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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 

NEW YORK CITY DEPARTMENT OF CULTURAL 
AFFAIRS 
NEW YORK CITY DEPARTMENT OF DESIGN AND 
CONSTRUCTION 
MANAGEMENT OF CAPITAL PROJECTS FOR 
CULTURAL INSTITUTIONS 

 
SCOPE OF AUDIT 

 
he New York City Department of Cultural Affairs (DCA) is responsible for 
sustaining and promoting the quality of cultural life in New York City (City).  

DCA provides a variety of financial, legal, capital construction, and support 
services essential to the operation of cultural institutions. DCA’s capital 
construction projects over the next several years are projected to cost about 
$463 million, according to the New York City budget for 2002-03.  Generally, the 
New York City Department of Design and Construction (DDC) administers DCA’s 
capital projects from the design work and contracting stages through the 
completion of construction. 
 
We audited selected aspects of the management of capital construction projects 
for cultural institutions by the DDC and DCA for period January 1, 1999 through 
December 31, 2001.  Our audit, sought answers to the following questions with 
respect to these capital projects:  
 

• Have DCA and DDC established sufficiently reliable management 
information systems for monitoring? 

 
• Do the project-planning and design activities undertaken by DCA and 

DDC effectively minimize the need for change orders? 
 

• Have DCA and DDC established and implemented adequate formal 
procedures for the review and approval of change orders? 

 
• Do DCA and DDC adequately coordinate their respective roles? 
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AUDIT OBSERVATIONS AND CONCLUSIONS 
 

e found that neither DDC nor DCA had a sufficiently reliable project 
management information system for capital construction projects for 

cultural institutions.  In addition, we determined that DDC could generally not 
locate copies of project contracts in a timely manner.  At DCA, we determined 
that there were neither formal job descriptions for capital project managers; nor 
written policies or procedures for these staff to follow.  Noting that no formal 
records could be provided for periodic capital project progress meetings that may 
include DCA and DDC officials, we concluded that coordination between DDC 
and DCA could be improved.  The deficiencies we identified diminished 
assurances that capital projects for cultural institutions were being effectively 
managed. 
 
DDC officials could not produce an adequate list of capital construction projects 
because their current system has not been able to combine data from three pre-
existing data systems.  Furthermore, DDC’s Standardized Change Order Record 
Entry system (SCORE) was not completely operative and included complete data 
only for change orders filed after January 2001. Individual change orders for the 
contracts registered before January 2001 had not been carried forward from prior 
management information systems.  DDC was also not able to readily provide the 
contracts we asked to review.  DDC took three months to provide most of the 
contracts we asked to examine.  (See pp. 5-8) 
 
We found a lack of formal job descriptions and written policies and procedures 
for DCA staff with capital project management responsibilities.  In addition, 
although the capital project processes followed by DCA and DDC afforded a 
number of opportunities for the staff of these agencies to meet and coordinate 
activities, no documentations was provided to us to support that such 
coordination was effectively taking place for the projects that we examined as 
part of our audit.  (See pp. 8-10) 
 
We also concluded that weakness in control over change orders was significantly 
increasing risk for excessive or unnecessary change orders.  Our review of 
change orders that were issued for 15 of 22 contracts for the four capital projects 
that we sampled, found that 93 of 205 change orders, totaling about $1.6 million, 
lacked support for required approvals.  (See pp. 13-15) 
 

Comments of DCA and DDC Officials 
 

CA and DDC agreed with most of our recommendations and indicated that 
they were already in compliance with many of them.  DCA and DDC 

disagreed with certain statements and conclusions contained in our report. 
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INTRODUCTION 
 

Background 
he New York City (City) Department of Cultural Affairs 
(DCA) is responsible for sustaining and promoting the 

quality of cultural life in the City.  DCA provides a variety of 
financial, legal, capital construction and support services 
essential to the operation and monitoring of City-owned cultural 
institutions, including well-known museums, performing arts 
centers, and libraries.  According to the City budget for the 
2002-2003 fiscal year, capital commitments total $462.6 million 
through the fiscal year ending June 30, 2006.  DCA, in 
conjunction with the City Council, identifies the capital projects 
to be undertaken and their related budgets and timeframes.  
Current plans identify capital projects for 104 cultural institutions 
in all five City boroughs.  DCA’s Capital Projects Unit is involved 
with the initial planning for capital projects, and provides 
executive level guidance and monitoring over the life of the 
projects.  When a DCA capital project is scheduled to begin, 
DCA refers it to the City Department of Design and Construction 
(DDC). 
 
DDC administers DCA’s capital projects as well as the capital 
projects for many other City agencies.  DDC strives to complete 
projects in an expeditious, cost-effective manner, while 
maintaining a high degree of architectural, engineering and 
construction quality.  DDC’s Division of Structures (Division) is 
responsible for the development of adequate architectural plans 
and designs prior to the start of construction work.  During 
construction, the Division verifies design accuracy and 
construction integrity and safety.  In addition, the DDC must 
follow rules established by the City’s Procurement Policy Board 
(PPB Rules) to help prevent waste, fraud and abuse in the 
administration of contracts with design and construction firms.  
Through the life of capital projects for cultural institutions, the 
DCA and the DDC must coordinate their respective roles to 
provide necessary assurances that projects will be completed 
as planned and within cost and time budgets.  
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Audit Scope, Objectives, and Methodology 
 

e audited selected aspects of the management of capital 
projects for cultural institutions by DDC and DCA for the 

period January 1, 1999 through December 31, 2001.  The 
objectives of our performance audit were to determine if DDC 
and DCA had sufficiently reliable management information 
systems to monitor the progress of projects and associated 
contracts, effective project planning and design activities to 
minimize the need for contract change orders, and adequate 
procedures and practices for the review and approval change 
orders.  We also assessed whether DDC and DCA adequately 
coordinated their roles in the management of capital projects for 
cultural institutions.  Our audit did not address the management 
of capital projects that were funded through the “pass-through” 
contract method.  This method generally is used by DDC to 
reimburse cultural institutions for the costs of capital projects 
that were administered directly by the institutions.    
 
Our audit included a sample of four DDC-administered capital 
projects for cultural institutions.  We selected these projects 
judgmentally because of their very high dollar value.  The 
projects selected were:  the Flushing Town Hall Interior, the 
State Island’s Children’s Museum Barn, the Jamaica Arts 
Façade Restoration, and the City Center Façade.  These four 
projects included 22 contracts totaling $31.3 million.  To perform 
our audit we interviewed DDC officials responsible for 
administering capital projects and contracts and we interviewed 
DCA officials with monitoring and oversight responsibilities for 
capital projects.  We reviewed pertinent records at DDC and 
DCA for the projects in our sample.  In addition, we visited and 
interviewed several contractors who performed work on the 
projects we examined.  During these visits we reviewed contract 
change orders for contracts awarded for the projects we 
sampled.  
 
As is our standard practice, we request a representation letter in 
which agency management provides assurances, to the best of 
their knowledge, concerning the relevance, accuracy and 
completeness of the evidence provided to auditors during the 
course of the audit.  The representation letter is intended to 
confirm oral representations made to the auditors and to reduce 
the likelihood of misunderstandings.  In the representation letter, 
agency officials assert that, to the best of their knowledge, all 
relevant financial and programmatic records and related data 
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have been provided to the auditors.  Agency officials further 
affirm that either the agency has complied with all laws, rules 
and regulation applicable to its operations that would have a 
significant effect on the operating practices being audited or that 
any exceptions have been disclosed to the auditors. 
 
However, officials at the New York City Mayor’s Office of 
Operations have informed us that, as a matter of policy, DDC 
and DCA will not provide representation letters in connection 
with Office of the State Comptroller audits.  As a result, we lack 
assurances from DDC and DCA officials that all relevant 
information was provided to us during the audit.  We consider 
this refusal to provide a representation letter to be a scope 
limitation on our audit.  In addition, during the course of this 
audit, DDC management did not always provide us with timely 
access to complete information.  We consider this impediment 
to our audit methodology to also be a scope limitation.  
Therefore, readers of this report should consider the potential 
effect of these scope limitations on the findings and conclusions 
presented in this report.  
 
Except as noted in the previous paragraph, we conducted our 
audit in accordance with generally accepted government 
auditing standards.  Such standards require that we plan and 
perform our audit to adequately assess those operations that 
are included in our audit scope.  Further, these standards 
require that we understand the DCA and DDC internal control 
structures and compliance with those laws, rules and 
regulations that are relevant to the operations included in our 
audit scope.  An audit includes examining, on a test basis, 
evidence supporting transactions recorded in the accounting 
and operating records and applying such other auditing 
procedures, as we consider necessary in the circumstances.  
An audit also includes assessing the estimates, judgments and 
decisions made by management.  We believe our audit provides 
a reasonable basis for our findings, conclusions and 
recommendations.   
 
We use a risk-based approach when selecting activities to be 
audited.  This approach focuses our audit efforts on operations 
that have been identified through a preliminary survey as having 
the greatest probability for needing improvement.  
Consequently, by design, finite audit resources are used to 
identify where and how improvements can be made. Thus, little 
audit effort is devoted to reviewing operations that may be 
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relatively efficient or effective.  As a result, our audit reports are 
prepared on an “exception basis.”  This report, therefore, 
highlights those areas needing improvement and does address 
activities that may be functioning properly.   
 

Response of DCA and DDC Officials 
 

e provided draft copies of this report to DCA and DDC 
officials for their review and formal comment.  We have 

considered DCA and DDC comments in preparing this audit 
report and have included them as Appendix B and Appendix C, 
respectively. 
  
Within 90 days of the final release of this report, we request the 
Commissioner of DCA and the Commissioner of DDC to report 
to the State Comptroller, advising what steps were taken to 
implement the recommendations contained herein, and where 
recommendations were not implemented, the reasons therefor. 
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GENERAL MANAGEMENT CONCERNS 

 
o effectively manage the many capital projects of the City’s 
cultural institutions, DDC and DCA officials need to have 

reliable management information systems and timely access to 
complete project files.  In addition, formal job descriptions 
should exist for the staff that must administer these capital 
projects, and these staff should be provided with written policies 
and procedures to follow in fulfilling their job descriptions.  
However, neither DCA nor DDC had sufficiently reliable 
management information systems for capital projects.  In 
addition, DDC generally could not locate copies of contracts 
pertaining to capital projects in a reasonably timely manner.  
DCA neither had formal job descriptions for capital project 
managers, nor had documented policies and procedures for 
these staff to follow.  Furthermore, we observed that 
coordination between DDC and DCA in the administration of 
capital projects for cultural institutions needed to be improved.   
 

Management Information Systems 
 

ublic agencies that administer capital projects as large and 
as numerous as those undertaken by DCA and DDC must 

have management information systems that provide accurate, 
complete and timely capital project status reporting and other 
essential project control information.  However, when we asked 
DDC officials to identify from its Contract Data Base System 
(CDS) a listing of the capital construction contracts that DDC 
was administering on behalf of DCA during our audit period, 
they were unable to provide this requested information in a 
timely, complete and accurate manner.  For example, the listing 
provided from the CDS had to be manually supplemented with 
certain contracts and related information including one contract 
totaling $1,272,870 and another totaling $598,000.  Moreover, 
the listing included “pass-through” contracts, although the 
heading on the listing specifically indicated that such contracts 
were excluded.  Apparently, the limitations of the CDS arise 
because when DDC staff developed this database from three 
separate information systems of three other City agencies, they 
were unable to obtain all required data elements, including 
project and contract numbers.  

T
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When we asked DDC officials to obtain from their Standardized 
Change Order Record Entry System (SCORE) a complete 
listing of change orders for the contracts included in our sample 
of capital projects, we also encountered system limitations.  
SCORE identified 159 change orders with a total dollar value of 
$1.879 million, but the System did not show amounts for 33 of 
the change orders (21 percent).  Moreover, our review of 
records at the construction sites for the capital projects in our 
sample indicated that there were actually 205 change orders for 
about $2.6 million for the related contracts.  Accordingly, 
SCORE failed to identify 46 change orders (22 percent) 
accounting for $723,618.  Of the missing change orders, 35 
were prepared prior to January 2001 and 11 were prepared 
more recently.     
 
As a result of the problems we encountered when requesting 
and obtaining basic contract-related information from CDS and 
SCORE, we conclude that DDC does not have sufficiently 
reliable management information systems to support the 
effective administration of capital projects for cultural 
institutions.   
 
DDC officials explained that SCORE was not fully operative at 
the time our review and that data for contracts registered prior to 
January 2001 had not been carried forward from a prior system.  
DDC officials added that the City’s Financial Management 
System (FMS), not CDS, is the official record of contracts and is 
the system used to process payments.   
 
(In response to our draft audit report, DDC officials reiterated 
that the FMS is the official contract record for New York City.  
They indicated that internal systems are designed for internal 
management purposes only to track internal milestones and 
maintain basic project, contract and payment information.  
Officials also stated that the inability of customized auditing 
reports to generate all requested information does not support 
an assumption that internal systems are unreliable.  In addition, 
DDC officials stated that CDS may not contain historical data 
pertaining to the period between 1996 and the implementation 
of CDS in November 1999.  In addition, DDC reports making a 
business decision to not include contract data prior to 1996. 
Concerning SCORE, DDC officials indicated that this system is 
being updated to include change orders from fiscal year 1997 to 
date.) 
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Auditors’ Comments:  We understand that FMS is the official 
contract record for New York City.  Since we were auditing 
management aspects of construction projects, we concluded it 
was appropriate to examine the internal DDC information 
systems supporting this management function.  In this regard, 
we did not conclude that internal systems were unreliable.  We 
concluded that DDC does not have sufficiently reliable systems 
to support the effective management of capital projects for 
cultural institutions.  We reached these conclusions based on 
limitations in the reporting of basic data.  We understand that 
business decisions may have been made affecting the extent of 
historical data available from internal systems.  However, it 
should be noted that the contract information we sought 
generally pertained to projects that were not finalized at the time 
our audit work.  Accordingly, we believe it was reasonable to 
expect that data about the contracts and change orders 
pertaining to such projects should have been accessible from 
the internal management systems. 
 
While DCA has access to FMS and DCA staff maintains some 
capital project management data on spreadsheets, DCA neither 
has its own comprehensive capital project management 
information system nor does it have access to the databases 
maintained by DDC.  Consequently, DCA has a limitation in its 
ability to most effectively oversee and monitor capital projects.  
DCA officials acknowledged that it would be helpful to have a 
database to track the status of their capital projects.  They 
added that they have been discussing with DDC officials the 
possibility of sharing electronic information and will continue to 
do so. 
 

DDC Contract Files 
 

ew York City Policy Board Rules (PPB Rules) were 
established to help ensure the uniform application of 

policies and procedures throughout City agencies.  PPB Rules 
require each City agency to maintain files that contain all 
documentation pertaining to the solicitation, award, and 
management of contracts and purchase orders.  DDC’s Agency 
Chief Contracting Officers (ACCOs) are responsible for 
organizing and supervising the staff and records related to the 
contracting process.  In this regard, DDC staff in the Record 
Room are responsible for maintaining copies of capital project 
contracts and related documents.   
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Beginning in May 2001, we requested DDC officials to provide 
us with 20 contract files for the four capital projects included in 
our audit sample.   However, the requested files were not in the 
Record Room and could not be located.  It was not until August 
2001 (three months later) that DDC officials provided 19 of the 
requested contract files.  Not until December 2001, did DDC 
locate the remaining requested contract file.  DDC staff 
explained that project managers may have been in possession 
of some of the files we requested or that some of the files may 
never have been sent to the Record Room in the first place.  
Without being able to account for and readily retrieve contract 
files at all times, we question how DDC can be adequately 
assured that it is complying with PPB Rules and is prepared to 
effectively administer contracts and approve change orders.  To 
alleviate the risk associated with lost or misplaced contract files, 
we recommend that DDC consider using computer imaging 
technology to facilitate record maintenance and retrieval.  Using 
such technology to store contract files is permitted under City 
Law and PPB Rules. 
 
(In response to our draft audit report, DDC officials stated that 
our written request for contracts was made on July 24, 2001.  
DDC officials indicated that, under current procedures, the 
Record Room maintains copies of all contract-related files.  
They also stated that they have established procedures for 
record retention for these files.  Furthermore, DDC officials 
indicated that will require proposals from vendors regarding the 
potential use of computer imaging technology to control access 
to contract file records.) 
 
Auditors’ Comments:  Our written requests for contract files 
were made in May, June and July of 2001. 
 

DCA Policies and Procedures 
 

ormal job descriptions clarify roles and responsibilities and 
expectations for employees within an organization.  Written 

policies and procedures inform employees about what they 
must do to accomplish their job descriptions.  Together, these 
documents can help to assure that staff can effectively oversee 
and monitor capital projects.   
 
According to DCA officials, DCA has five employees assigned 
with capital project management responsibilities.  However, 
DCA has no policies and procedures documented as guidance 
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for these employees to follow in performing project management 
responsibilities.  DCA officials provided us with their written 
request to the City Office of Management Budget (OMB) for 
funding to hire capital project managers as evidence of job 
descriptions for this position.  We noted that the written request 
listed tasks expected of capital project managers, but the five 
staff assigned with capital project management responsibility 
generally did not perform such tasks.  In fact, there was minimal 
written support of the capital project management that was 
provided by the five staff.  We conclude that this diminishes 
assurances that DCA capital projects will be as timely and as 
cost-effective as possible.  
 
(In responding to our draft audit report, DCA officials stated that 
they will develop formal procedures for capital project managers 
to follow.)  
 

Coordination Between DDC and DCA 
 

CA and DDC each have responsibilities for and a stake in 
the timely, cost-effective identification, planning and 

construction of capital project for cultural institutions.  As a 
result, both agencies need to make sure that all necessary 
steps are taken to coordinate with each other, as appropriate.  
According to DCA officials, such coordination is assured through 
preliminary meetings with DDC to plan projects, DCA visits to 
capital project sites to monitor construction progress and 
through post-design meetings between DDC and DCA to assure 
projects remain on time and within budget.  However, 
documentation of the coordination of the two agencies during 
these various meeting opportunities was not provided to us, and 
DDC staff did not routinely consult with DCA on the progress of 
projects through other avenues.  It is not clear whether and to 
what extent these deficiencies may have impacted on the 
progress of capital projects.  However, weaknesses in 
coordination, particularly in the design phase of projects, could 
increase the risk for costly change orders in the construction 
phase.  In fact, significant change orders were required for 
projects in our sample. (Change orders are discussed in the 
next subsection of this report.) 
 
(In response to our draft audit report, DDC officials stated that 
minutes of progress report meetings between DCA and DDC 
should be documented.  DCA officials expressed agreement 
about having meeting minutes evidencing continued 
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cooperation with DDC in the administration of capital projects.  
DCA officials pointed out that it is DDC’s responsibility to 
maintain minutes of project meetings.) 
 

Recommendations 
 
To DDC: 
 
1. Verify that CDS includes all appropriate information for 

the contracts for capital projects for cultural institutions.  
 
2. Verify that SCORE contains all change order data for 

active capital projects. 
 
3. Maintain control and accountability for the location of 

contract files for capital projects for cultural institutions.  
 
4. Consider using computer imaging technology to facilitate 

control over and access to contract files for capital 
projects 

 
(DDC officials stated that DDC is in compliance with 

 recommendation number 1 through recommendation 
 number 4.) 
 
To DCA: 
 
5. Work with DDC to establish access to capital project 

management information for cultural institutions that is 
available through DDC’s databases. 

 
6. Develop a formal job description for a capital project 

manager that includes all of the responsibilities of the 
position. 

 
7. Develop formal policies and procedures for staff with 

capital project management responsibilities 
 
 (DCA officials agree with recommendation number 5 
 through recommendation number 7.) 
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Recommendations (Cont’d) 
 
To DDC and DCA: 
 
8. Prepare and retain meeting minutes evidencing the 

continued cooperation of DDC and DCA in the 
administration of capital projects for cultural institutions 

 
 (DDC and DCA officials agree with recommendation 
 number 8.) 
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CHANGE ORDERS 
 

he Cultural and Libraries Unit within DDC is responsible for 
developing adequate architectural plans and designs before 

construction work begins on a capital project for a cultural 
institution.  If a project is properly surveyed, planned and 
executed, changes (change orders) to the original plans and 
estimated costs should be minimized.  However, we determined 
that the some of the change orders for contracts pertaining to 
capital projects in our sample proceeded without required 
approvals.  In addition, we found that design error and 
omissions may be significantly contributing to the need for costly 
change orders.   
 

Approvals 
n accordance with PPB Rules, the City’s Director of the Office 
of Construction (DOC) must approve change orders once the 

cumulative effect of all change orders causes the original 
contract to exceed more than 10 percent of its original amount, 
or $100,000 whichever is greater.  We reviewed the change 
orders for 22 contracts let for the four projects in our sample.  In 
total there were 205 change orders issued for 15 of these 
contacts.  The cumulative change order activity for 6 of the 15 
contracts caused the contracts to exceed the PPB specified 
thresholds (See Exhibit A).  However, we found no 
documentation to indicate that the DOC approved any of the 
change orders causing the contracts to exceed the threshold 
amount.  In total, 93 change orders, totaling $1.6 million lacked 
the required DOC approval.  
 
In addition to the requirement for DOC approval, PPB Rules 
require the ACCO to approve all corresponding change orders 
before work on the change orders commences.  Also, the 
DDC’s Client Manual requires DCA to review the status of 
change order work.  During our audit, DCA officials verbally 
advised us that DCA should approve all change orders when 
they exceed $50,000 in additional costs for a particular contract.  
 
We found that DCA did not formally approve 45 change orders 
for the projects we selected although these change orders were 
significant, sometimes exceeding $50,000.  (We did note, 
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however, that DCA initiated one change order and, therefore, 
was at least aware of it.)  The lack of attention to change orders 
by DCA results because DDC did not have a formal process to 
identify change orders to DCA for approval and monitoring.  We 
also found that ACCOs had not approved any of the 205 change 
orders we reviewed.  The lack of approval of change orders, 
particularly the lack of approval by the ACCO’s who are 
independent of the Division, increases the risk for excessive 
and/or unnecessary change orders.    
 
(In response to our draft audit report, DCA officials indicated 
that the DDC Client Manual requires that DCA approve the 
issuance of change orders that reflect a material change from 
the original scope.  Officials also indicated that they have no 
written policy requiring approval of change orders over a 
threshold value of $50,000.  They indicated that we are referring 
to requirements for pass through contracts excluded from our 
audit scope.) 
 
(In response to our draft audit report, DDC officials indicated 
that, pursuant to a 1996 letter from the Mayor’s Office of 
Construction, DOC approval for certain change orders was 
delegated to the ACCO.  Specifically, DDC indicates that DOC 
approval is only required once the cumulative change orders 
reach a threshold of 10 percent or $50,000 (whichever is 
greater) and the individual change order is $50,000 or more.  
Also, DDC officials cite PPB rules permitting the ACCO to 
delegate approval authority to other employees.  In addition, 
DDC officials dispute the need for client agencies to provide 
official approval for change orders.  DDC officials also contend 
that the audit confuses requirements for pass through contracts 
from those pertaining to projects managed by DDC.) 
 
Auditors’ Comments:  We are not confused about approval 
processes for pass through contracts.  Our audit focus was on 
rules and practices for contracts managed by DDC.  As stated in 
the DCA response to the draft audit report, the DDC Client 
Manual specifies that the issuance of change orders that reflect 
a material change from the original scope are subject to DCA 
approval.  Accordingly, the need for client agency approval for 
change orders has been established by DDC.  We acknowledge 
DCA’s written response which states that no dollar value 
threshold exists for change order approval.  However, in this 
regard, we conclude that a necessary factor to establish when a 
change order is material is its dollar value. Therefore, if the 
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$50,000 value verbally provided to us during the audit is not the 
appropriate dollar value threshold, a correct value should still be 
determined.   
 
We acknowledge the 1996 letter specifying when DOC approval 
responsibility for change orders may be delegated to the ACCO.  
However, the PPB Rules that we refer to make no reference to 
delegation of DOC approval.  We also acknowledge that PPB 
rules permit the ACCO to delegate change order approval.  In 
this regard, the PPB rules indicate that the ACCO may delegate 
authority to employees having the knowledge and experience 
necessary to exercise such authority in the City’s interest.  
However, we found that none of the change orders examined 
were documented with ACCO approval and we were provided 
with no documentation showing that an appropriate delegation 
of approval took place.   
 

Design Errors 
e found that 29 (14 percent) of the 205 change orders to 
contracts for the projects that we sampled identified  

“design errors” as the reason for the change orders.  In one 
instance, for example, a change order resulted from the 
omission of labor and material costs of $50,000 – 11 percent of 
the original contract amount.  We conclude that this rate of 
occurrence warrants DDC to examine the design errors (and 
omissions) more closely to see if they represent significant 
opportunities to improve design processes and to, accordingly, 
minimize costly change orders.  Furthermore, 21 other change 
orders we examined lacked a documented reason.  In order for 
DDC to fully assess the appropriateness of change orders, the 
reason for each change order should be recorded.  
 
DDC officials acknowledged that all change orders should 
indicate the correct classification (reason) for the change order. 
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Recommendations 
 
To DDC: 
 
9. Require that the reason for all change orders be 

 documented. 
 
 (DDC officials stated that DDC is in compliance with 

recommendation number 9.) 
 
10. Examine the extent of change orders attributed to design 

 errors and omissions to determine if costly change orders 
 can be minimized through improvements to design 
 processes. 

 
 (DDC officials indicate agreement with recommendation 

number 10.) 
 
11. Obtain required DOC and ACCO approval for change 

 orders and notify DCA of all change orders undertaken 
 
 (DDC officials stated that DDC is in compliance with 

recommendation number 11.) 
 
To DCA: 
 
12. Review the status of change order work in accordance 

 with the DDC Client Manual. 
 
 (DCA officials indicate agreement with recommendation 

number 12 and state that DCA is in compliance.) 
 
13. Provide approval for change orders exceeding the 

 $50,000 threshold. 
 
 (DCA officials disagree with recommendation number 13 

stating that the DDC Client Manual does not require a 
dollar value threshold.) 

 
 



 

Exhibit A  

SUMMARY OF CHANGE ORDERS FOR SAMPLED PROJECTS 
 
 
 
Project Name Contract  Change Orders Percentage
 Number Amount Number Amount Of Contract 

City Center Façade 9449154 
 

$283,400 7 $128,182  45.23 
 98C5637 43,561 5 94,459 216.84 
 98C7657 1,272,870 22 411,658  32.34 
      
Jamaica Arts Façade 
Restoration 97A5799 246,666  2 26,265  10.65 
 97A5819 99,670  3 30,971  31.07 
 97A5791 443,500  8 123,596  27.87 
 97A5784 1,597,000 28 413,799  25.91 
      
S. I. Children’s Museum Barn 98F5861 1,263,000 42 523,936   41.49 
 98F4537 172,440   1 10,078    5.85 
 98F5781 304,000 13 94,918  31.22 
 98F3712 228,000   5 42,588  18.68 
      
Flushing Town Hall Interior 97C5166 143,000 13 77,036  53.87 
 97C5169 750,000 15 43,025    5.74 
 98D5648 2,355,000 30 554,999   23.57 
   97C4542 598,000 11        44,742    7.48 
      
  Total      $9,800,107 205  $2,620,252 --- 
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* See State Comptroller's Note, Appendix B-3 

 

* 
Note 

 

* 
Note 

 



B-3 

*State Comptroller's Note 
 

Certain matters addressed in the draft report
were revised or deleted in the final report.
Therefore, some agency comments included
as Appendix B may relate to matters no
longer contained in this report. 
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