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INTRODUCTION 
 
Santa Fe Coalition for Good Government (SFCGG) learned that the City 
had requested and received an internal audit of the business 
relationship between the City and Advantage Asphalt (AA). SFCGG also 
learned this audit was the basis for representing to the District 
Attorney that there was no need to investigate the business 
relationship. SFCGG believed that the audit should be examined. 
 
An effective examination of the audit required that SFCGG be familiar 
with the records of the business relationship. 

 
On March 22, 2012 SFCGG submitted a records act request for 
competitive bid contracts on which Advantage Asphalt (AA) was 
awarded the contract. The request also sought all contracts however 
awarded under which AA provided services to the City. The time 
period requested was January 1, 2002 to present. The City provided 
access to four thousand pages of material covering the period July 1, 
2001 to March 21, 2012. 
 
However, even though requested, SFCGG did not find in the documents 
the City produced a number of the purchase orders related to the AA 
contracts, complete documentation for two contracts (the 2002-2003 
fiscal 
2005 Professional Services Agreement AKA City Wide Utility Pavement 

, complete documentation of contract 
amendments and change orders and the vouchers submitted by AA 
requesting payment. 
 
The primary documents on which this summary is based are: (1) the 
list of competitive bids awarded (CBA List) for fiscal years July 1, 2001 
through June 30, 2012;; (2) the list of payment amounts (PK List) to AA 
from April 11, 2002 through March 21, 2012;; (3) a document correlating 
purchase orders, amounts and bid numbers (PO List);; and actual 
purchase orders to the extent they were furnished.  
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Manual (PM) and the 2012 Procurement Ordinance. SFCGG also 
reviewed minutes of several City Council meetings at which matters 
related to AA were on the agenda. 
 
The documents reviewed reflect that in some cases AA received 
payments which, according to the documents provided, were not 
attached to a bid (designated as N/A in the Bid# column of the PO List). 
No explanation of the process used to award the projects which 
supported these payments was found in the documents reviewed. The 
amount of these items ranged from a low of $80.00 to a high of 
$6,383.00. The total amount of Purchase Orders issued for these 
projects was $33,793.79.  
 
SFCGG examined the internal audit report. The audit only considered 
one fiscal year July 1, 2009  June 30, 2010. This summary provides a 
more complete comprehensive review of the AA relationship.  
 

provides a basis for the taxpayers of the City to insist that a complete, 
independent audit covering all of the years in which AA performed 
services for the City be done. This seems particularly necessary given 
that the District Attorney at one time intended to investigate the 

recently seemed to be less committed to an investigation (see the 

 
 
The questions raised are based on the documents reviewed by SFCGG.  
SFCGG believes that in the interest of transparency, the City ought to 
provide answers to the questions raised in this document.  SFCGG 
does not assert that there has been any wrongdoing, it merely seeks 
clarification. SFCGG believes the public deserves answers to these 
questions. 
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REVIEW BY FISCAL YEAR 

 
Each of the fiscal year reviews is broken into four parts: (1) the 
contract(s) with amendments and change orders;; (2) purchase orders 
issued pursuant to the contract(s);; (3) payments made to AA and (4) a 
summary of the financial dealings at the end of the fiscal year. It is 
necessary to use this format because the payments cannot always be 
reconciled with the purchase orders or the contracts. This is not a 
suggestion that payments were not made pursuant to purchase orders, 
the difficulty is that often a contract was put in place late in a fiscal 
year, a purchase order for the value of the contract was issued, 
amendments and/or change orders were subsequently entered and 
payments were made in one or more fiscal year(s).  
 
SFCGG assumed the existence of a contract for all payments because 
the PM at section 2.11.f requires that any and all payments made for 

Under the 
provisions of PM section 29 contracts must be in writing. SFCGG 
recognizes that a purchase order often represents the contract for 
services (PM section 8.1). SFCGG assumed that all contracts expire 
within one year absent evidence to the contrary because the 
Procurement Policy favors one year contracts. 
  
The procurement process as it is understood by SFCGG is as follows: 
(1) a project is opened for bid;; (2) after the bid deadline the bids are 
evaluated and the lowest bid which meets the project requirements is 
awarded the contract by the City Council;; (3) the Purchasing division 
issues a PO which authorizes the contractor to begin delivering 
services (PM sections 3.83, 4.13 and 8.0).  
 
There is an alternative method when there has not been a bid or 
proposal submitted by a vendor. Under this method a PO setting forth 
the terms and conditions of the proposal is offered to a vendor who 
either accepts or declines. 
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In all cases the City retains a copy of the PO in the Accounts Payable 
Department (PM sections 8.1 and 8.3). 
 
Payments are generated when a vendor submits the PO to Accounts 
Payable accompanied by an invoice (all invoices must be tied to a 
specific PO) covering the specific services pr

the department to which the services are provided) 
signs off and certifies the receipt of the services (PM sections 8.4.1, 
13.4.1. and 13.4.3).  
 
FISCAL YEAR JULY I, 2001  JUNE 30, 2002:  
 
Contracts: AA did not participate in any competitive bids during this 
time period. It did receive two contracts.  
1. CIP#253 MRC/CLUBHOUSE Contract: This contract, in the amount of 
$583.28, was not related to a bid number. No documentation regarding 
this project including the purchase order identified below was found in 
the documents reviewed.  
2. Remodeling & Replacement Contract: The second contract, in the 
amount of $1,995.70, was also not related to a bid number. No 
documentation regarding this project including the purchase order 
identified below was found in the documents reviewed.  It does appear 
that the amounts paid AA during this period were covered by PM 4.1.6 
which allows awards without competitive bidding when the amount is 
less than $5,000. 
 
Purchase Orders:  
1. CIP#253 MRC CLUBHOUSE Contract: PO 12009604 was issued 
March 19, 2002 in the amount of $538.28 (Because the actual PO was 
not available it is not clear whether GRT was included;; however, 
because the amount shown on the PK List is the same, SFCGG 
assumes GRT was included. When GRT is not shown and there is no 
other information that suggests GRT was included, SFCGG has 
calculated the approximate GRT). 
2. Remodeling & Replacement Contract: PO 12011082 was issued April 
19, 2002 in the amount of $2,124.17 ($1,995.70 contract plus $128.47 
GRT). 
 



6  
  

  

 
 
 
Payments:   
1. CIP#253 MRC CLUBHOUSE Contract: The amount of the first 
contract was paid in full by PK 98627 on April 11, 2002. The invoice 
and purchase order approving payment were not found. 
2. Remodeling & Replacement Contract: The amount of the second 
contract plus GRT was paid in full by PK 100820 on May 23, 2002. The 
invoice and purchase order approving payment were not found. 
 
Summary: As of June 30, 2002 the total payments to AA during the 
fiscal period were $2,707.45. Both of the contracts open during the 
fiscal year had been paid in full and had not been extended.  
 
Questions:  

 Did AA have any outstanding contracts with the City prior to July 
1, 2001? If so what were the Bid Numbers which supported these 
contracts? What were the details of these contracts? 

 For what specific services were the two payments made? 
 What were the steps in the approval process used for each of the 

payments? 
 
2. FISCAL YEAR JULY 1, 2002  JUNE 30, 2003:  
 
Contracts: AA was had three contracts with the City during the fiscal 
year. 
1. Bid Number 03/46/B Contract: AA participated in one competitive bid 
during this fiscal year and was the successful bidder. The CBA List 
identifies this award as Bid Number 03/46/B in the amount of 
$195,323.48 including GRT (  Pavement 

. Three other companies also bid on this project. 
The Council approved the bid on May 14, 2003. The contract was 
finalized on May 28, 2003.  
2. Emergency Street Repairs Contract: Both the PO List and the PK 
List show that before the 03/46/B competitive bid was awarded AA 
appears to have been in 
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as to this contract was found in the documents reviewed by SFCGG.  

the funds for this contract was the water utility owned by the City. 
The value of this contract was initially $200,000.00. An Amendment #1 
provided an additional $20,000.00. Because the contract bid number 
does not appear on the CBA List provided by the City, SFCGG assumed 
it was not awarded through the competitive bid process.  
 

actual emergency conditions which present a serious and immediate 
threat to public health, welfare, safety or property for which use of 
normal procurement processes would pose serious consequences.  
The information regarding the emergency must be fully documented in 
writing and placed in the procurement file.  
 
The City has a Non-competitive Procurement Justification Form which 
must be filled out and submitted. SFCGG found no such form in the 
documents provided. 
 
Although the Purchasing Director has authority to approve emergency 
procurements below $50,000.00, greater amounts must be pre-
approved by the Council in advance when possible. No documents 
meeting these procedural requirements were in the documents 
reviewed by SFCGG. 

 This contract in the amount of 
$3,618.31 is not related to any bid number according to the PO List. No 
documentation other than the PO List entry and a PK List entry was 
found in the documents reviewed by SFCGG. 
 
Purchase Orders: A total of two POs were issued during the fiscal year. 
1. Bid Number 03/46/B Contract: The two POs issued under this 
contract were issued in subsequent fiscal years. 

 According to the documents 
reviewed by SFCGG, one PO was issued with respect to this contract. 
The only documentation of this PO is in the PO List and the PK List. 
According to the PO List, PO 13002189 was issued August 16, 2002 in 
the amount of $220,000.00 which amount included Amendment #1 to 
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the contract (Because the PK List amount is the same, SFCGG 
assumed that GRT was included).  
3.  PO 13011914 issued on April 17, 2003 
in the amount of $3,618.31 for this contract. The actual PO was not 
available (Because the PK List agrees with this amount, SFCGG 
assumed GRT was included). 
 
Payments: AA received nine payments totaling $223,618.31 during the 
fiscal year.  
1. Bid Number 03/46/B Contract: Because the first PO related to this 
contract was not issued until either July 7, 2003 or July 7, 2004 (see 
discussion below) SFCGG assumed no payments were made to AA 
under this contract during this fiscal year. 

 The PK List shows eight 
payments (PK numbers 106878, 107492, 108147, 111182, 116214, 
117418, 120074 and 121382) made from September 19, 2002 to June 
20, 2003 to AA in the total amount of $220,000.00.1 The invoices and 
purchase orders approving payment were not found. 

 PK 121299 in the amount of $3,618.31 
was issued on June 19, 2003. The invoices and purchase orders 
approving payment were not found. 
 
Summary: As of June 30, 2003 AA had received total payments since 
July 1, 2001 in the amount of $226,325.76.  Two of the three contracts 
open during this fiscal year were closed during the fiscal year;; the 
contract still open was the Bid Number 03/46/B contract. 
 
Questions: 

 What type of agreement existed between the City and AA before 
May, 13, 2003? Put another way, what was the legal basis for the 
paymen ? 

 

documentation? 

                                                                                                                      
1  

bid  was  made  was  attributed  to  the  Bid  Number  03/46/B  contract  which  was  awarded  by  competitive  bid.  None  of  
the  documents  reviewed  addressed  why  this  was  done.    
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3. FISCAL YEAR JULY 1, 2003  JUNE 30, 2004: 
 
Contracts: AA bid for one contract during this time period and lost. 
Five other also companies also bid on the contract. The Bid Number 
03/46/B contract was still open and AA received one other contract.  
 1. Bid Number 03/46/B Contract: On June 30, 2004 the Council 
adopted Amendment #1. This amendment added $74,681.26 (there is 
no indication whether GRT was included, GRT would add $4,994.68) to 
the contract for a total amount of $270,004.74. The reason given was 

;; no other documentation 
providing any basis for the amendment was found in the materials 
reviewed by SFCGG. Amendment #1 also extended the term of the 
contract to June 30, 2005. 
2. Professional Services Contract: This contract was for $928.00 plus 
GRT. It was not connected to any bid number. 

services provided by a business professional representing one of the 
listed specialties (PM 3.78 lists architects, archeologists, engineers, 
surveyors, landscape architects, health care practitioners, scientists, 
management and systems analysts, certified public accountants, 
registered public accountants, lawyers psychologists, planners 
researchers, construction managers and other persons or businesses 
providing similar professional services which may be designated as 
such by the Central Purchasing Office).  
 
If the amount of the services exceeds $50,000.00  not this contract  
there must be competitive sealed proposals. Between $5,000.00 and 
$50,000.00, three persons must be solicited for sealed proposals. All 
contracts for professional services must be reviewed by the City 
Attorney for form and legal sufficiency (PM 23.A.5). No documentation 
other than an entry on the PO List and the PK List was discovered in 
the materials reviewed. 
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Purchase Orders: Two POs are shown as having been issued during 
this fiscal year, but SFCGG believes the stronger evidence is that only 
one was issued.  
1. Bid Number 03/46/B Contract: Purchase Order 14000453 is shown on 
the PO List as being issued on July 7, 2003. However, the City Council 
did not approve Amendment #1 which is included in this PO until June 
30, 2004 (the contract amendment document clearly substantiates 
this date, the actual PO reviewed is not dated and under the PM, a PO 
could not be issued to a vendor for an amount not yet authorized) 
therefore, SFCGG assumes that the July 7, 2003 date on the PO List 
correctly should have been July 7, 2004. Thus, as of June 30, 2004 no 
POs had been issued with respect to the Bid Number 03/46/B Contract. 

 Purchase Order 14004470 in the 
amount of $928.00 was issued on October 8, 2003.  
 
Payments: AA received a total of ten payments totaling $123,406.93 
during the fiscal year.  

1. Bid Number 03/46/B Contract: Nine payments (PK 123752, 
123995, 124491, 126409, 130332, 132634, 137246, 137957 and 
140394) totaling $122,416.87 were made during the fiscal year. 
SFCGG attributes these payments to the Bid Number 03/46/B 
contract because, oth
contract which was the tenth payment during the fiscal year, this 
was the only open contract. These nine payments were made 
from August 1, 2003 to April 30, 2004. The invoices and purchase 
orders approving payment were not found. 

 
Given that the PO for the Bid Number 03/46/B was not requested until 
July 7, 2004 these payments appear to have preceded the issuance   
of a PO. Under PM procedures, no payments could have been made to 
AA unless the AA invoices were attached to the signed PO and the PO 
had been approved by the Using Department with a certification of 
receipt of services. Furthermore, under PM procedures, AA had no 
valid contract with the City until a PO approved by the Purchasing 
Division was issued to it. No service should have been provided in 
advance of the issuance of a PO covering this bid. 
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 This contract plus GRT of $62.06 
was paid in full by PK 126790 issued November 13, 2003 in the amount 
of $990.06. 
  
Summary: The payments ($123,406.93) made as of June 30, 2004 
brought the total payments received by AA since July 1, 2001 to 
$349,732.69. 
completed in the fiscal year. However, as to the Bid Number 03/46/B 
Contract it appears that services were provided and payments made in 
advance of the issuance of a PO and without submission of the proper 

payments after the fact). While it is the case that the actual PO issued 
on this bid in the early days of the following fiscal year more than 
covered these payments, the sequence of paying before the issuance 
of a PO and without proper documentation raises questions regarding 
compliance with the PM. 
 
Questions: 

 Was the June 30, 2004 Amendment #1 to the Bid Number 03/46/B 
Contract based on additional work within the scope of the 
contract or on a modification of the scope of the contract? Where 
is the supporting paperwork? 

 If the amendment resulted in sole source procurement, how was 

supporting paperwork? 
   

 
4. FISCAL YEAR JULY 1, 2004  JUNE 30, 2005:  
 
During this time period AA did not bid on any projects. It had still made 
only one successful competitive bid and had been awarded only one 
contract. 
 
Contracts: 
1. Bid Number 03/46/B Contract: This contract was the only open 
contract during the fiscal year according to the documents reviewed. 
 
Purchase Orders: Two POs were issued during the fiscal year. 
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1.Bid Number 03/46/B Contract: PO 14000453 was issued (SFCGG 
believes) on July 7, 2004 in the amount of $270,004.74. This PO 
included the original bid amount ($195,323.48 including GRT) plus the 
amount of Amendment #1 ($74,681.26, there is no indication that GRT 
was included;; GRT would have added $4,994.68) approved by the City 
Council on June 30, 2004. 
PO 15003128 in the amount of $149,067.09 was also issued to AA 
under this Bid Number August 23, 2004. This made the total amount of 
the contract $419,072.22. The purpose of the PO was to provide for 

d nor proposal covering 
these operating supplies was found in the Procurement File (it should 
be noted that PO 14000453 issued July 7, 2004 had also included 

 
 
Payments: AA received six payments totaling $101,592.06 during the 
fiscal year. 
1. Bid Number 03/46/B Contract: Six payments [PK 146809, 148714, 
149371, 156169, 159,863 and 163606] were made during the fiscal 
year beginning August 13, 2004 and ending June 27, 2005. The 
invoices and purchase orders approving payment were not found. 
 
Summary: As of June 30, 2005 the total payments received by AA 
since July 1, 2001 totaled $451,324.75.  
For the first time the amount of funds covered by POs issued to AA 
exceeded the amount paid to AA during the fiscal year. The City 

$195,062.21 ($419,071.83 [POs issued to AA for the 03/46/B contract] - 
$224,009.62 [payments made under the Bid Number 03/46/B contract] 
= $195,062.21). 
The Bid Number 03/46/B Contract was the only contract shown to be 
open by the documents reviewed. It was to have lapsed on June 30, 
2005, but it may not have lapsed (see below the discussion of the 
Professional Services Agreement AKA City Wide Utility Pavement 
Restoration Contract). If POs are voided or cancelled, the PM provides 
for doing this by a documented process (PM section 8.2);; no such 
documentation was found in the documents reviewed by SFCGG. 
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Questions: 
 The Bid Number 03/46/B contract was to have expired on June 

funds paid to AA after the contract expired? If so, in what 
amounts pursuant to what PK numbers, when and why? 

 
the expiration date of the contract what became of these funds? 

 
 
5. FISCAL YEAR JULY 1, 2005  JUNE 30, 2006:  
 
Contracts: During this fiscal year AA was had in one contract and one 

 City.  
1. Asphalt Purchase Contract: Both the PO List and the PK List show 

because it was less than $5,000.00 it did not have to be procured by 
bid. The PO list does not attribute this contract to any bid number. 
2. November 11, 2005 Professional Services Agreement AKA City Wide 
Water Utility Pavement Restoration Contract: SFCGG discovered the 
existence of this agreement when it examined the paperwork of what 
is listed on the CBA List as the Bid Number 06/13/B contract in the 
amount of $214,404.33, as described below.  
The 06/13/B contract was procured by bid in the amount of 
$214,404.33 made by AA on October 20, 2005, but not actually 
approved by the Council until July 12, 2006. Therefore, the contract 
was awarded in the July 1, 2006 to June 30, 2007 fiscal year. The Bid 
Number 06/13/B contract will be discussed in the context of the fiscal 
year in which it was awarded (06-07).  The CBA List does not show any 
other competitive bid for this time frame except Bid Number 06/13/B. 
The CBA List shows that the only other successful competitive bid by 
AA was for the Bid Number 03/46/B Contract, which was to have 
expired June 30, 2005.  
What is pertinent to this fiscal year is a June 28, 2006 memorandum to 
the Finance Committee regarding the award of the Bid Number 06/13/B 
project. This memorandum began to reveal the existence of another 
contract between the City and AA.  



14  
  

  

This memorandum described the contract not as a new contract but 
(the City owned water 

utility) is requesting approval to renew the contract again for fiscal 
year 06/07  (emphasis added). The same memorandum then 
recommended that there be an award to AA for $150,000.00 plus GRT 

was not specifically tied to any bid, proposal or contract in the 
memorandum.  Nothing in the documents reviewed mentioned a four 
year contract except this memorandum. 
It is unclear why this four year contract was discussed in a 
memorandum related to the Bid Number 06/13/B Contract. No action 
was taken by the City Council during this fiscal year on the matters in 
the June 28th memorandum. However, the events which unfolded 
during the July 1, 2006 to June 30, 2007 fiscal year revealed more 
about this matter. 
 
Purchase Orders: Only two POs were issued during this fiscal year. 
1. Asphalt Purchase Contract: PO 16011561 in the amount of $1862.72 
was issued May 16, 2006 for this contract plus GRT. It paid the 
contract in full. 
2. November 11, 2005 Professional Services Agreement AKA City Wide 
Water Utility Pavement Restoration Contract: 
No POs were requested for this agreement during the fiscal year. 
3. Unapproved Contract PO (06/13/B): 
PO number 16006559 in the amount of $214,404.33 was issued 

on the face of the PO reviewed by SFCGG;; the PO List also attributes 
this PO to Bid Number 06/13/B. The amount matches the AA sole bid 
for the 06/13/B which included GRT. The obvious difficulty is that PO 
16006559 was issued pursuant to a contract that had not yet been 
approved by the Council. 
 
Payments: AA received a total of six payments during the fiscal year. 
1. Asphalt Purchase Contract: One payment, PK 197870 in the amount 
of $1,862.72, was made to AA on June 29, 2006. This paid the contract 
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in full. The invoice and purchase order approving payment were not 
found. 
2. November 11, 2005 Professional Services Agreement AKA City Wide 
Water Utility Pavement Restoration Contract: Because no POs were 
issued during the fiscal year which the documentation attributed to 
the agreement, SFCGG has to assume that no payments were made 
which are attributable to the agreement.   
3. Payments from unknown sources: The PK list shows that five 
payments (PK 164936, 170830, 189242, 190285 and 195974) totaling 
$168,403.86 were made to AA during the fiscal year. The dates of the 
payments were from July 19, 2005 to June 29, 2006 -- all before the 
City Council approved the award of the Bid Number 06/13/B contract. 
None of these payments is allocated to a specific contract or PO. It is 
only by the process of elimination that a possible source of payment 
can be assumed. One obvious source is the $214,404.33 covered by PO 
16006559 issued December 20, 2005 for the Bid Number 06/13/B 
Contract, notwithstanding the fact that the Council had not yet 
approved that contract. 
 
The reconciliation of payments to contracts cannot be clearly 
identified from the documents SFCGG reviewed. Another possible 

but not yet paid funds related to the Bid Number 03/46/B contract 
($195,062.90;; see Summary for fiscal year 2004-2005). However, 
documents reviewed by SFCGG appear to support the conclusion that 
these funds were combined with other funds in the November 11, 2005 
Professional Services Agreement AKA City Wide Water Utility 
Pavement Restoration Contract.    
  
Summary: What SFCGG can say with certainty is that AA received six 
payments totaling $170,266.58 during this period. Only one of these 
payments in the amount of $1862.72 can be directly tied to a PO 
issued to AA. As of June 30, 2006 the total payments received by AA 
from the City since July 1, 2001 to totaled $621,591.33. 
SFCGG can say that according to the PO List the source of all of the 
funds, however applied to whichever contract, was the City owned 
water utility. 
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SFCGG also feels confident in saying that it appears that several PM 
provisions were not complied with during the fiscal year. 
 
 
 
Questions: 

 
memorandum refers?  

 Where is the paperwork relating to the November 11, 2005 
Professional Services Agreement? What was the approval path 
for the November 11, 2005 Professional Services Agreement?   

 Were any services provided by AA under the purchase order 
issued on December 20, 2005 prior to the approval of Bid Number 
06/13/B contract in July, 2007? If so, under what legal authority? 

 
6. FISCAL YEAR JULY 1, 2006  JUNE 30, 2007: 
 
Contracts: During this fiscal year AA made no bids. The Council did 
award or ratify the Bid Number 06/13/B sole bid contract on July 12, 
2006. The November 11, 2005 Professional Services Agreement AKA 
City Wide Water Utility Pavement Restoration Contract was apparently 
also in effect during this fiscal period. 
1. Bid Number 06/13/B Contract: AA was the only bidder on this 
contract. The council awarded the contract in the amount of 

Wide Water  (the same purpose as the 
Bid Number 03/46/B Contract).  
2. November 11, 2005 Professional Services Agreement AKA City Wide 
Utility Pavement Restoration Contract: The Council approved 
Amendment #1 to this contract on July 12, 2006. This amendment 
added $150,000.00 to the contract. The language used by the Council 
was that 

 
The first page of the Amendment #1 document makes reference to 

 August 1, 2006 
in the amount of $161,437.50 ($150,000.00 plus GRT of $11,437.50). 
The PO stated that the Amendment #1 (the PO cited the council 
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Agreement between the City of Santa Fe and Adva
This PO made no reference to the Bid Number 06/13/B Contract or to 
any other bid number. 
Amendment #1 increased the amount of compensation under the 
November 11, 2005 agreement by $150,000.00 to an amount not to 
exceed $349,330.00 plus GRT. SFCGG notes that if the $195,062.90 in 

POs in existence on June 30, 2005 are combined with the $150,000.00  
approved by the Council on May 24, 2006, the total is $345,062.94 plus 
GRT.  
SFCGG thinks that one conclusion that could be reached on these 
facts is 
under the Bid Number 03/46/B Contract were redirected to the 
November 11, 2005 Professional Services Agreement. Such redirection 

Pavement restoration projects similar to those worked on as part of 
the Bid Number 03/46/B Contract projects. One additional fact 
supporting this conclusion is that the PO List shows that the source of 
the $161,437.50 covered by Amendment #1 was the City owned water 
utility. 
 
It is important to point out that Amendment #1 did not extend the term 

 
 
As noted above, the Council had approved funds in the amount of 
$150,000.00 plus GRT on May 24, 2006 for this November 11, 2005 
agreement. 
 
Amendment #2 was made to this contract by the Council on May 30, 
2007 (of note is the fact that the contractor had signed the 
Amendment on May 29, 2007 the day before it was approved by the 
Council). This amendment added another $270,000.00 to the contract 

GRT. 
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Purchase Orders: Only one PO was issued during this fiscal year. 
However, PO 16006559 in the amount of $214,404.33 had been issued 

not yet paid. 
1. Bid Number 06/13/B Contract: PO 16006559 had been issued on 
December 20, 2005 in the amount of $214,404.33, the amount of the 
AA bid on what became the Bid Number 06/13/B contract. The PO List  
and the CBA List both show this amount as the initial award amount 
for the Bid Number 06/13/B contract. Given that the contract was not 
approved by Council until July 12, 2006 it would appear that the PO 
was requested before the contract supporting the PO was approved by 
the City Council. This would not be consistent with the PM 
requirements. 
2. November 11, 2005 Professional Services Agreement AKA City Wide 
Utility Pavement Restoration Contract: PO 17017543 in the amount of 
$161,437.50 (the amount of Amendment #1 to the agreement) was 
issued August 1, 2006. It was the only PO issued with regard to the 
agreement during the fiscal year. 
 
Payments: As of June 30, 2007 AA had been awarded only two 
contracts which SFCGG has been able to confirm were procured 
through the bid process.  
 
During fiscal year 2006-2007 AA received seven payments (PK 199290, 
200757, 206597, 212924, 213493, 214196 and 217705) totaling 
$313,717.66.  It is not clear from the PK List or the PO List whether 
these payments were made for services in connection with the Bid 
Number 06/13/B contract, the November 11, 2005 Professional 
Services Agreement AKA City Wide Water Utility Pavement Restoration 
Contract or both. The reason this is unclear is that although the PM 
requires that all invoices paid must be attached to the PO under which 

sign off the attached PO for the invoiced work, the invoices were not 
attached to the POs reviewed by SFCGG.  
 
Although the PO List shows POs other than PO 16006559 as 
attributable to the Bid Number 06/13/B Contract, SFCGG reviewed the 
amendments that caused these other POs to issue and learned that 
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these appear to be related to the November 11, 2005 Professional 
Services Agreement AKA City Wide Water Utility Pavement Restoration 
Contract, not the Bid Number 06/13/B Contract. SFCGG, therefore, 
believes that these references on the PO List to the Bid Number 
06/13/B Contract are in error. Given that there do not appear to be any 
additional valid POs issued under the Bid Number 06/13/B Contract, 
SFCGG assumes that the Bid Number 06/13/B Contract expired during 
this fiscal year. 
 
Summary: As of June 30, 2007 the total amount of payments to AA 

yet paid to AA as of June 30, 2007 were $88,738.212 [$241,063.37 + 
$161,437.50 = $402,500.87 - $313,717.66 = $88,731.21].   
 
Questions: 

 
received for a project? Were these rules followed in this 
instance? 

 What was the legal basis, if any, for allowing the issuance of PO 
16006559 to precede the Bid Number 06/13/B contract award by 
approximately seven months?  

 Did the Bid Number 06/13/B contract expire as of June 30, 2007? 
If not, what was its expiration date? 

 Is there documentation which supports any reason other than 
increasing compensation for the amendments to the November 
11, 2005 Professional Services Agreement AKA City Wide Utility 
Pavement Restoration Contract? In other words were the 
procurement rules related to amendments and change orders 
followed in increasing the amount of the contract? 

 
7. FISCAL YEAR JULY 1, 2007  JUNE 30, 2008: 
 
Contracts: During this time period AA bid on three contracts and was 
successful on two. The two on which it was the successful bidder 

                                                                                                                      
2  

Bid  Number  06/13/B  contracts  survived  until  June  30,  2007  and  were  available  for  payment  to  AA  beyond  that  
date.  
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. The November 11, 2005 Professional Services 
Agreement AKA City Wide Water Utility Pavement Repair Contract was 
still open during this fiscal year.3  
 1. Bid Number 08/21/B Contract: This contract was 

 
plus GRT. Four other companies bid on the proposal. This contract was 
approved by the City Council and the Mayor on February 13, 2008. 
According to the June 30, 2010 Audit Report the contract was 
extended to an expiration date of February 13, 2012.    
2. Bid Number 08/37/B Contract: 

Three 
at $2,000,000.00 plus GRT. AA and H.O. Construction, Inc. were each 
awarded one-half the contract. This was awarded as a two year 
contract with the possibility of extension for an additional two years 
on June 25, 2008. It was subsequently extended to June 25, 2011 
according to the Audit Report.  
 
Purchase Orders: A total of five POs were issued during the fiscal year. 
1. November 11, 2005 Professional Services Agreement AKA City Wide 
Utility Pavement Restoration Contract: PO 18015916 in the amount of 
$236,775.00 was issued on July 6, 2007. The PO List refers to 
Amendment #2 approved by the Council on May 30, 2007 (see Item 10j 
on the Consent Calendar, approved unanimously without discussion) 
and a
language of Amendment #2 approved by the Council on May 30, 2007 
clearly refers to the November 11, 2005 Professional Services 
Agreement. The PO attribution to the Bid Number 06/13/B contract 
appears to be an error.  
2. Bid Number 08/21/B Contract: During the fiscal year four purchase 
orders (Purchase Order numbers 18024735, 18025109, 18025879 and 
18028162) totaling $633,307.08 were issued for the Bid Number 
08/21/B contract (it is not clear whether one of these POs [18025109] 
included GRT which would have added $10,468.73 to its cost). 
3. Bid Number 08/37/B Contract: The memorandum recommending 
acceptance of Bid Number 08/37/B was sent to Public Works on June 

                                                                                                                      
3  SFCGG  assumes  that  the  Bid  Number  06/13/B  contract  was  paid  in  full  during  the  preceding  fiscal  year.  This  

conclusion  is  based  on  the  PO  List  and  Amendment  #2  to  the  November  11,  2005  Professional  Services  Agreement.  
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2, 2008 and approved by the Council on June 25, 2008 (see Item 10c 
on the Consent Calendar, approved unanimously). No purchase orders 
attributed to this Bid Number were requested during the fiscal year. 
 
Payments: AA received thirteen payments (PK 221473, 222884, 
228385, 230842, 231354, 233021, 234328, 234595, 235060, 235557, 
235934, 236670 and 238238) totaling more than $399,839.95 (PK 
235060 does not show an amount for this payment on the list provided 
to SFCGG)4 during the fiscal year. It is not possible to attribute these 
payments to either the Bid Number 08/21/B contract or the November 
11, 2005 Professional Services Agreement AKA City Wide Water Utility 
Pavement Restoration Contract from the records provided.5 The reason  
this is unclear is that the PM requires that all invoices paid must be 
attached to the PO under which the invoiced work was performed and 

invoiced work but no invoices were attached to the POs reviewed by 
SFCGG. 
 
Summary:  As of June 30, 2008 AA had received payments totaling 
more than $1,335,148.94 since July 1, 2001. As of June 30, 2008 the 

6 
 
Questions: 

 How much of the amount paid to AA during the fiscal year was 
for service rendered pursuant to the November 11, 2005 
Professional Services Contract AKA City Wide Water Utility 
Pavement Restoration Project Contract. When did the November 
11, 2005 Professional Services Contract AKA City Wide Water 
Utility Pavement Restoration Project Contract expire if it has 
expired? 

 How much of the amount paid to AA during the fiscal year was  
for services rendered under the Bid Number 08/21/B contract? 

                                                                                                                      
4  An  e-‐mail  dated  May  21,  2010  indicated  that  another  PK  [236727]  might  have  existed.  
5   The  documents  provided   to   SFCGG   included  a  May  21,   2010  e-‐mail   form  Chris  Ortega   to  Bobbi  Mossman  

which  referred  to  what  appears  to  be  a  PK  236727  which  is  not  shown  on  the  PK  List.  No  other  information  on  this  
reference  was  available.  

6     
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 What were the specific projects funded by the Bid Number 
08/21/B contract? On what dates were each of the specific 
projects funded through the Bid Number 08/21/B contract 
completed and what was the cost of each? 

 Is either the Bid Number 08/21/B contract or the Bid Number 
08/37/B contract still an active contract under which work can be 
done by AA and charged to the City? 

 
8. FISCAL YEAR JULY 1, 2008  JUNE 30, 2009:  
 
Contracts: During this period AA bid on two contracts and was 
successful on one. The contract awarded was Bid Number 09/01/B, for 

companies bidding for this project. Both the Bid Number 08/21/B and 
the Bid Number 08/37/B contracts were still open. Finally, a fourth 

effect. 
1. Rep & Maint Grounds/Rd Contract: The only documentation for this 
contract appears on the PO list. It shows an amount of $1,046.99, 
there is no indication whether GRT is included (GRT would have been 
$85.73). The contract is not associated with any bid number. 
2. Bid Number 09/01/B Contract:  including GRT 

 was less than one-half the next lowest bid. It was 
approved by the Public Works Committee on 8/26/08 even though the 
Committee expressed concern over the disparity amongst the three 
bids. A September 2, 2008 memorandum addressed to the Finance 
Committee from the Public Works Director explained that the Public 
Works Department also had concerns about the bid disparity and met 
with AA representatives. The memorandum concluded that after 

. The Council 
subsequently  (see Item 10d 
on the Consent Calendar, unanimously approved).  
  
Over the course of the work done under the Bid Number 09/01/B 
contract there were six change orders. Some of the change orders 
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were approved by the City Manager and some were approved by the 
Council. 
 
Under the PM when additional work beyond the scope of the contract 
is necessary, a Change Order should be issued before the work is 

anticipated
caused by an omission or error in the original project plan. Change 
Orders which exceed $50,000 must be authorized by the Public Works 
Director and the Finance Committee and approved by the City Council 
(PM 28.6.1).  
The total cost of the Bid Number 09/01/B contract increased from the 
bid of $178,085.45 to $509,036.17;; an increase of just under 200%.  
 
Purchase Orders: A total of ten POs were issued during the fiscal year.  
1. Rep & Maint Grounds/Rd Contract: PO 19014268 was issued July 1, 
2008 in the amount of $1,046.99. This PO covered this contract 
amount in full.  
2. Bid Number 09/01/B Contract: All of the POs related to this contract 
were issued in later fiscal years (see below). 
3. Bid Number 08/21/B Contract: Four POs (19020707, 19024455, 
19025819 and 19026652) totaling $50,131.85 were issued to AA during 
this fiscal year. 
4. Bid Number 08/37/B Contract: A total of five POs (19019000, 
19019906, 19019909, 19022832 and 19026305) totaling $168,094.10 
were issued to AA during this fiscal year. 
 
Payments: During this fiscal period AA received fifteen payments (PK 
238584, 240106, 240645, 241694, 243140, 244182, 245878, 247763, 
248488, 250628, 252958, 255139, 255501, 257095 and 258143) totaling 
$895,284.24. SFCGG assumes the small contract was paid. The 
documents reviewed do not allow for clear attribution of these 
payments between the Bid Number 08/21/B and 08/37/B contracts. The 
reason this is unclear is that the PM requires that all invoices paid 
must be attached to the PO under which the invoiced work was 

PO for the invoiced work but no invoices were attached to the 
documents reviewed. 
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Summary: As of June 30, 2009 the total amount received by AA since 
July 1, 2001 was $2,230,433.18. These fifteen payments exceeded the 
worth of the issued POs for the fiscal year ($218,225.95) and the 

from previously issued 
Purchase Orders as of June 30, 2008 ($558,980.44) by $118,077.85.7 
This appears to ba an overpayment. SFCGG cannot determine from the 
documents reviewed where the funds to meet what appears to be an 
overpayment originated. 
 
Questions: 

 Does the City have any procedures in place to deal with bids that 
are questionably low? If so, were they followed? 

 If there was an overpayment of funds as suggested by the 
materials reviewed, was it ever detected by the City? If so, what 
measures were taken to recover these funds? Is there any 
documentation which clarifies this apparent overpayment? 

 
9. FISCAL YEAR JULY 1, 2009  JUNE 30, 2010:  
 
At some point during this fiscal year the fact that AA was the subject 
of an investigation of its dealings with Santa Fe County became known 
to the 
provided to the Council on June 30, 2010. An article in the July 7, 2010 
New Mexican reported the service of a search warrant related to the 

 
 
Contracts: During this fiscal year AA entered six bid competitions 
between July, 2009 and March, 2010. It was the successful bidder in 
four of the competitions. From March 10, 2010 until June 30, 2010 AA 
entered four more bid competitions and was unsuccessful in all four. 
 
Three contracts awarded in prior fiscal years [Bid Number 08/21/B, Bid 
Number 08/37/B and Bid Number 09/01/B] were open during this fiscal 
year. 

                                                                                                                      
7  

available  and  applied  during  this  fiscal  year.  
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1. Bid Number 09/42/B Contract: The first successful effort by AA was 
truction, Ricardo Road 

GRT. Five other companies bid on the project. It was approved by the 
City Council on August 26, 2009 (see Item 10a on the Consent 
Calendar, unanimously approved).   
One Purchase Order included three Change Orders which brought the 
total value of the contract to $1,309,236.41.  
2. Bid Number 10/01/B Contract: The second award was the Bid 

ee other companies bid for the project. Although the 

the water utility, recommended that the Council award 

($16,376.00)  
On September 9, 2009 the Council approved the award in the amount 

(see Item 10a on the Consent 
Calendar, unanimously approved). The documents reviewed do not 
indicate why the project amount was more than doubled after the 
competitive bid process had been completed.  
3. Bid Number 10/05/B Contract: The third award to AA was the Bid 

other companies bid on the project. The amount of the AA bid was 
$85,117.32 including GRT. The City Council approved the award to AA 
on October 14, 2009 (see Item 10a on the Consent Calendar, 
unanimously approved).   
According to the PO List a Purchase Order in the amount of $5181.26 
requested on January 31, 2011 increased the total amount of the Bid 
Number 10/05/B contract to $90,298.58. 
4. Bid Number 10/13/B Contract: 

the bid was $81,532.08 including GRT. The City Council approved the 
award to AA on December 9, 2009 [see Item 10c on the Consent 
Calendar, unanimously approved]. 
The purchase order, 10096143, issued in connection with this bid 

-
purchase order and the contract to $117,817.04. No documentation 
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why it was added to the bid amount by the Purchase Order.  
 
Purchase Orders: A total of eleven POs were issued during this fiscal 
year. 
1. Bid Number 09/42/B Contract: PO Number 10093299 in the total 
amount of $1,309,236.41 (which amount included three Change Orders 
one of which purports to have been approved in 2011) was issued on 
September 29, 2009.  
The dates on the Change Orders included in the PO are all subsequent 
to the September 29, 2009 print date shown on the PO (CO#1 for 
$15,166.90 approved by the City Manager on March 9, 2010;; CO#2 for 
$26,890.54 approved by the City Manager on April 23, 2010;; CO#3 for 
$49,355.48 approved by the Council on October 12, 2011). Assuming 
the print date on the PO is correct, there was no explanation for how 
these Change Order dates could be known at the time the PO was 
printed and issued. 
The PM provides that the Finance Department director and the City 
Manager can approve Change Orders only in amounts of less than 
$50,000.00. Both the Public works director and the finance committee 
would have to approve any Change Order in excess of $50,000.00. 
2. Bid Number 10/01/B Contract: PO Number 10093195 in the amount of 
$98,511.43 the bid amount plus GRT was issued September 28, 2009.  
PO Number 10098776 in the amount of $108,838.47 was requested on 
February 22, 2010.  
The total PO amount issued for this contract during the fiscal year was 
$207,349.90. 
3. Bid Number 10/05/B Contract: One PO, 10095731 in the amount of 
$85,117.32, the amount of the award, was issued on December 3, 
2009.  
4. Bid Number 10/13/B Contract: PO 10096143 in the amount of 

-open existing 
.96] was issued on December 24, 2009. There was no 

information in the documents reviewed which explained either the 
-

to this contract.  
5. Bid Number 08/21/B Contract: PO 10094340 in the amount of 
$227,239.13 was issued on October 23, 2009. 
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6. Bid Number 08/37/B Contract: PO 10096412 in the amount of 
$33,409.11 was issued on January 4, 2010.  
PO 10099850 in the amount of $60,000.00 was issued on April 7, 2010. 
The total amount of the POs was $93,409.11. 
7. Bid Number 09/01/B Contract: PO 10090684 exists in two amounts. 
One amount issued July 7, 2009 requested $112,463.28 (the Change 

-open 
r amount PO issued with issued 

on July 21, 2009 stated the amount as $102,649.70 (the Change Order 
#1 amount). The PO List supports the July 21, 2009 version as the 
correct amount. 
PO 10096063 in the amount of $19,289.16 (Change Order #2) was 
issued on December 18, 2009. The PO List provided to SFCGG in 
response to the records request shows an available balance of 
$17,048.79 as of the date the records were made available. 
PO 10100244 in the amount of $17,506.91 (Change Order #3) was 
issued on April 20, 2010. 
The total amount of the POs issued during the fiscal year was 
$139,445.77. 
 
Payments: During this fiscal period AA received sixteen payments (PK 
261039, 261648, 262326, 263077, 265075, 266426, 266652, 267506, 
268165, 269324, 269628, 270777, 272275, 273502, 274223 and 
275946) totaling $1,480,618.23.  
 
Summary: As of June 30, 2010 the total payments received by AA 
since July 1, 2001 were $3,711,114.41. The requested POs for the 

but not yet paid amount was $520,975.54 (SFCGG assumed the City 

overpayment of $118,077.85).   

comments regarding the audit report appear in the next section of this 
Summary.  
 
Questions: 

 Why was the Bid Number 10/01/B contract more than doubled 
after the competitive bid process had closed? Is there any 
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recommendation for the increase?  
 Did the City adopt any precautions regarding AA after the 

County investigation became known? If so what were they? 
 According to a document dated June 25, 2010 the City Attorney 

the contents of this file as provided to the City Attorney been 
made available to SFCGG in response to its records request? 

 What is the explanation for the fact that Purchase Order 
10093299 on the Bid Number 09/42/B contract shows it was 
printed on September 29, 2009 but contains three change 
orders which are shown to have occurred after the print date 
[CO#1 approved by the City Manager March 9, 2010;; CO#2 
approved by the City Manager April 23, 2010 and CO#3 approved 
by the Council on October 12, 2011]? 

 
Number 10/13/B contract? What was the process used to 
approve this addition?  

 
10. FISCAL YEAR JULY 1 2010  JUNE 30, 2011:  
 
Contracts: During this fiscal period AA bid on seven contracts [only six 
were awarded] and was successful on three. The Bid Number 08/21/B 
Contract, the Bid Number 08/37/B Contract, the Bid Number 09/01/B 
contract and the Bid Number 10/05/B contract were still open during 
this fiscal year. Four contracts not allocated to any Bid Number were 
created during the fiscal year;; with one exception these were all under 
the $5,000.00 bid amount requirement. 
 
1. Bid Number 11/01/B Contract: 

the City water utility, 

approved the award in the amount of $216,375.00 including GRT, 
nearly three times the original bid, on August 25, 2010 (this contract 
was removed from the Consent Calendar and approved after 
discussion, see pages 6-7 of the Council meeting appended as 
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Attachment 1). The documentation reviewed by SFCGG did not explain 
why the contract amount was increased after the competitive bid 
process had been completed. 
2. Bid Number 11/06/B Contract: 

The requested POs increased the total value to $41,459.81. 
3. Bid Number 11/19/B Contract:  

AA was approved by the City Council on September 8, 2010 (see Item 
10b on the Consent Calendar, unanimously approved).  
This award was subsequently amended to increase the contract 
amount by $105,000.00 to a total of $167,229.67, more than doubling 
the amount of the contract. The Amendment #1 which provided for the 

ith AA.  
It was approved by the City Council August 30, 2011 (see Item 10g on 
the Consent Calendar, unanimously approved). An e-mail dated 
February 28, 2012 stated that as of that date there were unpaid funds 
in the amount of $51,994.95. 
3. Driving Trencher Rental Contract: This contract only appears on the 
PO list. It was for $1,409.45. It is not allocated to any bid number. 
4. Trencher Rental Contract: This contract only appears on the PO list. 
It was also for $1,409.45 and is also not allocated to any bid number. 
5. Sewer Repair Contract: This contract appears to be a one-time 
small job contract. The total was $2060.61. It is not allocated to any 
bid number. 
6. WIP Construction Contract: This contract was initially for $6383.00. 
It is not allocated to any bid number. It was amended in the following 
fiscal year to add $4360.50 for a total of $10,743.50. 
 
Purchase Orders:  A total of eleven POs were issued during the fiscal 
year. 
1. Bid Number 09/01/B Contract: PO 10106252 [Change Order #4] was 
issued July 29, 2010 in the amount of $34,379.00. 
PO 10108737 [Change Order #5 and Change Order #6] was issued 
September 20, 2010 in the total amount of $23,879.80.  
The total amount of the POs issued was $58,258.80 [the PO List shows 
$632.90 as an amount still available as of March 21, 2012].  
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2. Bid Number 10/05/B Contract: One PO, 10113212, in the amount of 
$5,196.11 was issued during the fiscal year. It was issued on January 
31, 2011.  
3. Bid Number 11/01/B Contract: PO number 10108502 in the amount of 
$216,375.00 was issued on September 10, 2010 [an entry on the PO 
List shows that $6,884.24 was still available as of March 21, 2012].  
4. Bid Number 11/06/B Contract: PO 10111874 in the amount of 
$40,000.01 was issued on December 22, 2010 [an entry on the PO List 
shows that $3,277.10 was still available as of March 21, 2012]. 
5. Bid Number 11/19/B Contract: One PO, 10113147, in the amount of 
$62,229.67 was issued on January 28, 2011.  
6. Driving Trencher Rental Contract: PO 10106543 in the amount of 
$1,409.45 was issued on August 4, 2010. 
7. Trencher Rental Contract: PO 10110286 in the amount of $1,409.45 
was issued on October 27, 2010.  
8. Sewer Repair Contract: PO 10109924 in the amount of $2020.61 was 
issued on October 18, 2010.  
9. WIP Construction Contract: PO 10116690 in the amount of $6,383.00 
was issued on June 2, 2011. 
 
Payments: During this fiscal period AA received twenty-eight payments 
(PK 277734, 278111, 279081, 279463, 280672, 282155, 282483, 
283188, 283551, 284559, 285178, 285533, 285717, 286391, 288288, 
289503, 289658, 289836, 290242, 290454, 291145, 291312, 291548, 
293742, 293893, 294367, 294768 and 295110) totaling $630,068.13. 
 
Summary: As of June 30, 2011 the total payments received by AA 
since July 1, 2001 were $4,341,119.54. As of June 30, 2011 the amount 

 not yet paid funds was $342,351.75.                  
 
Questions: 

 Why did the Council nearly triple the Bid Number 11/01/B contract 
to $216,375.00 

 Why did the Council more than double the Bid Number 11/19/B 
contract to $167, 229.67?  
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11. FISCAL YEAR JULY 1, 2011  MARCH 21, 2012: 
 
Contracts: As of March 12, 2012 AA had participated in two 
competitive bids and lost both. AA did not participate in bidding on a 
third project. The Bid Number 11/06/B Contact and 11/19/B contract 
were still open;; the Bid Number 08/21/B Contract had been open until 
February 13. There was one amendment to a WIP Construction 
Contract [not related to a bid number] created in the previous fiscal 

five small contracts, none of which exceeded $5,000.00. 
1. Professional Services Agreement: This agreement in the amount of 
$6,
Order for the agreement dated July 12, 2011 corresponds to a 
Purchase Requisition document dated June 28, 2011 approved by the 
City Manager. The requisition document stated that the purpose of the 

does not relate to any bid number. 
It is unclear why this project would have been undertaken pursuant to 

amount between $5,000 and $50,000, the City is required to contact at 
least three vendors seeking competitive proposals. No documentation 
showing that such contacts were made was seen in the documents 
reviewed. 
2. Portable Toilet Rentals Contract #1: The contract did not relate to a 
bid number. The only information on the contract is in the PO list. 
3. Portable Toilet Rentals Contract #2: This contract did not relate to a 
bid number. The only information on the contract comes from the PO 
list. 
4. Portable Toilet Rentals Contract #3: This contract did not relate to a 
bid number. The only information the contract comes from the PO list. 
5. WIP Construction Contract: This contract did not relate to a bid 
number. The only information on the contract comes from the PO list. 
6. Remodeling & Replacement Contract: This contract did not relate to 
a bid number. The only information on the contract comes from the PO 
list. 
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Purchase Orders: There were ten POs issued during this fiscal period. 
1. Bid Number 11/06/B Contract;; According to the PO List one PO, 
11127565 in the amount of $459.80 was issued with respect to this 
contract on February 12, 2012. 
2. Bid Number 11/19/B Contract: The PO List shows that PO 11123670 
was issued September 22, 2011 in the amount of $97,053.73 plus GRT 
in the amount of $7,946.27. A notation on the PO List shows that an 
amount of $51,994.95 was available.   
3. WIP Construction Contract: PO 11120547 was issued on July 15, 
2011. It was requested pursuant to Amendment #1 to a contract let in 
June, 2011. The amount of the PO was $4,360.50. With this 
amendment the total value of the contract was $10,743.50. 
4. Professional Services Agreement: PO 11120184 was issued July 12, 
2011 in the amount of $6,152.41. 
5. Portable Toilet Rental Contract #1: PO 11122743 was issued August 
26, 2011 in the amount of $524.71. 
6. Portable Toilet Rental Contract #2: PO 11124540 was issued 
October 26, 2011 in the amount of $1000.00. A notation on the PO List 
shows that the $1,000.00 was still available. 
7. Portable Toilet Rental Contract #3: PO 11125279 was issued 
November 18, 2011 in the amount of $80.00. 
8. WIP Construction Contract: PO 11126999 was issued February 1, 
2012 in the amount of $189.33. 
9. Remodeling & Replacement Contract: PO 11127517 was issued on 
February 17, 2012 in the amount of $189.33. 
 
Payments: During the fiscal year through March 21, 2012 AA has 
received twenty-two payments (PK 296778, 296997, 297399, 298438, 
298807, 299974, 300040, 300170, 300741, 301157, 302080, 303137, 
304433, 304665, 305178, 306139, 306769, 307269, 307518, 307866 
and 308960)  totaling $296,342.81.  
 
Summary: As of March 21, 2012 the total amount paid to AA since July 
1, 2001 was $4,637,462.35. The total amount of the POs issued for the 
two contracts open at the beginning of the fiscal year, the amendment 
to an existing item not related to a bid number and the six contracts 
opened during the fiscal year was $117,956.08. As of March 21, 2012 
the paid amount would be $164,151.15.   
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Questions: 

 Why was the Galisteo Park basketball paving undertaken 

requirements for award of such an agreement followed? Where is 
the supporting paperwork? 

 Is AA continuing to do work for the City? If so, on what projects? 
 Are there any pending requests for payment by AA? If so, for 

which projects and in what amounts? 
 Have payments been made to AA since March 21, 2012? If so in 

what amounts and to which contracts do these payments relate? 
 Is AA still considered eligible to bid on City projects? If so, what 

is the current approval path for any bid made by or professional 
services agreement involving AA? 

 
COMMENTS ON THE INTERNAL AUDIT REPORT 

 
In response to the investigation of AA by the County, the City 

that there were no irregularities.  
 

standing is that, based on this audit, the City 

understand exactly what the auditors were asked to do and what they 
did. 
 

contracts reviewed were the Bid Number 08/21/B, 08/37/B, 09/01/B, 
09/42/B, 10/01/B, 10/05/B and 10/13/B contracts. According to the audit 
the amounts paid by the City to AA during the fiscal year 2009-2010 
was $1,544,066.20. Based on the review reported, the auditor 
concluded that AA had not been paid in excess of the contract 
amounts, that the paperwork was in order and found no exceptions. 
 



34  
  

  

SFCGG reviewed the schedule of payments made to AA obtained by its 
public records request for the same fiscal year. That review disclosed 
that there were three payments during the fiscal year that the internal 
audit did not include. The total of these three payments [PK 261648, 
262326 and 266652] was $92,938.73. It is also the case that the PK 
List shows two payments made in the fiscal year 2010-2011 that were 
included in the audit report as paid in fiscal year 2009-2010. The total 
of these payments [277734 and 278111] was $142,539.03. It is likely 
that these differences are due to authorization in one fiscal period and 
payment in another. 
 
The audit report did not inquire into any other contracts, purchase 
orders or payments which involved AA during the fiscal years July 1, 
2001 to June 30, 2009. Obviously it could not examine any of the 
contracts awarded, purchase orders or payments made during the 
fiscal years July 1, 2010  June 30, 2012. This means that, as 
examples, the auditor did not consider such things as: (1) the 

been given to AA without the benefit of competitive bidding;; (2) the 
November 11, 2005 Professional Services Agreement AKA City Wide 
Water Utility Pavement Restoration Contract;; (3) the Bid Number 
06/13/B contract on which AA was shown as the sole bidder, but which 
when examined could have been ratification of a contract given to AA 
without the benefit of competitive bidding;; (4) the 09/01B Pueblos del 
Sol Contract on which the AA bid was less than half of the next lowest 
bid;; or (5) what appear to be several failures to follow PM 
requirements. 
 

provides a valid basis for the residents of the City and businesses 

and independent audit covering all of the years in which AA has 
performed service for the City be done.  
 
Again, SFCGG wishes to emphasize that it is not suggesting by this 
report that there has been any wrongdoing. However, given that no 
inquiry other than the limited June 30, 2010 audit has been made 
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SFCGG feels that full transparency requires a full audit and a public 
report.  

 
  
 

#     #     # 
 

 
 
  

 
 

  
  


