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owCAPITOL | o MEMORANDUM

DATE: June 24, 2016

TO: The Honorable Stephen T. Ayers, FAIA, LEED AP,
Architect of the Capitol

FROM: Kevin Mulshin pector General
SUBJECT: Cannon House Office Building Renewal Project - OIG Report A-2016-01

This memorandum conveys the Office of Inspector General’s (OIG) first report on the resulis of
the review of the Cannon House Office Building Renewal Project. This review was requested by
the Architect of the Capitol’s (AOC) Chief Operating Officer. The construction phase of the
project began January 2015. Our scope was limited to the review of the Partnering Fee Plan
{PFP), Project Management Plan (PMP) and Tower Crane Procurement Plan.

Our objective is to review AOC’s efforts to complete the project within the established timelines
and on budget. In addition, we reviewed the Contracting Officer’s Technical Representative
(COTR) actions in evaluating contractor performance in accordance with quality control
measures outlined in the contract Statement of Work (SOW). OIG will continue to report on the
Cannon Project during the duration of the renewal efforts.

Background. The Cannon House Office Building is one of three' buildings occupied by the U.S.
House of Representatives with Member suites, committee hearing rooms and support offices,
food services, facility and utility space. Over 2,000 people occupy the 800,000 square foot
building, which contains five stories, a full basement and a multi-level parking garage.

In fulfilling the AOC’s mission to maintain the buildings and grounds of Capitol Hill, annual
facility assessments were performed on the Cannon House Office Building. These assessments
revealed that the century-old building has serious safety, health, environmental, and operational
issues due to prolonged deterioration. AOC recommendations to address the issues were
approved by Congress.

The AQC Planning and Project Management Division (PPM) and the AOC House Office
Building Superintendent’s Office share responsibility for the oversight of this project. The
amount budgeted for the project is $752 million with scheduled completion by 2024. This
undertaking is managed and monitored by the Cannon Project Team including two COTRs. The

! The Ford House Office Building and Thomas P. O'Neill Ir. Federal Building are additional buitdings occupied impart
by House Offices, but not by Members,



project team’s staff possess expertise in architecture, engineering, project management,
construction, and procurement and have a wide variety of responsibilities over the renewal.

The renovation project was awarded to the following three contractors who are working together
as a team:

»  Architect/Engineer (A/E) — Shalom Baranes Associates, PC
» Construction Manager as Agent (CMa) — MBP-AECOM, A Joint Venture
»  Construction Manager as Constructor {CMc) — Clark Christman, A Joint Venture

The requirements of the project are to upgrade aging and inefficient building systems, including
mechanical, electrical, fire protection, telecommunication/information technology and audio
visual while assuring compliance with existing building codes and AOC standards. An important
aspect of the renewal project is to conserve, preserve and maintain the rich historic nature of the
building.

The project required a tower crane that was erected in the Cannon House Office Building
courtyard in February 2015. The crane is 550 tons and extends 40 feet above the building. In
addition to the successful deployment of the crane, the project has a series of future challenges.
They include continued project funding; coordination of a move plan that disrupts certain House
offices; disabling certain systems during the Renewal; and the completion of further survey work
in the building.

Objective, Scope and Methodology. Our objective is to review AOC’s efforts to complete the
project within the scheduled timeline and budget. In preparing this report, we reviewed the
COTRs’ actions in evaluating contractor performance in accordance with quality control
measures outlined in the contract SOW. As the construction phase of the project began in early
2015, our scope was Hmited to the review of the PFP, PMP, and the Tower Crane Procurement
Plan for base periods 1 and 2. We performed fieldwork from January 2014 to June 20135.

We examined (i} applicable orders, policies, laws, regulations and guidance; (ii) reviewed related
documents and records, (iii) interviewed AOC staff to obtain an understanding of the plans,
programs and internal controls, and (iv) quality controls. We assessed internal controls related to
the operations and programs covered by the objective for suificiency. We conducted this
performance audit under the authority of the Architect of the Capitol Inspector General Act of
2007, and in accordance with Generally Accepted Government Auditing Standards. These
standards require that we plan and perform the audit to obtain sufficient and appropriate evidence
to provide a reasonable basis for our findings and conclusions based on our audit objective.

Criteria. The AOC Cannon Project Team established the PFP and the CMa developed the PMP
to facilitate managing and monitoring the Cannon House Office Building Renewal Project.
Partnering fee provisions have been approved for all three contracts, The PFP provides
contractors with a monetary incentive for performing at a superior level related to cost,
timeliness, quality and safety through collaboration, cooperation and a joint effort with all
participants.
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Section B. Article 5 of each contract describes the provisions for the PFP. The Federal
Acquisition Regulation (FAR)? Subpart 16.4 Incentive Contracts provides general guidance for
instances with improved delivery or technical performance by relating the amount of profit or fee
payable under the contract to the contractor’s performance. Incentive contracts are designed to
obtain specific acquisition objectives by:

»  Establishing reasonable and attainable targets that are clearly communicated to the
contractor,

» Including appropriate incentive arrangements designed to motivate contractor efforts that
might not otherwise be emphasized, and

= Discourage contractor inefficiency and waste.

The purpose of the PMP is to provide the framework to ensure efficiency and effectiveness in the
management of the renewal project. It also serves as the planning, communications and quality
management tool for the project. The PMP prescribes the process of developing, communicating,
implementing and monitoring the policies, procedures, organizational structures and practices
associated with the project.

Contract provisions outlining the CMa responsibilities are presented in the following contract
sections:

»  (.12.A.8 a-b — The CMa will submit a compleied PMP within 30 calendar days from the
conclusion of the review and comment period.

»  (.12.A.8.¢c — The CMa will review and update the PMP no less than semiannually after
initial approval to incorporate lessons learned and amendments to reflect revised methods
and means of executing the project. This process is to begin for the Base Part 2 period.

The AOC Contracting Manual 34-1 March 31, 2014 Section 12.1 Cost and Price Analysis
provided the guidance used in the development of the Tower Crane Procurement Plan. A price
analysis is used to ensure that the agency receives supplies and services at a fair and reasonable
price. The Contracting Officer’s (CO) primary objective in pricing a contract action is to
consider the contract type, cost, and profit or fee negotiated. The CO may request a technical
analysis of the proposed prices from personnel (such as the COTR) having specialized
knowledge, skills, and experience. Technical analysis can include review of proposed types and
quantities of materials, labor processes, special tools, facilities, scrap and spoilage, and other
associated factors set forth in the proposal.

Results. In our review, we found no significant issues in executing the PFP, PMP and Tower
Crane Procurement plan. We determined that the PFP and PMP were effectively designed to
execute the tasks and activities supporting the renewal project. However, we did identify areas
for improvements. In particular, the PMP showed differences with the contract performance
requirements, as detailed below. We found that the project team performed a thorough and well
supporied evaluation and selection of the tower crane purchase options that complied with AOC
procurement policies and federal procurement regulations.

2 ajthough the AOC is not required to follow the FAR, the Acquisitions and Materials Managemnent Division has
adopted and relies on some FAR guidelines in its procurement policies, contracts and etc.

3

Architect of the Capitol | Office of inspector General
WY Soukl Capind Street, s\ Saite 3181 Washimgton, T 20515 | 202593 10w | wwwidog o



Partnering Fee Plan (PFP): The PFP contains the following control components: management
review, evaluation plan process, criteria, scoring, and weighting. The contractors are evaluated
on factors such as cost, schedule, quality, safety and customer satisfaction through collaboration,
cooperation and joint effort. These components and factors ensure the partnering fee funds paid
are earned by the contractors. We reviewed a draft version of the PFP and found the conirol
components contained adequate levels of project team and senior management assessments. We
did identify some discrepancies in the plan’s scoring and weighting areas that could impact the
interpretation of the agreement.

= Sections ¥ Process for Determining Partnering Fee and VII Evaluation Factors and Criferia,
contain attachments that use positive (+) criteria to determine the ratings for the contractors.
However, there was no criteria or methodology for making subtractions from performance
factors and documenting support for those subtractions. Section VI Grading and Scoring Line
5 of the plan states that “the contractors are to be awarded one hundred percent of the
partnering fee. Subtractions are to be made from the one hundred percent amount for
unresolved issues and performance that does not meet the standards of the table below.” The
table referenced in Line 5 does not provide for any method for reduction. Detailed
information provided for only totaling the rating up to a final score using the categories of the
Adjectival Rating (excellent, very good, and etc.). Even the “The End of Period Performance
Evaluation Worksheet' does not provide for subtractions but just for positives (+).

» The PFP was not consistent in the Adjectival Ratings categories to be used in determining the
partnering fees. The main body of the plan lays out five rating categories (Excellent, Very
Good, Good, Fair, Unsatisfactory) while the report to be used by the raters to document their
actions (Attachment 2 Quarterly Performance Evaluation Report) only lists four excluding
Fair. The five rating categories are in line with the ratings outlined in the FAR subpart 16.4.

The project team immediately corrected these issues once we brought them to their attention.
The plan language was clarified and approved in January 2015.

Project Management Plan (PMP): The PMP contains 24 sections and an appendix. When
engaging specific project processes and workflows, the project team will use the PMP for
guidance. During our review period, the project was in the pre-construction phase and some of
the sections were not in effect yet. The PMP is a living document that will be revised throughout
the life of the project. Therefore, we focused our review on the plan’s internal control structure.
Specifically, we focused on whether the sections clearly defined the responsibilities of AOC and
contractor staff.

= We found the PMP was not being updated as required. The CMa contract (section C.12.A.8)
states “the plan should be updated no less than semignnually”. The version of the plan we
used to perform our review was dated May 3, 2013 (v1.1). In August 2014, we requested a
copy of the latest version from the project team who responded that the plan was under
review and being revised for Phase 0 activities. Revising and updating a plan of this nature
throughout a project is reasonable. However, the CMa and project team should ensure the
documentation of the revisions are updated not less than semiannually, as the contract
requires. We recommended that the project team establish specific times within the
semiannual period for PMP revisions to be completed to ensure the sections contain cutrent
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industry processes and [essons learned information. A revised plan was completed on April
15, 2015.

We reviewed the adequacy of the internal control structure for the following 15 sections, of
the written PMP plan. These sections were identified as being more relevant in support of
the budget and scheduling activities of the project.

Sec.# | Section Title Sec.# | Section Title
1 | Executive Summary 9 | Value Management Plan
2 | Project Management Approach | 10 | Procurement Plan
3 | Project Guidance 11 | Quality Management Plan
4 | Financial Management Plan 13 | Risk Managernent Plan
5 | Cost Management Plan 17 [ Partnering Plan
6 | Schedule Management Plan 22 | Lessons Learned
7 | Work Breakdown Structure 23 | Document Management Plan
8 | Change Management Plan

Overall, we found that the plan sections were designed effectively as they describe the tasks,
outputs, roles, and responsibilities of the AOC, A/E, CMa, and CMc. Of the 135 sections, we
found six sections listed below that needed further revisions and updates to reflect consistent and
current information to provide accurate guidance to users. The remaining nine sections were
sufficient. The following elements of the individual management plans could be improved as
described below:

Financial Management - Some tasks were not clearly defined. For example, the plan states
the A/E contractor is to provide clear and timely financial reports to the AOC. This task as
established by the project team will actually be performed by the CMa, rather than the A/E.

Cost, Schedule, and Value Management — These sections do not state what the AOC
responsibilities are. In some areas, the plan describes activities the AOC is to perform, but it
did not identify AOC’s overall role for these management sections. Even though the CMa
and CMc will perform the majority of tasks, the plan should identify how the AOC will
ensure that each task will be performed effectively.

Change Management Plan — In the “Change Approval Authority” section for the change
approval requirements, some sections for “Priority” classifications did not include the
COTR or Cannon project team in the approval process. Significant modification requests
from the contractors are reviewed by the Change Control Board; however, the project team
and COTRs should also review and give approval of all changes/modifications before
submission to the CO. We recommended the AOC project team further define approval
responsibilities needed in the two following areas:

» Priority 2 Urgent Changes - Urgent changes will be forwarded to the CO and PEx®
immediately by the CMa and may be addressed on a verbal basis. These changes will
be followed up with the appropriate documentation; however, they must otherwise
follow the process for routine changes.

3 PEx — An AOC Construction Program Executive who provides initial direction to CMa to evaluate potential design
and far construction changes.
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» Priority 3 Mandatory Tier 3 — Changes will be evaluated by the CMa (Independent
government estimate not required), reviewed by the PEXx, and approved/not approved
by the CO.

= Risk Management Plan — Requires that a regularly updated risk register be included in the
Cannon Monthly Report. Our review found the risk register was not updated monthly. The
risk register was last updated as of 1/17/2014 and this version remained in the monthly
reports from January 2014 to August 2014. The risk management plan contains several
sections that state the risk register should be updated at least monthly. After the project team
performed in depth risk assessments, an updated risk register was included in the January
2015 monthly report

Risk assessment issues were noted in a cost estimate review performed by the Government
Accountability Office (GAO) in March 2014. During the course of GAO’s review, the AOC
project team decided to perform significant risk assessment activities by hiring a consultant
to perform an integrated cost-schedule risk analysis. The CMa and a risk assessment expert
facilitated the project team to identify and assess 30 risks which included (1) not gefting the
necessary funding, (i} awarding the Guaranteed Maxitmum Price (GMP) contract
modifications not on time, and (iii) not having sufficient staffing to manage the project.

The project team postponed updates to the risk register to focus on risk and activities
associated with getting Phase 0 started on time. The project team accomplished these
initiatives by issuing the GMP modification in December 2014 and hiring additional staff
for the overall project team and swing space processes. However, these activities were not
clearly communicated in the monthly reports. The monthly report contains two sections
(Discussion of Key Project Activity and Risk Register) that list risk assessment information.
The project team did not note until August 2014 that updates have been put on hold due to a
cost/schedule risk analysis. Under the Discussion of Key Project Activity, it was noted the
mitigation strategies identified during the analysis would be integrated within the existing
risk register by the end of September 2014.

Starting in September 2014, the risk register was replaced by the Risk Mitigation Actions
Accepted and Impact Risk Parameters schedule. This schedule was the product of the
cost/schedule risk analysis and showed proposed actions to offset risk. The schedule also
shows a series of categories (Optimistic, Most Likely, and Pessimistic Impact Factors) and
percentages which were not defined so the reviewer could interpret the meaning or
explanation of purpose. This schedule did not represent an updated risk register with
mitigation strategies. This schedule remained in the monthly reports for four months.

As of January 2015, the project team improved their efforts to present clear and consistent risk
assessment activities in the risk registers and monthly reports. Based on our recommendation, the
project team established a review process for each phase (October 2015/Phase 0 — June
2024/Phase 4) and at six-month intervals. The phase updates will also include project team’s
inputs from PMP workshops. The CMa will make suggestions for PMP revisions to the CMa
COTR during the six month intervals. In addition, the CMa COTR will review workshop
minutes to ensure comments are incorporated into the PMP and updates are approved before
publishing. The PMP dated April 15, 2015 was the first updated version after we noted the issues
and contained the required updates and the proper management review,
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Tower Crane Procurement Plan: The tower crane was erected in the Cannon courtyard in
February 2015. The crane weighs 550 tons and extends 40 feet. The tower crane is one of the
first construction procurements of about $1.1 million. The project team reviewed several
procurement options for feasibility and cost presented by the CMc Clark Christman. The project
team initially found the CMc purchasing the tower crane the best choice because the cost
analysis at one time showed this would be the most beneficial cost option. We recommended that
this complex procurement be reviewed by the Office of the General Counsel (OGC). OGC
reviewed the procurement and provided recommendations to the project team. The project team
then prepared a white paper that noted the purchase method of procurement could not be justified
because AOC could not obtain title to the crane. The option ultimately approved by AOC was to
obtain a two year lease of the tower crane. We found that this option was fully supported by the
project team’s analysis.

Conclusions. Our recommendations for improvements to monitoring procedures that will used
by the project team in managing the Cannon House Office Building Renewal Project include:

» Revising the descriptions for the grading section to include negative scores and to
consistently use the same rating categories throughout the PFP.

AOC Comment; Concur. Management agreed and has performed corrective action. The
full context for the comment is located on page 10.

= Ensuring risk assessment updates are clearly communicated in the Cannon monthly reports.

AOC Comment: Concur. Management agreed and has performed corrective action. The
full context for the comment is located on page 11.

= Establishing a review process to include time periods to identify errors and include process
and industry practices in the PMP.

AOC Comment: Concur. Management agreed and has performed corrective action. The
full context for the comment is located on page 11.

Based on our recommendations, the project team revised and updated sections of the PFP and
PMP while ensuring semiannual updates and changes to the PMP are documented.

We held an exit conference on May 16, 2016 to discuss the findings in this report. This
memorandum transmits the Final Audit Report A-2016-01 Cannon House Office Building
Renewal Project. We incorporated your official response in this report. The AOC concurred with
all findings and recommendations.

The OIG is satisfied that improvements and changes implemented by the project team resolve ali
issues identified in the report. Therefore, we concluded no further action is necessary for the
audit resolution process. The OIG will continue to perform our review of contract execution until
the project is completed. Further reports will be issued as needed.
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If you have any questions, please contact Ashton Coleman, Assistant Inspector General of Audit,
at 202.593.0261 or Ashton.Coleman@aoc.gov and Ashanti Jones, Auditor, at 202.593.0081 or
asjones{@aoc.gov.

Distribution List:

Christine Merdon, P.E., CCM, Chief Operating Officer

William Weidemeyer, Superintendent, House Office Buildings

Peter W, Mueller, PE, PMP, Director, Planning and Project Management Division
Shalley Kim, Executive Officer
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AOC’s Response

Architect of the Capitod
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I'ROM: Stephen T, Avers, TALA, LELIE

Archieet ot the Capitol :
SUBIECT:  APK Comments to Drafl Cannon House (Hiiee Buiid ewal Praject -
€343 Report A-2016-01

This memomadum provides the Architeet of the Capitel’s {AQC) coommments regarding the Office
of Inspector General's (CHG) Diraft Audit report en the Cannon Houwse Office Ruilding Renewal
Project - O1G Report A-2010-01. The draft nefes that your objsctive wis 1o review AOQCS
elione w vomplete the project within the esablished tinelines and on budges, nid that your
scope for this fimst review addressed the project feam’s execution in three arens: the Partnering
Fee Plan {PFP3, the Praject Management Plan (PMP). and the Tower Crane Procurenent Plan,

We are pleased that your 1lzs1 audit of the project did not wentify any signiffcunt issues
associated with Huee arcss you revivwed. Lgually important, we are pleased o report that the
praicet bas achieved its major milestones to date with an ¢xcellent satety record and is en track
te complete the entire project on time and on budpet, Your draft notes that the PFP and PMP
were effectively designed 1o exeeute the project. although you found some areas for
improvement. We coneur that improvements were needed as your draft lndicates and that we
have made the needed improvements following discussions with your andin ieam doring the
contrsie ol its review, With respect (o the tower crane, you found (hat Lhe Carnon Renewsl project
leam performed a thorough and well supporied evabeation andg selection of aphioas that complied
witl AOC procarement poelicies wd Tedera! provarernent regulitions.

Although we apree with y our findings, we believe that it is important 10 emphasize the project’s
stutus during vour Juntary 2014-June 2015 review period. During this time, the praject team was
completing the design for Phase 00, designing for Phases 1-4, estimating and reconeiling
consiruction cost estimates. planning and managing pro-canstruction work, secoring funding
approvals, negelialing construction contract terms. staffiog up, responding w infrmation
requests jrom the OIG and the Goverament Accountability Office (GAQ), und identifying and
mitigating risks associated with Phases 0 and 1. Unfortunately, the team did rot focus on
updating the PMP while it was undertaking these eritical activities. ard dug to an unespected
staff departure had ondy one COTR For shout & months of OIGTs review period. A new COTR
Juined e tearn in e fall of 2004 who supporied and Ure team’s work that led to the successiul
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condrael award o Phase 0 on time and within budger. Snbsequently. the tesm Joeusd elforts vn
updating the Plao later duding (5 s review

I sddition. we are providing & brief clarificativn of 1w iatroductory mbarmation ineluded s
your draft report as well as information on the PFP, the PAP, and the tower crane acquisition so
il readers of the repont will be funibar with the contest associaied with these issues.

Bteoductory lnlurmatiun

We have three observations concerning the introductory isforetion in the draft report.

* We hetieve that the statement on Page 1 1hat the construction phase of the project is just
lreginning is miskeading. Construction began iy early 2015 and your final repor is likely
1 b issued in tune 2016, about 18 months afier the start of construction, We suggest you
consider clarifving page | of the report 1o reflect this,

 Page T olihe draft repard savs tha the Cannon House Office Building is one of three
buildings eccupied by the U.S. House of Represenlatives with Member suites. commiliee
hensing rovms and suppod offices, food services, facility and wtility space. It is imporian
1o ple that support stafls are etually housed in five office budldings. v addition 1o the
Ruy burn, Longworth, and Cannon House Office Buildinps, House support s1a{T are itlse
located in the Ford House Office Building and the Fhomas P. O Neill, Jr, Federal
Building. This is panicularly imporiant 1o recopnize because these tatter two buildings
are being used (o provide “swing space’ for sipporl stadl during the Cannon Rencwal
project. Although the Ford Building is ene of four House oRice buildings. the (" Neill
Buifding iv u Genarn! Services Administration building in which space {or [ouse support
siaflis being leased during the Cannon Rencwal project.

+ Pages 2 and 3 of the draft report reler to she Federal Acquisition Regulaton (KAR)
criteria with respeet to the PEPE and federat procurement regulations relitive to the tower
crane purchase, respectively, While we are pleased that 08G Tound that the team’s actions
were consislen! with the FAR, we believe that i is imporiant to nole that AQC is not
subjeet 1o the FAR,

Partering Foe Plan

The PEP is an infegral part ol AUC s strategy tor safcly commpleting the project on schedube and
budget. As your draft ;eport notes, the PFT was in draft al the time O16G reviewed it Because of
its impertunce, the project team worked closcly with ACCTs Aeguisition and Material
Management | Yiviston and the Glitee of General Counsel in its development and proaciively
sought input and advice vn its provisions from a varfety of Jroties, icluding (G and GAL.
OL(G s supgestions were helphul 1o us in Bnadizing the plan, In developing the plan, the projeel
team alse researched incentive contrieting Although the team considered the FAR provisions on
incentive cantructing. as stated above, i iy inmporlant to recognize that AQC is not subject o this
Hegulation.

Atchitect of the: Capitil
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Prajcet Munapement Plan

YWedppreeiate your overgd! finding that the 13 Plan scchons you reviewed were desipned
elivetively und concur that Turther revisions and updates (or six nf (e 13 Plan sectivns were
necchad to provide beter puidance 1o users. As your drafl report stides, the projeet team has made
these revistons wd vpdates and has a process in place to review amd apdage the entire plan eveny
six months.

Oune of the six Plans you ideotified as needing improvement was the Risk Management Plaa,
Yeour drafl notes that the project’s risk regisier was not alway s updated monthly as calted for in
the Pinn and that sorme of the information reported was not always elear. We agree with tiese
ohservations, However, this does not mean that the project team was not proactively amd
sppressively moanaping risk durine OIG's review period, Te the contrary, tn nddition o Tocusing
an vther efforts needed to get Phase 0 started on time. the project weam plunned snd carred oul o
sophisticated, stite-of-the art imegrated cost-schedulbe risk assessment with the assistance of an
internationalty recognized rish management expert. During the assessment, the team developed
and began o implement high-priortty risk mitigativn actions which were jtemized and being
tracked separately from the monihly rish register process until the new risks could be seamlessly
nerged inte the roatine monthly process. ARthough as G1G™s report indicates, the team did not
update the existing risk register fur several months while these actions were underway, i did
keep AOL manapement informed on risk management during this period. The 1eam’™ risk
mamagersent eftons in 2014 significanily contrilined 1o its ability to award Phase 0 on me and
within budget(, effectively plan and prepare swing spaces for Conmmittees and Members as well
ins their stalts and support offices, and keep Phace & on track for an on-lime completion,

The team restmed monthly updates ta the risk register in carfy 2075 gy QG reports. completed
anather ineprated cast-sehedule risk assessment in late 2005, and has been implementing
mitigation actions mrd routinely updating the rish register. Oneg again. the leam’s proactive risk
rtanagement effors contributed to the Aprik 2016 on time and within budget award of the
Crunranterd Maximum Price construction contract for Phase 1 with options for the remabiving
Fhirses 1o heep the project on budgel.

Tower Crane Procurement Plan
We are pleased with your finding lhet the selected acquisition option was fully supporied by thw
projeet team's analysis and that the selection complied with AOC procurcment policics. This
acquisition turned out te be quite challenging. The Construction Manager as Constructor (CMe)
presented ADC with a number of purchase and leuse eptians for the ower crane. To minimize
the cost to AQC. Clark-Christiman, A loint Yenture {CCHV), initialty propused te purchase the
fower crane for the dusation of (he projeet. The project team, assisted by AOCS procurement and
leyut stafl, unoldy zod the linancial, legal, and logistical implications and risks sssociated with (his
pptios ma well ax uther purchuse pid fease opions, The tean alse ohiioed adviee on
appropriations and procurenient faw from GAQ, While the team was performing its anats sis,
CCIY withdrew its suggestion thal it purchase the crane. Utimately . aippropriation and
procurement law limitations, tlle issues, and risks associsted with crane ownership fed to a
determination that & 2-venr lease by CCIV was the most wppropriate path forward.

Architect of the Capienf
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in clesing, Fwould like fo express oy appreciation for your staff™s willingness 1o allow
flexibility in its response Umeframes lor information requests during the course of its teview so
that the projeet eam could remain fovoased on mecting eritical mikestones w keep the project on
schedule. This Rexibility was very helpiul o the tesm as was your stats willingoess 1o share its
preliminary concerns with the team as your review propressed. This enabled the project team w
better onderstnnd whast information your stafl was loaking lar and promptly take action to
address coneerns,

Please ket me know if you hive iny guestions on our cammesits or need sdditional information

oe Roo TGRS 18-k}
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