Biscayne Building
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Miam, Florida 33130 i Commission on Ethics
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Fax: (305) 579-2656
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The information contained in this facsimile message is CONFIDENTIAL information intended only for the use of
the individual or entity named above. If the reader of this message is not the recipient you are hereby notified that
any dissemination, distribution or copy of this communication is strictly PROHIBITED and will be considered as a
tortuous interference in our confidential business refationships. Additonally, unauthorized dissemnination of this
confidential information subjects you to criminal and civil penalties. |f you have received this communication in
ertor, please immediately nofify us by telephone and retumn the original to us at the above address via the U.S.
Postal Service.
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Tou Steve Shiver
County Manager

Fronn\}lﬁo/b;rl Meyers, Executive Director ;
Commission on Ethics and public Trust

Date: pa/12/01
Re: MIA south Terminal confiict of Interest

Thank you for your memorandum dated April 6, 2001, which | received vid fax on April 10" 1
am well-aware of the issues surrounding the GM-At-Risk solicitation at MIA. 1 had have several
discussions ith Pablo Acosta, Esa regarding this solicitation and | eventually directed him to the
Advocate for the Ethics Commission. Michaet Murawski.

Al this juncture, 1 will recommend against the Ethics Commission rendering conflict of interest
opinions involving the CM-At-Risk solicitation uniess ihe pidders themselves request such opinians.
First and foremost, the purpose of the advisoty opinion process is for a party who believes {hat he of
she may have a confiict of interest 10 come forward and ask for @ formal opinion from the Ethics
commission. Our enabling ordinance ctates that third parties do not have sstanding” 10 uiilize the
advisory opinion process to garner opinions about the conduct of others. M exceptional cases, We

- pn
others is 10 either provide us with information 10 investigate of file a formal complaint with our office.
indeed, Mr. Acosta gave uS information which he pelieved represented one or more conflicts of interest

dated March 30, 2001 (See attached letter)- Additionalty, Mr. Acosta may file a complaint with this
office which the Ethics Commission will review in accondance with our rules of procedure.

Another reason for deciining to act in this matter goes 1o the nature of the allegations.
According 10 the bid documents and sttachments, pidders areé encouraged 10 submit requests for
opinions to the Ethics Commission to avoid conflicts Of interest. However, the janguage in the
addendum by 10 means mandates that Respondents must seek detenmination$ from the Ethics
Commission. The addendum simply states @ Respondent‘s submittal will be rendered nof-
responsiveness if the Ethics commission were 1o determning that one of the parties 10 the bid proposal
had a conflict of interest. The utimate question of bidder responsiveness or non-responsiveness is not
within the Ethics Commission’s purview.

e Page
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"MEMORANDUM

107.07-17A METRO-DADEGSAMAT. MGT.

TO: Robert Meyers DATE: April 6, 2001
Executive Director

Commission on E

hics SUBJECT:

MIA South Terminal

FROM: Steve Shiver Conflict of Interest

County Manager

It recently came to my attention that your office has not been asked for an opinion with
regards to various conflict of interest allegations raised in connection with the subject
CM-At-Risk solicitation (MDAD contract number RFQ-MDAD-STE).

Please refer to the attached January 26, 2001 letter from Pablo Acosta, which refers to the
potential conflicts in question. Addendum 3 to the RFQ prescribes that possible conflicts

of interest be resolved by the Ethics Commission prior to completion of the selection
process.

I respectfully request that your office render an opinion as to the conflict of interest
allegations raised in the January 26, 2001 correspondence at the earliest opportunity.
This is a very significant project at MIA and it is vitally important that we minimize
delays in moving the project forward. Thank you for your prompt attention.

Attachment
cc: Angela Gittens, Aviation Director

Robert Ginsburg, County Attorney
Kay Sullivan, Clerk of the Board
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~ January 2B, 2001

VIA FACSIMILE

Robert A. Ginsburg. Esaq. !
County Attarney .
Miamj-Dade County Attorney

111 N.W. First Street, Syite 2870

"Miami, Florida 33128

(A

Re: RFQ for Construction Manager At-Risk
South Terminal Frogram
Contrast No, A155S, B311A, B311B, B312A, B313A4,
B315A, A155A, B3158 .

Dear Mr. Ginsburg: ;
fy

Please be advised that our firm represents Parsens Transponation Group, -
Ine. and Odebrecht Construetion Inc., & j0int venture, (“Parsons/Odebrecht’) in
their pursult of the above-referenced RFQ. Kindly refer to our Lebbyist
Registration Farm on fle with the Clerk of the Board.

in reviewing the Proposals from Clerk/O'Brien Kreizberg (hereinafier
~Clark") and Miami Alrpont Canstruction Managers (hereinafier "MACM"), we
nave noted several lssues which we believe should be considered the Ceunty
Aucrney's Office as they relate 10 a aetermination of responsiveness.

lssuas Noted in Glark Proposal
Flrst, Addendurmn No, 3 'i'n the RFQ, in significant part, states:

[Mo avaid conflicts of interest, subconsultants,

cantractars or joint venture members who performed

work on the South Terminal Pragram cannat perfarm

sirmitar services 6r have any oversight er eyvaluation

functlons as part of the CM-at-Risk team an the v
related work they perfarmed on the South Terminal

a WasHiareN, DC ¥ HoUsTON e ALSTIN
« HowaLwLu m Las VEGas r Mclean w Miami
!
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Program. |n identifying any such subeansuliants,
contractors or joint veniure members, the Respondent
must identify tha specific work the subcansultant,
contractor aor joint veniure member perdormed on the
South Terminal Program, the werk 1o be performed as
pan of the CM-at-Risk team, and @ statement as 1o
How this work is sufficiently differant so as nat to pose
a confilet of interesr, Such descriptions of work
perfarmed and work 1o be perfarmed may be
submitted 10 the Miami-Dade County Commission on
Ethics and Public Trust (Ethics Commission) for
evaluation 4s ta any poassible canflicts of interest,
Possible conflicts of interest will be resolved by the
Ethica Commission prior 1o the completion af the
selection process. Deferminations by [he Ethics
Commission shall be deemed final. Any
subconsultants, contracters or joint venture
membars found te have a conflist of interest will
render the Respondont’'s submittal nen-
responsivensss. (Emphasis added.)

In its Propasal, Clark identifled ADA Engingering as its subconsuitant but
failed ta disclose that ADA performed civil enginesring designs for the
Concaurse H Terminz! additipn, which was added 1o the South Terminal Projecr.
\n fact, Clark represenied in its Propesal that its 1eam does not include any
subconsuitants or subcontractors that have participated with DAC or any of the
design teams in The development of the South Terminal Program. Clark's fajlure
1o disclese this conflict of intergst and to seek &n opinjan from rhe Ethics
Commissian appears o malerzlly affect the rasponsiveness of Clark’s Proposal.

Second, Clark has designateq Rasheed Enterprises inc. ("Rasheeq”)as a
subconsuhant expecied to pefform "“CSBE Pragram Management." (See Clark's
attachment L1 Form DBD 301 Sehedule of Pasticipation and Rasheed's Letter of
Intent). However, it is our undarsianding that "CSBE Program Managsrment” is
not recognized as a ceffified trade category. Furtharmore, Clark has not
ptherwiss designated Rasheed as a subconsultant expected 1o perfarm work in a
trade category for which Rasheed has been ¢enlfied by DBD. Thus, it appears
that Clark's inclusion of Rasheed in its' Proposal in srder to meet the CSBE goal
ig pot proper. q

Third, TLMC Enterprises, inc. (“TLMEC"), @ subconsultant designated by
Clark. failed ta submit a Contraciers’s Qualification Staternent (AIA Decument
A305) as reguired by the RFQ.! Fajjure (o include such a documen! materiaily
affects the responsiveness of Clark's Praposal in thal no information regarding
TLMC is disclosed by Clark regarding iheir potential (itigatien.

!
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Fourth, Clark, in its Propesal, in the sectian titled "Appraach ta Work
(g Phasing fo Minimize Disruption of Airport Sefvices* statas that:

"ECS wil| lead our effort in scheduling the project.
They have assisted DAC in computer simutations of
the snlire South Terminal Pragram and have modaled
the entire facllity ..." (Emphasis added.)

it is our understanding that ECS was a sudsonsutiant to Borelli-Carrano,
which performed design werk on the Scuth Terminal Profect. Clark not only
failed 10 list ECS as a subeensuitant, bur failed to disclose thas ECS performed
design work on the South Terrhinal Project. EGS did pot obtzin a
clarificatian/opinien of this canflict of interast fram the Ethics Cammission.
Funhermore, Clark failad 1o disclese this confiict af Interest in its Praposal.
Again, in light of the language cantained in Addendum No. 3, it appears that
Clarc’s Tailure to disclosa such information and ultimately seek an Ethics :
Cornmission epinian materially affects the responsiveness of Clark’s Propasal.

|
Finally, Clark's ‘Pmpnsah reflects numerous discussions and/er mesetings
between Clark and DAC cancerning significant and material issues relating to the
-cost and pranning out of the Projedt, For example, Clerk's Propasal specifically

¥ states that. : :

"The Clark team has bean warking with DAC for over

a year 1 provide construciapility input and share

insight on the CM-at-RisK pracess, and is therefore

capable of applying our knowledga of this project to

make this philasaphy a reality. We nave discussed

with DAC our altemate phasing plan, which will

eliminate rewerk on areas of the project and better

coordinete all of the compenents of the project o

save Miami-Dade time 2nd money. We have

prepared preliminary pudget assessments to

ensure that DAC’s hudget is achisvable and know

the costs assoeciated with the project, Qur worklng

knowledge of the Miam! South Terminal Program

ensures that we will hit the ground running upen

award and with all stakghclgers to delfver a fagility of

the highest quality.” (8se Tab 1, Pg 1-Clark’s

Proposal} (Emphasis added).

. “Priet to the advertisement of this RFQ, we ware
informed hy DAC that FAA requirements for all
baggage handling systems will require 100% X-Ray
capability by the year 2010. The current documents
do not indicare this requirement.” (See Tab 13, Pg.1
- Clark's Propesal)

e !
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*The Clark Tearh nas aciively pursued this project for
over a2 year. Based op discussions with DAC, we
Rave created a preliminary schedule with extensive
detall in the injtial award, design, and procureman
ontians of the project.” (See Tab 15, Pg. 1 Clark's
roposal)
~Our schedule is based on diseussions and planning
sessions we have conducted with DAC over the \ast
sevaral menths. The sequence of work reflects our
? proposed resequencing and In general, DAC has
agreed that the resequenced activities are viazla. In
addition. ihe following assumptions have been
includad in the logic of our scheduls. (See Tab 15,
Pg. 1 » Clark's Proposal)” (Emphasis added.)

Such representation raises sefious concems regarding the appearance of
-insider knawledge" unavailable 1 all proposers, nat to mentien potential
viclatians of varlous County Ordinances.

The problems noted abave, singularly and coliectively, appear ia refiect
serous deficiencies relating 1o 1he respansivenass of Clark's Proposal.

Issue Noted in MACM's Pgé_gesal

A problem has also been nated regarding MACM's proposal. The leaer of
iment submited by MACM's Subcansultant Dazier & Dozier Capstruetian, Inc.
fails to Include any description of the scape of work 1l is expscted 1o perfarm on
this Project.

° Parsons/Odebracht réspectfully submits that the issues discussed abave
should be addressed as they appear fo be masarlal in nature and atherwise
relate t@ the resppnsiveness of the Proposals being submitted for this Froject.

Sin

ablo Acosta, Esq.
SeniorAjorney — Miami Office

:
il

)
v

ce.  Kay Sulifvan, Clerk of ihe Roard
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Stephen M. Spratt, Senior Assistant
County Manager’s Office
111 NW 1 Street, 2910, Miami, FL 33128
Phone: 305-375-1266 — Fax: 305-375-1358

To: pd’{go]'f WW Fax:

From: (;/au., gW Date: C[/(a/é)/
. Re: Pages: & |
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TO:

FROM:

YA MEMORANDUM

Robert Meyers DATE: © Aprl 6, 2001
Executive Direct :
Commission on Ethics SUBJECT:

. MIA South Terminal
Steve Shiver \; - Conflict of Interest
County Manager :

\

It recently came to my attention that your office has not been asked for an opinion with
regards to various conflict of interest allegations raised in connection with the subject
CM-At-Risk solicitation (MDAD contract number RFQ-MDAD-STE).

Please refer to the attached January 26, 2001 letter from Pablo Acosta, which refers to the
potential conflicts in question. Addendum 3 to the RFQ prescribes that possible conflicts
of interest be resolved by the Ethics Commission prior to completion of the selection
process. :

I respectfully request that your office render an opinion as to the conflict of interest
allegations raised in the January 26, 2001 correspondence at the earliest opportunity.
This is a very significant project at MIA and it is vitally important that we minimize
delays in moving the project forward. Thank you for your promygit attention.

Attachment
cc:  Angela Gittens, Aviation Ditector

Robert Ginsburg, County Attotney
Kay Sullivan, Clerk of the Board
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January 26, 2001

VIA FACSIMILE !

Robert A. Ginsburg, Fsq. |
County Attarney K
Miami-Dade Cauhly Aterney

111 NW. First Street, Suite 2810

‘Miami, Florida 33128

Re: RFQ for Consteuctlon Maneger At-Risk
' Bouth Terminal Proegrat
Contract No, A155S, B311A, B3118, B3124A, 83134,
B315A, A155A, B315B . .

Dear Mr. Ginsburg:

Please be advised mMat our firm represents Patsens Transpartation Group, -
ine. and Odebrecht Constructipn Inc., & joirgt YENUTE, (‘Pgrsnnszoqurecht') in
their pursult of the apove-referenced RFQ. Kindly refer 1o our Lebbyist
Registration Form on file with the Clerk of the Board.

In reviewing the Proposals from ClarklO Brien Krejberg (hereinafier
~Clark") and Mizrni Alrpent Canstruction Managers (hereinafier “MACM"), we
have nated several jssues which we belleve should be ebnsidered the Caunty
Augrney's Office as they ralate 1@ a dstarmination of responsiveness.

lesuas, Noted in Clark Praposal

Flrst, Addendum No, 3 in the RFQ, in significane part, states:
[TNo avaid conflicts af Interest, subconsufants,
cantraciars ar joint vehture members whe parfarmed
work on the South Tecminal Program cannit perfarm
sirmifar serviess 8r have any oversight or gyalvation
functions as parn of the CM-ar-Risk team ah the
related wark they perfarmed eon the Sourh Terminal
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. Rosen A, Ginsbury, Esq. !

Miami-Daas County Ancrney

January 268, 2001

Fage 2 . ,
Program. In identifying any such subeensyRants,
eontractors.or joint venture members, the Respandant
must identify the specific work the subcanssiltant,
contractar or joint venture member performaa on the
South Terminal Program. the work 1o be pafformed as
par of tha CiM-at-Risk team, and 3 starement as to
how this werk isisufficiently differant se as nat to pose
a conflict of interast, Such descrptions of wark
qerformed and work to be parfarmed may bie
submitted 1o the Miami-Dade County Commission on
Ethics and Public Trust (Ethies Commission) for
evaluation a5 ta apy passible canflicts of interes:,
Possible conflicts of interest wil| be recalved by the
Ethica Commission prior 1o the completion &f the
selection process. Delerminations by the Erthics
Cemmission shall ke deerned final. Any
subconsultants, contractors of joint venture
membars found to have a copfiict af intgrest will
roendar the Raspondent’s submittal non-
responsivensss. (Emphas:s added.)

(n its Prapasal, Clark identified ADA Engineering s its subsansultant but
failed o diselosr that ADA performed civil enginasring designs for the
Concaurse B Tarmingl edditisn, which was added to the Sauth Terminal Projeet.
in fact, Clark represented in its Prapesal that its team does not include any
subconsulants or subeontracaes iat have participated with DAC or any of the
design teams in the davelopment of the South Terminal Pragram. Clark's failure
to disclose this conflict of interest and {0 seek an opinjan from Yhe Ethics
Commissian appears to maleflally affect the respansivedess af Clark’s Proposal.

Second, Clark has designateq Rasheed Enterprises Inc. ("Rasheed™) as a
subconsulant expected to perform "CSBE Pragram Management.” (See Clarks
attachmeni L1 Form DBD 301 Sehedule af Participatien ‘and Rasheed's Letler of
Intent). Howaver, it is eur undarsianding that "CSBE Program Management” |5
not recagnized as a cefified trade categoery, Furthermere, Clark has noy
ptherwisa designated Rasheed as a subcansultant expected W perfarm work in a
trade category for which Rasheed has been eerlfied by PBD. Thus, it appears
thar Clark's ineiusion of Rasheed in its' Proposal in order to mgaet the CSBE goal
is pot praper. . :

Third, TLMC Enterprises, inc. (“TLMEC"}, a subconsultant designated by
Ciark. failed to submit a Contriciors’s Qualifisation Statemant (AlA Decument
A305) as required by the RFQ. Faijjure to include such a dacumesnt materiai_ly
affects the respensiveness of Clark's Praposal ip thal ng informarion regarding
TLMC is disclosed by Clark regarding ineir potential [rigation,

4
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Faurth, Clark, in its Prq'pnsah in the secilan titled “Appmach to Work
Phasing ta Mialmize Oistupticn af Arport Sefvices” statag that:
| .

"ECS will lead our effartin scheduling the pfojec!.
They hava assisted DAC in computer simuiftions of
tha aentirs Seuth Terminal Pragram and have medeled
the enfire facllity ..." {(Emphasis aaded.)

it is eur understanding that ECS was a subconsutiant to Borelli-Carrans,
which perfarmad design werk on the South Terminat Profeet. Clark not only
failed 1o list ECS as a subeansultant, bur failed to disclase thas ECS parformed
design work on the Somh Terhinal Project. BGS did net oblain a
ciarificatian/opinion of this canflict of intersst fram the Ethize Cammission.
Furthermore, Ciark failad o distlese this confilet af interest in its Praposal.
Again, in light of the language cantained in Addendurmn No. 3, it appears that
Clarcs failure to disclosa such infermation and ulimarely:seek an Ethics .
Commissien apinien matenally, affects the responsiveness of Clark's Propasal.

] .
Finally, Clark’s 'Pmpnsa'l reflects numerous discusgions andfer mestings

berween Clark and DAC conceming significant and matetfal issues relating o the
-cost and plarining sut of the Project. Far exampile, Clark's Propasal specificalty
statas that : P

“The Clark team as basn warking with DAC for over

a year la provide consiructabilily input and share

insight en the CM-at-Rjak pracess, and is therefore

capable of applying our knowledga af this project 1o

make this philosophy a reality. We have discussed

with DAC our altemate phasing plan, which will

eliminate rewerk bn &rezs of the Rroject ang better

caordinate all of the compenents of the project e

save Mami-Dade time and money. We have

prepared preliminacy budget assessmenys to

ensure that DAC’s hudgat is achievable and know

the costs assosciated with the projest, Qur worklng

knowledge of the Miami Sauth Termina) Pragram

ensures that we will hit the ground running upen

awand and with ali stakgholgsrs Yo deliver a Fagility of

the highast quality.” (Eee Tab 1, Pg 1-Clark's

Propesal) (Emphasis added). f

v

“Friet to the mevantisament of this RFQ, we wera
infarmed hy DAC that FAA requiremegnts for all
baggage handling systoms will require 100% X-Ray
capability by the yaar 2010, The current ddcuments
do not inYicare this requirement.” (See Tab 13, Pg.1
- Clark's Prnpasafn :
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Such represantation raises Seqous coreems re

“The Clark Tea has actvely pursued this project for

aver a veor. Based op discussions with DAC, we

Rave created a preliminary sehedule with gxtensive

detall in the injtial award, design, and pracuremner

Eanlans of the project.” (See Tab 18, Fg. 1- Clark's
roposal) :

-Our sehedule is based on diseussions and planning
sessians we have condycted with DAC over the last
severa) months. The sequence of work feflects our
proposed resequensing and in general, DAC has
agreed that the resequenced activitjes are vianla. In
addition, the fallewing assumptions have been
jncluded in fhe jagic of our schedup." (S¢e Tap 15,
Pg. 1 -~ Clark's Preposal)” (Emphasis gaded.)

-insider knawledge" unavailabie © all propasers, nat Tol mentan potential
viclatiaps of various County Qroinances. :

The problems nuted abave, singulary and mllaﬁwely, appear Io reflact
sanaus deficiencies relating o the rasponsivenass of ClaTk's Proposal.

{ssue Noted in MACM's Egégesa]

A probjem has also bee

intent submited by MACM's subconsuliant Dazier & Dezier Canstruztian, inc.
fails to Include any descriptian of the scape of wark it is expected 1o perfarm an

this Project.

. Parspns/Odsbracht réSP

should be addressed as they appeafl o be material ininature and Gtherwise
relate ta the respsnsiveness of the Proposals being submitted for this Project.

Sin

ablo stﬁ. Esq,
SeniorAomey ~ Mlami Qffice

cc:  Kay Sullivan, Clerk of the Board

§ d  ELLOON

garding the appearance of

n natad regarding MACM's proposal, The leuer of

ecrjully Submits that the Issues discussed above
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ETHICS COMMISSIONERS

Kerry E. Rosenthal, Chairperson March 30’ 2001

Charles A. Hall, Vice Chairperson

Elizabeth M. Iglesias

Knovack G. Tones Pablo Acosta, Esq. _

Robert H. Newman Steel, Hector & Davis

ROBERT A. MEYERS 200 South Biscayne Boulevard

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR Miami, Florida 33131-2398

MICHAEL P. MURAWSKI

ADYOCATE RE: South Terminal
ARDYTH WALKER

STAFF GENERAL COUNSEL Dear M[_- ACOStaZ

Thank you for providing me with copies of your letters dated
January 26, 2001 and March 12, 2001. I have reviewed the allegations
you’ve made concerning responsiveness issues of Clark/Q’Brien
Kreitzberg and Miami Airport Construction Managers in their
proposals to the RFQ. I agree that you have correctly identified several
items that relate to responsiveness to the RFQ.

I have verified that the Inspector General’s Office, the County
Attorney’s Office and all of the members of the Selection Evaluation
Committee are aware of the issues you have raised. The mechanism
for rectifying these inaccuracies in the RFQ lies in the hands of the
Selection Evaluation Committee. They can reject the proposals, start
anew or devise some other method of awarding the contract, However,
it is not the function of this office to determine whether or not a vendor
is compliant with an RFQ in terms of responsiveness.

If you wish, obviously you are free to file a formal complaint
against Clark and /or MACM. For your convenience, I have enclosed
- the necessary forms.

Sincere’% W
Michael P. Murawski

MPM/mb

19 WEST FLAGLER ST. , SUITE 220 * MIAMI, FLORIDA 33130 TEL. (305) 579-2594
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Robert Ginsburg, Esq.

County Attorney

Miami-Dade County Attorney’s Office
111 N.W. First Street, Suite 2810
Miami, Florida 33128

RE: RFQ for Construction Manager At-Risk
South Terminal Program
Contract No. A155S, B311B, B312A, B313A,
B315A, A155A, B315B

Dear Mr. Ginsburg:

Please be advised that we represent Parsons Transportation Group, Inc.
and Odebrecht Construction, inc., a joint venture, (“Parsonledebrecht") in their
pursuit of the above referenced RFQ. Kindly refer to our Lobbyist Registration
Forms on file with the Clerk of the Board.

As you know, the Parsons/Odebrecht Team was ranked #1 by the
Selection/Evaluation Cammittee after the scoring of technical and profit fee
points were applied pursuant to the methodology described in the above
referenced solicitation documents. Since then, several important issues and
concerns have arisen regarding Miami-Dade County's Local Preference Program
which involved, among other things, the application of Ordinance 94-1 66 (Local
Preference Ordinance). There are two sets of issues in this regard.

The first involves the manner of application of the Local Preference
Ordinance to the selection process for the South Terminal Project which (putting
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the issue of eligibility and compliance aside) has created results that are
inconsistent with the spirit and intent of the Ordinance. In fact, several members
of the Selection/Evaluation Committee raised concerns with the proposed
application of the Local Preference Ordinance and the inequitable results that it
has yielded. Because of these concerms, the Selection/Evaluation Committee
requested that this Local Preference issue be thoroughly reviewed by the
County's Office of the Inspector Genera! (0.1.G)). The O.1.G.’s reporis dated
March 1% and March 5%, 2001 verify those concems as to the application of the
Ordinance and raised a second set of additional and significant issues regarding
compliance by the other two proposers with the Local Preference provisions
including:

« Two proposers' failure to maintain valid Miami-Dade County
occupational licenses,

» Two proposers’ failure to meet the technical definition of a
local business;

e The 0O.1.G’s inability to verify a number of employees listed
by a proposer in their stated location;

« Failure by a provider to provide proof of occupancy, copy of
a lease, or affidavit from lessor as required by the RFQ; and

e Local individual's inability to verify that a proposer actually
was doing business at the stated address

Unfortunately, the O.L.G. report was not completed in time for the
Selection/Evaluation Committee meeting of February 22, 2001, at which the
Committee approved a recommendation which deviated from the clear terms of
the RFQ _process. Certainly, a deliberative body such as the
Selection/Evaluation Committee would greatly benefit from having all the
information available for consideration prior to making a final recommendation.

In light of the findings of the O.L.G. as well as the concems previously
raised by the Selection/Evaluation Committee regarding the Local Preference
issue, we respectfully submit that the most reasonable and prudent course of
action would be for the Selection/Evaluation Committee to reconvene and
evaluate this new information. With the benefit of all this information before
them, the Committee can conduct a complete analysis of these issues, applying
local preference bonus points correctly and deleting the award of local
preference bonus points to ineligible proposers.

F-878
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| appreciate your thoughtful consideration of these matters and look
forward to hearing from you at your earliest opportunity. Should you have any
questions, please do not hesitate to contact me at (305) 577-2828,

Sincerely,

ablo Acosta, Esq.
Senior Attorney

cc.  Kay Sullivan, Clerk of the Board
Robert Meyers, Commission on Ethics and Public Trust
Christopher Mazzela, Inspector General
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