May 20, 2013

MEMORANDUM

TO:

The Buildings and Grounds Committee:
The Honorable Alan A. Diamonstein, Chair
Timothy B. Robertson, Vice Chair
Hunter E. Craig
Marvin W. Gilliam Jr.
William H. Goodwin Jr.
George Keith Martin
Vincent J. Mastracco Jr.
John L. Nau III
Hillary A. Hurd
Helen E. Dragas, Ex Officio
Timothy Beatley, Faculty Consulting Member
and
The Remaining Members of the Board and Senior Advisor:
Frank B. Atkinson
Bobbie G. Kilberg
A. Macdonald Caputo
Stephen P. Long, M.D.
Allison Cryor DiNardo
Edward D. Miller, M.D.
Victoria D. Harker
Linwood H. Rose
Leonard W. Sandridge Jr.

FROM:

Susan G. Harris

SUBJECT:

Minutes of the Meeting of the Buildings and Grounds
Committee on May 20, 2013

The Buildings and Grounds Committee of the Board of Visitors of
the University of Virginia met, in Open Session, at 1:20 p.m., on
Monday, May 20, 2013, in the Board Room of the Rotunda; the Honorable
Alan A. Diamonstein presided.
Hunter E. Craig, Marvin W. Gilliam Jr., William H. Goodwin Jr.,
Hillary A. Hurd, George Keith Martin, Vincent J. Mastracco Jr., John
L. Nau III, Timothy B. Robertson, Hillary A. Hurd, and Helen E.
Dragas, Rector, were present.
Frank B. Atkinson, A. Macdonald Caputo, Allison Cryor DiNardo,
Victoria D. Harker, Bobbie G. Kilberg, Stephen P. Long, M.D., Linwood
H. Rose, and Leonard W. Sandridge Jr. were also present.
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Present as well were Teresa A. Sullivan, Patrick D. Hogan, John
D. Simon, Susan G. Harris, Paul J. Forch, Susan A. Carkeek, Steven T.
DeKosky, M.D., Donna Price Henry, James L. Hilton, R. Edward Howell,
Patricia M. Lampkin, Marcus L. Martin, M.D., Nancy A. Rivers, Colette
Sheehy, Robert D. Sweeney, David J. Neuman, Donald E. Sundgren,
Anthony P. de Bruyn, McGregor McCance, and Debra D. Rinker.
Mr. Diamonstein opened the meeting by asking Ms. Sheehy, Vice
President for Management and Budget, to present the action items on
the agenda.
Action Item:

Project Review, Alderman Road Residence Halls, Building #6

Ms. Sheehy stated in April 2011, the Board had approved this
building for $30 million and 56,898 gross square feet (gsf). In
November 2012, the Board approved the schematic design that increased
the number of beds by 26, which was an additional 7,556 gsf, and also
included 10,444 gsf for an office wing. The added cost to the budget
would be $8 million. Cost estimates for building 6 were higher than
originally anticipated because of the existing site conditions, a
slightly larger building footprint to include additional beds, several
rooms large enough to accommodate triples, and an additional
apartment. In addition, there has been a modest improvement in the
economy and we lose some of the construction economies of scale
because we are only constructing one building rather than multiple
buildings.
On motion, the committee approved the following resolution and
recommended it to the Finance Committee and to the full Board for
approval:
APPROVAL OF PROJECT BUDGET AND SCOPE REVIEW, ALDERMAN ROAD RESIDENCE
HALLS BUILDING #6
RESOLVED, an $8.0 million increase to the Alderman Road Residence
Halls Building #6 to a revised budget range of $36.0 - $38.0 million
and an 18,000 gross square feet increase in scope to 74,898 gross
square feet is approved.
Action Item: Project Approval, Facilities Management Shop Support/
Office Building
Ms. Sheehy introduced Mr. Donald Sundgren to present this action
item. Mr. Sundgren stated that the Facilities Management shop
support/office building is a two-story, 14,000 gsf building that will
provide shop support and office space. It will cost approximately $6
million, which entails $5 million in debt and $1 million in cash. The
new facility will consolidate staff, now in leased space, to an onGrounds location and will free up parking and staging areas for
service vehicles. It will modernize work space for many in-house
services allowing consolidation of certain shop activities. It will
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also allow for the demolition of substandard trailers currently used
to house these activities. Facilities Management will vacate 11,635
gsf in temporary metal buildings and in off-Grounds rental space. Net
operating and maintenance costs of $75,800 will be paid from
Facilities Management operating funds.
On motion, the committee approved the following resolution and
recommended it to the Finance Committee and to the full Board for
approval. The Rector, Helen Dragas, voted “no” on the resolution, and
all other committee members present voted “yes”.
APPROVAL OF ADDITION TO THE UNIVERSITY’S MAJOR CAPITAL PROJECTS PLAN –
FACILITIES MANAGEMENT SHOP SUPPORT/OFFICE BUILDING
RESOLVED, the Facilities Management Shop Support/Office Building
at an estimated project cost of $5-6 million, is added to the Major
Capital Projects Program.
- - - - - - - - Report by the Vice President for Management and Budget
Ms. Sheehy reported on several recently completed projects. She
said often the Board is involved in the beginning stages of a project
but fails to see the end results. For this reason, she showed several
pictures of the George Welsh Indoor Practice Facility, the Ruth Caplin
Theatre, and the Alderman Road Residence Hall.
The Indoor Practice Facility was finished five months early and
Coach London was able to use it for spring practice. Ms. Sheehy
offered a tour for anyone who would like to see the facility.
Ms. Sheehy said the ribbon cutting ceremony for the Ruth Caplin
Theatre was several weeks ago. The new theatre sits within the
hillside below the Architecture School and right next to the current
drama building, across the street from the Culbreth Parking Garage.
She said it was an amazing project to see how it fit so nicely within
the surrounding landscape. It is a thrust theatre and so the
experience is very intimate.
The last project Ms. Sheehy mentioned was the Alderman Road
Residence Halls. She showed several pictures of the dormitories. She
said they would be opening three residence halls this fall; they are
being completed now. Several Board members commented that it looked
very different from the old McCormick Road dorms.
- - - - - - - - -
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Report by the Architect for the University
Mr. Neuman reported on several historic preservation projects.
He started with pictures of the Rotunda – showcasing the copper roof.
He said the construction crew will need a 10-day period of good
weather in order for the painting of the dome roof to be done and for
it to set properly. He showed a picture of the Oculus frame
installation. He also spoke briefly about the installation of the new
windows and the freshly painted and newly repaired sashes that were
taken off-site and completely refinished; they were just recently
reinstalled.
Mr. Neuman showed pictures of what the investigative probe
exposed in the Lower East Oval Room. It appears to be an original
Jeffersonian-period chemical oven. The Rector asked Mr. Neuman to
explain what a chemical oven is. He said it was similar to a lab
table with a vent hood that would allow chemicals to be heated and the
fumes would be properly ventilated up and out of the room.
Mr. Neuman showed a 3-D model of a cultural landscape report. He
said we have a lot of history on the buildings but very little history
about the Grounds themselves. The cultural landscape report will
trace the history of the Grounds. Mr. Neuman’s office has been
reviewing thousands of historical documents trying to piece the
history together. They have been working with interns and hired two
more for the summer who will be putting together a 3-D “sketch up”
model of the history of the Grounds. Mr. Neuman said any world
heritage site should have one of these. He said it will all be online making it very easy to share with others.
Another smaller project is the courtyard and landscape
restoration of Hotel A, which includes a new drainage system, a new
stormwater management system, a new terrace, and some upgraded
landscaping.
Mr. Neuman mentioned the current land use planning process. He
introduced Julia Monteith, Senior Land Use/Community Planner. He
reminded the Board that the 2008 Grounds Plan was about redevelopment
and not broad expansion. In this plan, they identified 26 sites that
would be reviewed for redevelopment over time. He showed three
sites/districts under review which include mostly residential mixed
use space, but some academic mixed use space, and structured parking.
The sites are Ivy Road – 29/250 Bypass Area 2 (23 acres), Emmet-Ivy
Corridor (15.8 acres), and the Brandon-Monroe area (12.4 acres).
Mr. Neuman reviewed their planning process, which begins with the
Planning Team reviewing existing and proposed program development;
then the Office of the Architect analyzes opportunities/constraints of
land systems, etc., and the offices of the Architect, Facilities
Management, Environmental Health and Safety, and Parking &
Transportation review the evaluation criteria and the UVA siting
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criteria. All of these actions feed into building the plan
alternatives which include evaluating multiple scenarios, site
context, feasibility, financing structure, fiscal impact, and the
phasing of uses. After the team finishes their evaluation, it then
returns to the Office of the Architect to develop a final plan to be
presented to the Board. An example of this is the 2010 Health System
Area Plan.
Mr. Neuman showed a graph that laid out the next steps needed for
each of the three districts mentioned above. He ended his
presentation by thanking Mr. Diamonstein and others on the Board for
their invaluable advice over the years.
Ms. Sheehy reminded the Board members of the written reports
found in the back of the committee booklet. These reports can also be
found at the end of these minutes.
On motion, the meeting was adjourned at 1:50 p.m.
- - - - - - - - - SGH:ddr
These minutes have been posted to the University of Virginia’s Board
of Visitors website.
http:/www.virginia.edu/bov/buildingsgroundsminutes.html
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UNIVERSITY OF VIRGINIA
ARCHITECT/ENGINEER SELECTION FOR CAPITAL PROJECTS $5 MILLION
PERIOD ENDED March 31, 2013

Project
None

Selection
Date

A/E Selected

OR

LESS

Description

Professional and Construction-Related Non-Professional Services Contracts
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UNIVERSITY OF VIRGINIA
PAVILION OCCUPANCY STATUS
AS OF APRIL 2013

Pavilion

Occupants

I

Robert Pianta

II

Meredith Woo

III

Harry Harding

IV

Larry J. Sabato

V & Annex

Patricia Lampkin

VI

Robert D. Sweeney

VII

Colonnade Club

VIII Upper
Apartment

Assigned Available
Winter
Fall
2010
2013
September September
2009
2014
Spring
Spring
2010
2015
October
2002

Spring
2018

Spring
2008
Fall
2012

Summer
2015
Fall
2017

John Colley

April
2011

April
2016

VIII Terrace
Apartment

Gerald Warburg

March
2012

March
2017

IX

Dorrie Fontaine

X

Nancy E. Dunlap, M.D.

Montebello

James H. Aylor

Sunnyside

Artificial Pancreas Project

Weedon House

Carl P. Zeithaml

July
2011
May
2013
April
2012
April
2013
July
2011

July
2016
November
2014
August
2015
March
2015
July
2016

Comments
Occupied Pavilion III from Spring
2008 until Winter 2010

Extended an additional five years in
November 2010, from Spring 2013 to
May 11, 2018
Occupied Pavilion III from Summer
2005 until Spring 2008
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UNIVERSITY OF VIRGINIA
POST OCCUPANCY EVALUATION
Bavaro Hall
Executive Summary
April 16, 2013
I. Background
As a part of its oversight of the University’s Capital Program, the Executive Review Committee for
Capital Development stipulated in April 2004 that Post Occupancy Evaluations (POE) be completed for
capital projects approximately one year after occupancy.
II. Purpose
The Post-Occupancy Evaluation (POE) process is a “lessons learned” exercise to improve the design,
construction, operation, and user satisfaction of future buildings by providing an assessment of completed
projects. The process identifies architectural, engineering, interior, and other functional components that
work well and those that are problematic. The process supports the University’s Leadership in Energy
and Environmental Design (LEED) program by addressing the LEED credit requiring a survey of
occupant satisfaction with thermal comfort.
III. Methodology
Information was gathered through 1) a web-based survey distributed to faculty, staff, and students, 2) an
assessment by the maintenance staff, and 3) a post-survey meeting. The survey was led by a team
consisting of the Senior Program Manager and Assistant University Architect from the Office of the
Architect for the University, the Senior Academic Facility Planner from the Office of the Executive Vice
President and Provost, the Associate Director for Work Management for Facilities Management, and the
Senior Associate Dean for Strategy and Planning for the Curry School of Education. Review and
guidance were provided by the Architect for the University, the Chief Facilities Officer, and the
University Building Official.
IV. Project Description
Bavaro Hall is 64,149 gross square foot, 4-story structure located on the west side of Emmet Street just
north of the McCormick Road Bridge. It is situated between Emmet Street and Ruffner Hall, another
Curry School Building. Bavaro provides 1) administrative, faculty, and staff offices, 2) a large meeting
room, and 3) the Sheila C. Johnson Center for Human Services, which houses the Speech-LanguageHearing Center, Center for Clinical Psychology Services, McGuffey Reading Center, and Personal and
Career Development Center. Construction began in May 2008 and was completed in July 2010. The
project received a LEED Gold certification.
V. Survey Response Rate
The survey was distributed to 323 faculty, staff, and students. There were 131 respondents for a 41%
response rate. Respondents included 38 faculty, 67 students and 26 staff.
VI. Overall Building Assessment
The Curry School of Education has been very pleased with the building. It has enabled the School to
consolidate its operations – particularly those related to research and clinical services – from sites
throughout Charlottesville, and has given the School facilities that allow it to host major events, that
provide students and faculty pleasant places to work and interact both formally and informally, and that
help to accommodate the School during a time of remarkable growth and change. Moreover, Bavaro
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Hall gives Curry a home that it can be proud of and one where it is pleased to welcome potential students
and faculty, collaborators from across Grounds and throughout the world, and clients and parents of its
numerous clinical services, enrichment, and professional development programs.
77% of respondents have a positive impression of the building. 15% do not. Students are the most
satisfied; staff the least. While faculty, staff, and students provide positive comments about the
building’s appearance, all note the lack of student activity. Faculty may have complained about student
noise when their offices were in Ruffner, but they now miss students. One faculty notes: “What teaching
and learning goes on here? I conference with students in my office, but there are no places to meet with
whole classes (except perhaps the 3rd floor north room which is always mysteriously locked and rarely
open to use). This is the biggest disappointment of the building - the great divide that it creates between
faculty/offices (Bavaro) and students / classrooms (Ruffner). Ruffner is more "alive" (I never thought I'd
say that); it's where the hustle and bustle of students is - and the only systematic site of teaching and
learning.”
Way-finding appears to be an issue with 29% of the respondents providing negative assessments. 69% of
the respondents feel that the quality of materials and finishes helps with faculty and student recruitment.
82% feel safe in the areas around the building; 10% do not.
VII. Survey Response Summary
A. Program Areas: Bavaro Hall has 6 program areas: 1) a central lobby/atrium and café; 2)
Holloway Hall (a large meeting room that can accommodate up to 160 people); 3) conference
rooms; 4) hallway meeting spaces; 5) offices/workspaces and 6) clinic spaces.
1. Central Lobby/Atrium and Café: These spaces are viewed as positive building features
with 78% of respondents indicating that they function well. 13% indicates that it does not.
Faculty and students rate the spaces higher than do staff. While all three groups give
positive comments about its appearance and function, all comment that it could be better used
and made more attractive for students. Student comments include “This is a lovely space
that can be used for many things. It’s too bad that students can’t access it after 5:00 to study,
relax, etc. This lends itself to “us vs. them.” and “I love to study in the central lobby/atrium.
Although it doesn’t really seem to fit with the intended purpose of these areas, I would love
large tables with regular chairs to study. The (amazing) leather seats and sofas are not very
conducive to any work other than reading.” Students and staff question why the courtyard
cannot be accessed by the lobby doors.
2. Holloway Hall: 61% of respondents indicate that this space functions well for meetings and
presentations; 24% do not. Faculty and students rate the space higher than staff. Several
comments are made about the room layout. Two students note, “The current set-up is
awkward for guest speakers. Instead of a narrow view of the audience in front of them, they
have to look a long way left and right to see everyone.” and “It is unfortunate that the screen
is on the same side of the space as the doors are. It is disruptive to have people entering and
exiting while a speaker is talking in front of the screen.”
3. Conference Rooms: 67% of respondents indicate that these spaces function well; 18% do
not. Faculty and students rate these spaces higher than staff. Comments are made about the
rooms being too small and not having a range of room sizes.
4. Hallway Meeting Spaces: 53% of respondents indicate that these spaces function well; 26%
do not. Faculty and students rate the spaces higher than staff. Comments note the lack of
privacy. Two staff note, “Many people will not use those conference spaces because of the
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lack of door and therefore lack of privacy” and “The only problem with the open meeting
spaces is when people are coming up the stairs, or getting off of the elevator, and then realize
that a meeting is going on. It can be disruptive to the group that is meeting. However, I've
notice that a few students take the opportunity to study at these spaces and they seem fine
with the atmosphere.”
5. Offices / Workspaces: While the offices in general are well received, the open faculty office
area is not. 67% of respondents indicate that these spaces meet their needs. 24% do not.
Faculty and students rate the spaces higher than staff. The open office suite generated
lengthy comments. One faculty respondent notes, “We are in the 3rd floor open suite. It is
completely unsuitable for faculty space--although it's nice work space and a gorgeous area.
We need glass enclosures and sound-blocking to create some semblance of privacy. Students
should not be asked to work with faculty in this kind of corporate space.”
6. Sheila C. Johnson Center for Human Services: The clinic has the lowest positive
responses and the highest negative responses of any program space. 46% of respondents
indicate that these spaces meet their needs; 38% do not. Faculty and students rate the spaces
higher than staff. Acoustical isolation, AV system, lighting, and HVAC noise are the main
issues. Respondents note that offices where counseling takes place, observation rooms, and
treatment rooms are not soundproof and that conservations in these spaces can be heard in
adjacent spaces. Sound proofing receives more comments than any other feature. There are
three lighting issues: poor lighting makes videotaping difficult; noise from buzzing light
switches is distracting for clients with sensory issues; and automatic lighting controls cut
lights off even when spaces are occupied. 40% of respondents indicate that HVAC noise
interferes with clinic use. Comments also indicate that this noise is disruptive.
B. LEED Questions: The survey included six questions about LEED certification and green building
features. They are listed below in order of their importance to the respondents.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.

Having natural light and views in offices and meeting rooms is important.
Not having fumes and odors from off-gassing of finishes is important.
Having operable windows in offices and workspaces is important.
LEED certification is important
Are you satisfied with the automatic lighting controls in the public areas?
Having access to showers is important.

98%
93%
88%
69%
61%
27%

C. Building Temperatures: Bavaro meets the requirements of the thermal comfort verification credit
for the U.S. Green Building Council (USGBC) LEED certification program. To maintain this credit
no more than 20% of a building’s occupants can be dissatisfied with its thermal comfort. The
negative thermal comfort responses for Bavaro are 19%.
While the responses fall within the USGBC limits, the survey team felt the responses were border line
and decided follow-up action was appropriate. Most complaints are about the cold room
temperatures. The Senior Associate Dean for Strategy and Planning noted that the building was cold
first thing in the morning as if the thermostats are being lowered at night. Facilities Management will
investigate if the thermostats are being changed and will review the sequence of operation with the
intent of making the temperatures more comfortable.
VIII. Energy Cost Analysis
As a part of the POE process, a cost-per-square-foot energy analysis was conducted comparing Bavaro to
recently constructed buildings with similar office/classroom use: Claude Moore Medical Education
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Building (LEED Silver), South Lawn (LEED Gold), Claude Moore Nursing Education Building (not
LEED certified), Ruffin Hall (not LEED certified), and Rouss-Robertson Halls (not LEED certified). The
analysis covered the period from January 1, 2012 through January 1, 2013, and included chilled water,
electricity, and medium temperature hot water/steam. Total energy costs for Bavaro were $2.27 per
GSF/per year. Normalized energy costs for the South Lawn were lower ($1.88/GSF/year). Normalized
energy costs for the other buildings were higher: the Medical Education Building ($3.18), Nursing
Education Building ($3.64), Ruffin ($3.64), and Rouss-Robertson ($2.65). Of the six buildings, Bavaro
has the second lowest electricity cost per square foot, the second lowest chilled water cost per square foot,
and the lowest medium temperature hot water/steam cost per square foot.
IX. Actions and Recommendations
A. Sound Privacy in the Clinics: Of the survey questions, sound privacy in the clinics has the overall
highest negative response rate (74%) and the lowest overall positive response rate (16%). One respondent
notes “The therapy rooms themselves are not sound proof violating confidentiality of patients. People in
the halls can still hear what is happening in the rooms…..” Action has been taken to remedy this
situation, but as this respondent notes a better job could have been done with the fix: “We had to retrofit
the doors with a quilted sound-proofing material, which is unsightly and gives the unfortunate impression
of a padded room (clients coming to see psychologists frequently comment on this association).”
Action (Corrective): The Assistant University Architect and the Associate Director for Work
Management will meet with representatives from the clinics to better understand the issues and to
identify corrective actions, which could range from inexpensive, immediate fixes to long term
fixes requiring significant funding.
Recommendations (For Future Buildings): Projects with patient rooms requiring
confidentiality should be designed with appropriate sound proofing in walls and ceilings and with
soundproof doors.
B. Room 335 – Faculty Open Office Environment: This building feature has not been well received
by the faculty occupants because of the lack of sound privacy, which interrupts their work and makes it
impossible to provide confidential counseling to students.
Action (Corrective): Given the School’s space constraints relocating the occupants of Room
335 to private offices is not possible. As funding allows, taller glass partitions and white noise
generators should be added to improve sound privacy.
Recommendations (For Future Buildings): Future projects should not place full-time faculty
in open environments. If open office environments are proposed, the use of higher partition walls
and white noise generators should be considered.
C. Hallway Meeting Spaces: The usefulness of these spaces for meetings is compromised by a lack of
privacy. The spaces at the head of the stairs have worked fairly well. The spaces flanked by offices have
not, but have worked well when they are furnished for individual study.
Corrective Action: As funding allows the School will install glass walls on the open sides of the
meeting spaces located at the head of the stairs. This will improve privacy and should increase
their use. Conference tables in the meeting spaces that are adjacent to offices will eventually be
replaced with furniture that supports individual study.
Recommendations for Future Buildings: The location and furnishing of hallway meeting spaces
should be carefully evaluated during programming to determine if their location and proposed
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furnishings support their intended use. Meeting spaces designated for conference use as opposed
to individual study should have sufficient sound privacy.
D. Student Use of the Building: Comments were made by all respondent groups that Bavaro tends to
separate faculty from students and that students do not know that spaces in Bavaro, such as the central
lobby/atrium and hallway meeting spaces, are available for their use.
Action (Corrective): The School has already taken action by keeping the building open after
5:00pm. The post-survey meeting participants observed students studying in the central
lobby/atrium and in a number of the hallway meeting spaces. The School anticipates that the
student presence in Bavaro will increase with the closing of Ruffner Hall for renovations since
some student offices will be relocated from Ruffner to Bavaro. The Curry Library Innovation
Commons, for example, has already been relocated from Ruffner, and is generating more student
traffic. It is recommended that the School consider the addition of study tables in the central
lobby/atrium.
Recommendations (For Future Buildings): Not applicable.
F. Roof Access and Roof Fall Protection: The maintenance assessment indicates that there is a lack of
access to the Bavaro roof and a lack of fall protection tie-offs on the roof. The former requires the use of
ladders for maintenance and inspection. The latter requires the installation of temporary fall protection
each time the roof is accessed.
Action (Corrective): A roof hatch solution has been designed. Installation is scheduled for this
year.
Recommendations (For Future Buildings): The design of future projects should include roof
access and permanent fall protection tie-offs.
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Report on the President’s Home, Carr’s Hill
Carr’s Hill Activity
Fiscal Year 2011-12
• 102 events and 65 meetings
• Approximately 14,605 guests attended Carr’s Hill events
Fiscal Year 2010-11 (beginning August 2, 2010)
• 106 events and 64 meetings
• Approximately 14,425 guests attended Carr’s Hill events
Maintenance and Repair of the Residence and Grounds
• Facilities Management provides routine and preventive maintenance for Carr’s Hill; its associated
out buildings; and the surrounding grounds.
• Major expenditures for the house are approved in advance by the Chair of the Buildings and
Grounds Committee of the Board of Visitors.
Internal Audit Review
Annual Presidential Travel and Entertainment Audit
●

The President’s University-related travel expenses and Carr’s Hill entertainment expenses are
reviewed by internal audit every year. Carr’s Hill entertainment includes dinners, receptions,
football game day activities and other official events to conduct University business.

●

Travel is audited for reasonableness, business purpose, substantiation, and compliance with all
relevant University policies and procedures depending on the type of expense.

●

Carr’s Hill entertainment expenses are audited for reasonableness, business purpose,
substantiation, and compliance with all relevant expense policies.

●

The source of funds, state or local, is identified for all travel and entertainment expenditures to
ensure that no state funds are used for entertainment and that state funds are used only for travel
that would fulfill state business purposes.

Turnover Review of the President’s Office – Done in July/August 2010
•
•
•

Prior to her permanent arrival at the University, President Sullivan requested a review of the
President’s Office’s operations.
Management was found to be appropriate over the furnishings, art inventory, and the budget.
There were opportunities to improve communication and internal controls, many of which were
addressed immediately upon notification to the staff or had already been addressed through a
reorganization.

Other Audits

•

Expenditures for the President’s Office and Carr’s Hill are recorded in the University’s financial
system and could be randomly selected by the Auditor of Public Accounts in their regular
reviews.

