate this finding and determine if any further action is required_

" Management Response

Car Rental Reimbursemehts

The Board has analyzed the expense data submitied, has reviewed its Conference and Travel Reimbursement
Palicy in effect during the period under review, has reviewed PERAC's Travel Regulations, 840 CMR 2:.00, which
became effective on June 6, 2003, and has prowded the Board Member, Mr. Dnscoll an opportunity to explain his
submissions.

The Board Member has acknowledged that although it was never his intent to do so, the car rental _
-reimbursements in question could be characterized as being submitted in a misleading manner and the Board )
Member has offered to reimburse the System. Mr. Driscoll also offered substantiat dala to the Board in support of

. his position that, notwithstanding the method of reimbursement, the actual expenses submitted and reimbursed
were generally less than present and past car rental expenses submitted by Board Members whao were attending
educational conferences, and were less than the expenses which would have been incurred through a car rental
agency, thereby resulting in a savings to the System.. The Board Member maintains that his submissions were.in .
compliance with the letter and the spirit of reimbursement practices for retirement board members in .

- Massachusetts during the period under review, which was prior to the effective date of PERAC's Travel

. Reguiations. Mr. Driscoll has acknowledged the requirements of PERAC's Travel Regutations, which became
effective after the date of the expense reimbursements in queshon and he has further acknowledged that
expense reimbursements submltted aﬂer June 6, 2003 must comply with the Regulations.

The Board Member has agreed that 'restitution should be made.' in delermimng the appropriate remedy to be
applied under the circumstances, and in order to fairly resalve this matter, the Board has determined that the

Middlesex Retirement System c 4 . o Findings and Recommendations

MRSIG0271



ings _ neiaf] : ‘ ____Years Ended December 31. 2001-2003

appropriate amount of restitution to the System is the difference between the amount which would have been
reimbursed to the Board Member applying the Board's policy of reimbursement based upon mileage, and the

amount which was actually reimbursed to the member or $1,240.54. The Board Member has relrnbursed the
System the full amount,

Meal Reimb ursements

The Board has ana[yzed the expense data submitted, has reviewed its Conference and Travel Rermbursement
Policy and praclices in effect during the penod under review, has acknowledged ‘PERAC's Trave! Regulations,
840 CMR 2:00, which became effective on June 6, 2003, has reviewed prior audits conducted by PERA, PERAC
and Powers & Sullivan, and has prowded the Board Member, Mr. Driscoll, the opportunity to explain his
submissions.

The Board Member has malntained thal on all occasions, he has adhered lo the Board’s meal expense
reimbursement practices and policies, and the subsequently promulgated PERAC Travel Regulations, and has

- kept his meal costs well below the Board appraved maximum per diem meal reimburseément of $95.00. The -
Board Member rarely dines in large groups, but prefers to dine with other conference aftendees and friends in

. smaller, less forrnal settings, under circumstances where the total cost of a meal is divided among the diners,
making spiit bills cumbersome or unavailable, and makimg cash payments by each diner the preferred method of
meal payment. Further, the Board Member affirms that he has consistently utilized the method of submitting

" generic numbered receipls to more accurately track these expenses, when used in conjunction with his daily
expense report (the so-called “grids,” which are yellow lined pages of detailed explanation.) The Board Member
maintains that his expense reports succinctly identified each expense by meal type, conference location, date,

" and amount of payment. The Board Member submits that he had utilized this exact rethod for meal

" reimbursements over many years, and he had supplied receipts even during periods when the Board's prior

policies had not required him fo do so, in compl.-ance with the Board's requirements for appropriate

documentafron

The Board Member rmaintains that no past finding or criticism of this reporting method has been made by the
-Board, nor by PERAC, nor by the Board's current auditor, despite many reviews and audits aver the past twenty
three (23) years he has served as a Board Member. Lastly, the Board Member notes that he was notified of -
PERAC's Travel Regulations by PERAC Memorandum of July 8, 2003, near the end of the audit period under
review, and consequently, the subsequently enacted Travel Regulations.cannot be applied rel‘roacrfvely to meal
reimbursement expense requests submitted prior to the effective dale of the Regulations. '

Norw:thsfandmg the Board Member’s persuasive defonse of his bookkeeping methods, his beneficial fntenhons
- and the fact that actual reimbursed meal expenses fell far below the maximum amount set by the Board, the
Board has determined that the Board Member's methodology and the use of generic pre-numbered receipis,
many of which are duplicated, is a less than desirable method of documenrat.-on for meal expense
reimbursement.

However, in determinin_g a remedy to be applied, the Board must also take into consideration the fact that the
Board Mernber’s method of documenting meal expénses for reimbursement has reviewed on multiple occasions,
" by PERA and PERAC, and by the Board's owrt outside auditors. These reviews failed to raise questions or ta cite
" issues regarding the appropriateness of this method. Further considered is the Board'’s own policies, dating back
lo 1993, requiring that expenses be documented “with rece:pts indicating location, date, amount and nature of the
expense.” The Board's swbsequenr pohcy apphed in 2001 merely requ:red “appropriate documentation
acceptable lo the Board.”

The Board Member's representations that, (1) his method of submitﬁng expense reimbursements compiied with
" the Board's policies, (2) tfis reimbursement practice was reviewed previously and not found to be problematic,
and, (3) notwithstanding the generic and sometimes duplicate nature of the receipts, the amounts o be
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reimbursed were accurately no!ed and were far less than authorized b Y the Board, find considerable support in
the record.

840 CMR 2.00. Retirement Board Travel Regulations. By PERAC Memorandum #22/2003, dated July 9,

2003, the Board was advised of fhe promulgation of 840 CMR 2.00, R‘etr?__emerit Board Travel Regulations. The
Regulations became effective June 6. 2003, and superseded the Board's expense reimbursement practices and
policies. PERAC Regulations are reviewed and approved by the Legislature prior to promuigation. Accordingly;
the Retirement Board Travel Regulafrons have the force and effect of law, and the Board has no discretion in therr
application. .

. The Regulations provided a fundamental change to the Board’s prior reimbursement policies and practices. -840

- CMR 2.04' requires that, "Originat itemized receipts must be submitted for al! expenses . .. * [Emphasis
Added.] Further, “Any travel refated expenditures which have not been properly documented or approved ar are
not in conformity with . . . 840 CMR 2.00 must be rejected or adjusted.” The Board Member has acknowledged
the requirements of PERAC’s Travel Regulations, and has further agreed that expense reimbursements
submitted after June 6, 2003 must comply with the Retirement Board Travel Regulations.

)

'840 CMR 2.04. Reguired Documeéntation for Reimbursement, in its entirety states:

1. The Board shall develop a form to be used in connection with eny requests for reimbursement,
requiring that the iraveler cerlify that the expenses were incurred and were necessary and
incidental to the approved travel. .

2, All requests for reimbursement shall be completed and properly approved after incurring any
travel, transportatior: gr meal or other travel related expenses and before reimbursement takes
place. The Retirement Boards shall require that requests for reimbursement be submitted

" . within a reasonable time after the expenses are incurred, but in no event longer than 60 days
after the expenses were incurred. If expenses for a single event were incurred over a number
of days, requests for reimbursement shall be submitted no Iater than 60 days from the last day

- that expenses were mcuned

3. Original iternized recetpts must be submitted for all expenses including transportation, lodging,
and other expenses incidental to traVeI .

4, Travel-related expenses that are under $10 (such as gratumes) should be fully describedand -~
reimbursed based o the traveler's certifi cahon that the expenses were necessary and '
incidentat to the approved. travef . .

5. Any travel related expendltures which have not'been properiy documented or approved or are
not in conformity wm\ these 840 CMR 2.00 must be re;ected or adjusted.

6. Relmbursement shaﬁ oniy be made to the person who actuaily made payment for the expense.

7. The reimbursement request farm must be signed by the person seeklng relmbursement and
signed under the pains and penalties of perjury.
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Here, the record indicates thal the Board Member's method of record keeping and meal expense reimbursements
- had been consistent, had been accepted by the Board under the Board's practices and policies in effect through
~ June 6, 2003, and had not been determined by PERA, PERAG or the Board's auditors to be deficient or

mappropnate However, requests for reimbursements for expenses incurred after June 6, 2003 must comply with

PERAC's Travel Regulatlons and be supporied by original, itemized receipts. Meat experises previously
reimbursed to the Board member from June 6, 2003 through December 31, 2003 which were supported by
generic, sequentially numbered receipts and/or copies of same are not in compliance with the Regulations, and
must be adjusted undér 840 CMR 2.04(5). In determining the appropriate remedy, the Board determined the
meal expenses reimbursement must be adjusted in the amount of $1,119.47. The Board Member has reimbursed
the System the full amount. .

15.  Middiesex Retirement LLG

Finding

The Mlddlesex Retirement Systern occupled an office in Cambridge that used to belong to the now abohshed

Middlesex County. MGL Chapter 34B Abgiition of County Government was enacted in December of 1099
that allowed the System to'maintain its Cambridge office space until the term of the former County Treasurer
expired on December 31, 2002. The law also allowed the System to purchase an office building.

The Systém hired a commercial real estate firm tq assist in the process of finding office space that the System
would both accupy and lease out. The original intent was for the real eslate firm to also assist in the design of
the new space, build it out to suit the System and ultimately manage the property. The System’s real estate

" faw firr recommended that a Limited Liability Company (LLC) be created o prolect lhe System from potentlal :

taw suits.

Although the System had ptanned to move several months.prior to December 31, 2002, the actual closing on
the new building did not occur until late September 2002. The timing of the property closing only gave the
Systemn approximately three months to renovate the new office space and move.” The System accelerated the
process to select a general contractor.

General Contracior Sefection .

" Bavis Lend Lease is the construction division of the commercial real estate firm hired by the System. They
had access to the architectural plans and had previously quoted $963,000 and $720,000 to complete the
office build-out. On October 3, 2002 they came in with their final quote of $660,000. Listed below is the
sequence of events that led 1o the hiring of the general contractor.

+ Ala board meetnng on Oclober 3, 2002 Mr. Fahey and Mr. Curtin voted in favor of hiring Bovis Lend -
Lease as general contracter while Mr. Driscoll, Mr. Burke and Mr. Gookin opposed.,

» Mr. Driscoll suggested that the System could complete the project for less money by hnnng a loca{ general
contractor and sub-contractors.

» Mr. Fahey emphasized the :mportance of hlrmg a na!:onaily recognized firm versus an lndmdual and the
liability associated with the same. !

« . A motion was carried to establish a three mem ber Bu1ldmg Subcommlttee respons1ble for the renovatlon
made up of Mr: Driscoll, Mr. Burke and Mr. Goakin.- ' :

« Legal counsel suggested that lhe bmldmg subcommittee obtam at least three’ quotes for general
contractors. :

+« Two days later, on Saturday October 5, 2002, the building subcommittee met and reviewed three bids for
the general contractor, _One was Bovis Lend Lease for $660,000; Howard Squures for $595 000; and
John MacDonald for $557 000.
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* By unanimous voie of the Buirding sub-committee the contract was awarded to John MacDonald pending
receipt of a performance bond, insurance cerfificates and a signed contract.

» Mr, MacDonald was in attendance at the October 5, 2002 meeting.

]

The following comments and ﬁndings are the result of our review of the general contractor selection process. -

* We requested from the board and the staff the bidding decuments and found out there were none. .

e We requested from the board and staff the contract file on John MacDonald and determined there was no
signed contract, no performance bond and no certificate of insurance. :

» We requested from the board and staff the proposals from the three bidders and received a complete file
on Bovis Lend Lease, a two page proposal from John MacDonald of Westford MA, and a one page
proposal from Howard Squires of Peabody MA.

* We asked the board if the architectural plans were sent o SQUIFBS or MacDonald and did not gel a

_ response.

v » . We noted that the MacDonald snd Squires propusals did pot have much detail for a $600,000 proposal

‘ ’ and that there would be a significant risk in producing a proposal in one day. October 4, 2002, without
. ever reviewing the architecturat drawings.
' ’ = We noted that the MacDonald and Squires proposals were almaost identical. They used the same
' - software (E-Z Contractors Forms Form Ne. Prop23) and both were dated on October 7, 2002.

. The date on both proposals was dated two days after theburlding subcommittee voted to award John
MacDonald the contract.

e We noted that John MacDonald's invoices, numbered i 2, 3etc were completed using the same
software used to prepare both proposais.

= We noted thal it was unusual for a generat conifractor ta have sequential invoices starting at Invoice #1
with Invoice #2 a couple of months later. 1t led us to believe that there is a high probability that Mr.
MacDonald did not have an ongoing business at the time: hie was hired as the general contractor. Itis
possible hat the E-Z Contractors Ferms software was purchased after the October 5, 2002 subcommittee

- meeting which then produced the October 7. 2002 bldS for Mr. MacDonald and Mr. Squures on the..
following Monday.

» - Based on this evidence James Powers contacted Howards-quwes Custom Building lnc on October 6,
2004 at about 1pm (we were conducting the audit approximately two years after these events occurred).
Mr. Powers introduced himself as a partner from Powets & Sullivan and that he was the engagement
partner for the audit of MRS. The man staled he was the chief estimator but did not want to give his.
name. Mr. Powers faxed him a copy of the proposal that according to MRS records was from Howard
Squires. After reviewing the fax he unequivocslly stated that they do not use that software and all his
proposals are stamped. . N

= The next day Mr. Powers had a late moming meehng with members of the MRS board to review lhe initial
audit findings.

» Mr. Powers asked if anyone had prior contact with Mr. Squires and all board members in attendance said
no. It was then asked if anyone had prior cortact with Mr. MacDoénald. Both Mr. Driscoll and Mr. Burke
said yes. Mr. Driscoll stated he contacted both Mr. MacDonald and Mr. Squires on October 4, 2002
based on business cards that were feceived from conlractors on Sep(ember 30 2002 where pians were

- given out. The meeting lasted untit about 2:30pm. ;

= When Mr. Powers returned to his office he called M. Sqwes again at about 4:00pm and this time the
man that answered identified himself as Mr Sqmres amisaldthat he was nervous about giving his name

) the previous day.

= Without Mr. Powers ever mentioning Mr. MacDonald s name on either day, Mr. Squires stated he
remembered lalkmg with' John MacDonald about two years ago about the MRS pr01ect while they were
bath working en a-project in Lexington.

» He stated that he did not bid on the project, that the estitnale we had faxed him the previous day was not

" his and that the signature on the proposa! was not his.’
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» MRS paid many of the subcontractors directly and Mr. MacDonald did not assume the normal financial
risk/reward a general contractor takes. MRS paid Mr. MacDonald over $100,000 for his role as general
contractor for the period between October 5, 2002 and late December 2002. After the project was
completed the building subcommittee voted to hire him as a fuli-time employee to manage the building.

» ' In February 2003 Mr. Driscoll called Powers & Sullivan and spoke with qur’ audit supervisor assigned to
this engagernent, and said that we should not have toid the MRS accounting staff'to send a 1099-MISC lo
Mr. MacDonald and asked if this could be corrected. We informed him that issuing the 1099MISC was
appropriate for the System to do. :

‘Because of the fi indings detailed above v;re examined other contracts awarded by the building subcommittee and.
found strong evidence that indicates additional proposals were created' in order to have the three quotes that
legal counsel |nslructed the bunldang sub-committee o gel.

We noted that the handwriting on several of the’ proposals appear to be srmﬂar to the handwntmg on Mr.
MacDonald's proposals and i rnvorces

We are aware thal the Board has contacted PERAC regarding these matters. In addmon Powers & Sulhvan has
met with representatives of PERAC to discuss these malters and have prowded them with copies of the
documentatton referenced i in this report.

We recormmend that the Board eva!uate this finding and deiermiqe if any further action is required.

Management Response

General Contractor Selection

The Board has reviewed sundry documents, including the minutes of Board meelings. relating to Middlesex
Retirement LLC. The Board has noted the provisions of G.L. ¢. 30B, s.1(b){19), which exempts contracts for
procurement of supglies, real properly or services rendered to the Board from lhe provisions of the Uniform
Procurement Act. The Board has consulted its own colfective memory of the hectic construction and moving
period inthe closing months of calendar 2002, and has made Ihe following determinations.

Asa pre!:mmary matter, the Board ac:cepts the audit ﬁnd.fngs regarding the h:story of Middfesex Ret:rement LLC,
as set forth by the auditor. (the first 8.bullet points on pages 7-8, ) These fi ndings are generally accurate in
depicling dales, events, actions and relevant dolfar amaunts. However, where the minutes of Board meelings
reviewed by the auditor properly reflect alf that was done by the Board, the minutes do not reflect all that was
discussed by the Board, and therefore, the Board minutes alone do not offer a complete picture of the Board’
d.-scussron and selection of a building . subcommrrtee and a Generaf Contractor

Although not reqmred to do so under the slatutory exemphon cited above, the Board uriderfook a competitive
process in retaining the services of Lend Lease for the purpose ofifocating and purchasing a new focation for the
Middfesex Retirement System. The original contract specified fees for market search, selection and conveyance

‘of a real property. However, the contract also implied 2 future roke for Lend Lease, at suggested fees, in the
areas of demolition, cons{mct:on and future building managemem Lend Lease's fulure roies were nor initially -
agreed upon by Board, and required further Board review and actions. To demolish, construct, and renavate,
Lend Lease initially proposed a figure of $962,000. : After rigorous questioning ¢ and scrutmy by the Board, Lend
Lease corrected the confract fee figure-to $720,000 in an éffort o win Board support.” After a culmination of errors
of omission and commission, and a subsequent further reduction of ifs fee to $660, 000, Lend Lease had -
estranged a majority of the Board. Al the Board meetling of October 3, 2002 the Board rejected Lend Lease’s bid
to serve as General Confractor. : .
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Lend Lease had assured the Board on September 12, 2002 that all potential bidders for confracting and

* subcontracting roles were properly notified of the bid process. On Septermber 30, 2002, Board staff and Members
met with Lend Lease and Add Inc., the architect, and other contractors. It was determined at that time that Lend

_ Lease had failed to make bid specifications available to alf potential bidders.

Subsequently, on Ocrober 2, 2002, a further meeﬁng was held at the building site, and copies of plans and
specifications were made availablé lo other potential vendors, including demolition contractors and general
contractor candidates Harold Squires and John MacDonald. It was reported that representatives from Lend
Lease were abrupt in deafing with the other confracting professionals. In the view of a majority of the retirement
board members, Lend Lease had failed to properly discharge its dulies to date, and, as stated above, was
discharged by Board vole on October 3, 2002, At that limve the Board Chairman acknowledged the will of the-.
majority of the Board and suggesled a building subcommittee consisting of the ma,ronty members. On October 5,
2002, Mr. MacDona!d was agpointed the general coniractor.

With reference to the auditor's comments and fi indings appearing as buh’et points on page 8 and on page 9, the
Board’s responses will correspond in kind as follows: ,

. Boarq‘ mermbers and pertinent staff do not recall requests by the auditor for bidding documents. In fact,
bidding documenis are included in the Project Manual produced by the architects, Add, Inc.

. Board Members and pertinent s'taff do not recall a request for the coniract file on John MacDOna!d.
. The Board does not d:s:pure that requests were received for the files of the three vendors and were
delivered to the auditor. :
. As stated above, on 10/02/02, Mr. Sqwres and Mr MacDanald received plans and specnf' cations from
Lend Lease.
.- The Board noftes that Mr. Squires and Mr. MacDonald did get the plans on 10/02/02 and Add, inc. ‘s

Project Manuat is extremely detailed.
. The Board notes that Mr. Squires and Mr. MacDonald used the same software in preparing similar bids.
" However, the Board notes also hat the software (EZ Contractors Forms) is fairly common in the
contracting mdustry .

. The bucldmg subcommittee had copies of the bids for its meeting on 10/05/02. Apparently, both Mr.
Squires and Mr. MacDonald mailed originals, dated 10/07/02, to 40 Thorndike Street, Cambridge,
Massachusefts. : , :

. Upon inquiry by the Board, Mr. MacDonaJd responded that he numbers his invoices anew with each
conltract project and begms each with 'Number 1 " The Board has na further comment upon lhe soffware
used.

. The Board does nor share the conc!usvon that Mr. MacDonaid did not have ‘an ongarng business,”based
upon the use of a popular software, and low sequential numbering for invoices.

s

. ‘The Board feels that no response Is necessary.
- The Board feels that no response is necessary.
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Board Member Mr. Driscoll believes that the “contact” with Mr. MacDonald and Mr. Squires occurred on
Oclober 2, 2002 and nol on October 4, 2002.

The Board feels that no response is necessary. We can neither confirm nor dispute Mr. Powers’
discussion with Mr. Squires nor its con(enr_

The Board feelfs thal no response is necessary. ‘We can neither confirm nor dispute Mr. Powers
discussion with Mr. Squires nor ifs content.

The Board is satisfiad tha! the Board received an original bid from Mr. Squ:res and, subsequenﬂy, the
Board received an affidavit aftesting to the submission of said bid.

The Board did pay subcontractors directly, and not “through” the general contractor. The Board
requested sqch'a pracess for payables as more fransparent and with greater control and oversight. Mr.
MacDonald acceded lo the Board’s unusual request, and as general coniractor, he signed off on each job
when it had been completed {o his satisfaction. The building subcommittee and the fulf Board were
pleased wilh this system of checks and balances. Mr. MacDonald was fau'!y compensated for conducting
the general contracting 1o architectural specifications, to building codes, and to the satisfaction of the
Middlesex Retirement Board. Uport the request of the Board, the auditor on September 12, 2002 made a
presentation to the Board, at its meeting, regarding the implementation of the LLC as a vehicle for real
property ownership. Consistent with his recommendations, the Board chose to establish a division of
property management and building supervision and io create employment positions for same, Based
upon Mr. MacDonald's credentials as a licensed contractor with expert Knowledge of the subject faciiity,
the Board hired him as faciﬁty manager. '

Mr. Driscoll contacted Powers & Sulfivan, on behalf of Mr. MacDonaId when Mr. MacDonald received a
1099-MISC which was prepared by Board staff and which Mr. Driscoll and Mr. MacDonald felt was
incarrect, Messrs. Driscoll and MacDonald believe that the IRS repomng was in error due tothe .
following:

1. . Approximately $9,000 of the reported sum was not income to Mr. MaéDonald_, but rather a
" reimbursement for his “out of pocket” purchases of cleaning supplies, restroom toiletries, rubbish,
bags, barrels and mamlenanc:e equipment on the eve of the Opemng of the bu:ld:ng

2 Mr. MacDonald was required lo install a handicap railing by the B:Herrca Building Inspector, which
" conslruction was not anticipated by the original plan.

. Mr. MacDonald instafled prémier quality appliances in the kitchen at no additional cast beyond the
$2, 500 slated in the architect's plan. (Add Inc. ) .

4. Mr MacDonald was reqmred o engage contracrors to work mghts and weekends to avoid
mconvemencmg the tenant

5. -In the Board's review of paymenfs ‘made to the Genéral Cantractor, the Board discovered that Mr.
MacDonald was not paid a final residual balance due under l'he contract, which the Board has
laken under further advisement. ' s
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The Board also considered the fmdmgs in the four {4) paragraphs on page 9 following the builets and responds as
follows:

Although expressly exempted from the service procurement requirements of G.L. c. 30B, the Board, neverthelgss,
attempted to ensure a compelitive process. The records indicate that all subcontracts were awarded after receipt
of three (3) bids, some of which were alternatively received by phone, fax, and/or mail. The building

subcommittee was dealing with the most literal interpretation of “time is of the essence, " and made decisions

upon the bids and documentation received, without further inquiry. The anticipaled original general contractor,
Bows Lend Lease, did not intend to seek bids from any subcontractors but to rather build upon their existing
contracfmg relationships. -

. The Board does not choose fo respond {o the auditor's ebservations regarding “similar handwntmg‘; appearing o’
documents, other tharn to note thal the Board believes the auditor to be unqualified fo render such expert
‘ opinrons and such opirigns should not be included in the audit findings. -

-After a great deal of d:scuss:on including d:scuss:o*n with the Board's oversight and. regulatory agenc:es and after
furth:or document study and reflection, the Middlesex Retiremnent Board stands upon its responses. For the first
time in the history of the Commonwealth, a coanty government was aboiished, and the supporting Middlesex
Retirement System forced by law ta relocale. For-nearly two years, the Board explored myriad options for its

future Jocation. Facing a statutory eviction on 12/31/02, the Board purchased 25 Linnell Circle. Billerica, on
September 26, 2002, and proceeded lo engage the contraclors and the vendors necessary to refocate and
renovate. On December 9 2002, the System officially began operations in Billerica. in so doing, the Board’s
building renovation was completed on time and under budget by the fowest bidding contractor, and substantially
under the original cost quoted by Lend Lease. To date, the Board, sraﬁ and visitors to the office conlinue to
express satisfaction with the building renavalion.

The Board acknowledges the importance of p(oce-ss and procedure in the operations of public agencies, and that

* such is as important as the end results. Here, the Board accomplished its statutory goal in a timely fashion, with
quality workmanship, and cost accountabifity. Unquestionably, the Board encounlered novel questions without
precedents to guide i, rendering the Board susceptible lo errors. - Nevertheless, this was a one-time event and
expense.. In reviewing the matter in the entire context, and noting the success of the project under such time
constraints, the Board concludes thal the audit eriticisms made, desp:te any passrble val:dn‘y, require no further
future action on the part of the Board.
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