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CLERK OF THE BOARD
OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS
MIAMI-DADE COUNTY, FLORIDA

‘ MIAMI-DADE
Memorandum

Date: March 1, 2011

. Honorable Chairman Joe A. Martinez
To: snd Members, Board of County Commissieners Agenda Item No. 8(0)(1)(D)
From: -orge M. Burgess , - \R@ol ution Number: R-152-11
“ounty Manager -
Subject: Recommendation to Reject Proposéis for RFF 4. 728: kxternal Independent

Auditing Services

On September 21, 2010, the Board of County Commissioners {Board) rescinded the
recommendation to reject the proposals for the Aviation Management Contracts segment and
instead directed that segment be awarded to the highest ranked firm, C Borders-Byrd, CPA LLC,
requiring the waiving of the bid protest procedures. The Board authorized the completion of
negotiations and delegation of award of this segment to the County Mayor. The negotiations
have been completed and the contract has been awarded. This item is amended to remove the
rejection of proposals for the Aviation Management Contracts Segment from the
recommendation.

RECOMMENDATION

It is recommended that the Board of County Commissioners reject all proposals received for External
Independent Auditing Services for the Finance Department on the General, Aviation, Water and Sewer,
and Transportation Segments.

RFP NO: 726
RFP TITLE: External Independent Auditing Services
DESCRIPTION: The County issued a solicitation to engage external

independent auditors for the annual examination of the
County’s financial statements in accordance with Miami-
Dade County Home Rule Amendment and Charter,
Section 5.03(G). Under this solicitation, the County has
five discrete operations that require external independent
auditing as follows:

1. General Segment

2. Aviation Segment

3. Water and Sewer Segment

4. Transportation Segment

5. Aviation Management Contracts Segment
TERM: Three years with two, one year options-to-renew.
APPROVAL TO ADVERTISE: April 16, 2010
CONTRACT AMOUNT: $5,295,360 for the initial three-year term.

PREVIOUS CONTRACT AMOUNT: The Fiscal Year (FY) 2008-09 audit contract amounts are
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provided below. The negotiated FY 2009-10 audit
amounts for the contract extensions on three of the five
segments, the remaining renewal on the Transportation
Segment, and the awarded contract for the Auviation
Management Contracts Segment are also provided. The
negotiations resulted in a savings of $233,603 over last

year's pricing.

Segment FY 2008-09 Audit FY 2009-10 Audit

Generai Segment $937,200 $866,910
Aviation $393,500 $363,987
Water and Sewer $218,800 $170,000
Transportation $125,000 $110,000
Aviation Management $215,000 $145,000
Contracts

Total $1,889,500 $1,655,897
Allocation for additional $550,000 $100,000
services (all five segments) | (Transportation only)

Total $2,439,500 $1,755,897

USING/MANAGING AGENCY AND

FUNDING SOURCE:

Department Allocation Funding Source Contract Manager
Finance Department $ 3,000,000 General Fund Carter Hammer
Miami-Dade Aviation $1,215,360 Proprietary Funds Carter Hammer
Department
Miami-Dade Water and $ 660,000 Proprietary Funds Carter Hammer
Sewer
Miami-Dade Transit $ 420,000 MDT Operating Carter Hammer
Total $5,295,360

DPM AGENT/OFFICER:

METHOD OF AWARD:

Annie Perez, Department of Procurement Management

Recommendation of the responsive, responsible vendors

based on the evaluation criteria established

in the

VENDORS RECOMMENDED
FOR AWARD:

VENDORS NOT RECOMMENDED

solicitation. A full and open competitive Request for
Proposals process was used.

None
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FOR AWARD:

CONTRACT MEASURES:

LIVING WAGE:

USER ACCESS PROGRAM:

LOCAL PREFERENCE:

ESTIMATED EFFECTIVE DATE:

BACKGROUND

GENERAL SEGMENT

1. Ernst & Young, LLP

2. McGiadrey & Pullen, LLP

3. KPMG, LLP (non-compliant — did not meet Small
Business Enterprise subcontractor goal)

AVIATION SEGMENT

1. Ernst & Young, LLP

2. McGladrey & Pullen, LLP

3. MarcumRachlin, a division of Marcum LLP

4. Moore Stephens Lovelace, P.A. (non-compliant — did
not meet Small Business Enterprise subcontractor
goal)

5 KPMG, LLP (non-compliant — did not meet Small
Business Enterprise subcontractor goal)

6. Berkowitz Dick Pollack & Brant, LLP & Berman
Hopkins Wright Laham, LLP (non-responsive — did not
meet submission requirements)

WATER & SEWER SEGMENT

1. Sharpton, Brunson & Company, P.A.
2. TCBA Watson Rice, LLP

3. McGladrey & Pullen, LLP

4. Crowe Horwath, LLP

TRANSPORTATION SEGMENT

1. Sharpton, Brunson & Company, P.A.

2. Crowe Horwath, LLP

3. MarcumRachlin, a division of Marcum LLP

The Review Committee of February 3, 2010,
recommended a Small Business Enterprise (SBE) 20%
subcontractor goal for this contract.

The services being provided are not covered under the
Living Wage Ordinance.

The User Access Program provision will apply. The 2%
program discount will be collected on all purchases where
permitted by funding source.

The Local Preference was applied in accordance with the
Ordinance and did not affect the outcome.

Ten days after date adopted by the Board of County
Commissioners, unless vetoed by the Mayor.

The County issued a solicitation for external independent auditing services for the annual examination
of the County’s financial statements in accordance with Miami-Dade County Home Rule Amendment

,k/
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and Charter, Section 5.03(G). It took longer than expected to advertise the solicitation for a variety of
reasons, primarily due to staff workload issues. Once approval to advertise the solicitation was
granted, a project timeline was established for the audit service engagements to be awarded no later
than August 2010 in order meet contractual requirements for completion of the audits. These
requirements were based on the experience and knowledge of the Finance Department in regard to the
time needed to complete the audits. To compress the timeline, proposers were afforded two weeks to
submit proposals. In addition, the Evaluation/Selection Committee was tasked with completing the
evaluation of proposals within two weeks of receipt of proposals. A total of 21 proposals were received.
Upon review by the Small Business Development Department, four proposals were found non-
compliant with the Small Business Enterprise Program Participation Provisions, and therefore were not
scored by the Evaluation/Selection Committee. Additionally, one proposal did not meet the submission
requirements and was deemed non-responsive. The remaining proposals were evaluated, rated and
ranked by the Evaluation/Selection Committee. The County held negotiations with the highest ranked
firms for each segment.

During the negotiation phase, multiple issues with the highest ranked firms were encountered including
exceptions to the County’s dispute resolution requirements, past performance issues, use of the same
key personnel on multiple large segment audits, and capacity to perform the services requested.
Responsibility reviews were conducted for all three firms in negotiations.

Negotiations for the General and Aviation Segments were terminated with Ernst & Young, LLP as the
firm would not accept the County’s terms and conditions without the inclusion of binding arbitration as
the dispute resolution. The inclusion of binding arbitration is not in the County's best interest as the
arbitrator is not required to have experience to understand government practices. Their decisions are
not based on law. After consultation with the County Attorney’s Office, it was determined that there is
no benefit to the County to allow such contractual provisions. During the previous competitive process
for these services (under RFP No. 477), the County had also declined to add to the County’s contract
the binding arbitration as the dispute resolution. The same firm, Ermst & Young, LLP, protested the
County’s decision under that solicitation. The matter was heard by a Hearing Examiner who upheld the
County’s decision.

An in-depth responsibility review was conducted for Sharpton, Brunson and Company, P.A,, the highest
ranked firm for the Water & Sewer and Transportation Segments. The responsibility review resulted in
several areas of concern including the firm's past performance on County Contract No. 366d, Housing
Segment Audit. This firm performed the Housing Segment audit for fiscal years 2003 through 2006. As
documented by the subsequent FY 2007 and FY 2008 audits performed by independent auditors, there
were prior period adjustments to the FY 2006 financial statements. Additionally, the firm failed to meet
the contract requirements for the FY 2006 audit which was due in January 2007 but was not submitted
until May 2007.

A report issued by the United States Department of Housing and Urban Development (US HUD) cited
that the external independent auditors (Sharpton, Brunson and Company, P.A.) for the Miami-Dade
Housing Authority (MDHA) did not identify any reportable conditions for material weaknesses over
financial reporting, nor did they identify any material weaknesses over compliance with the Agency’s
Federal awards program. In addition, the US HUD Audit Report issued April 24, 2007 listed several
years of reports submitted by MDHA for FY 2002 to 2005 that were rejected and not accepted due to
failure to comply with Generally Accepted Accounting Principles and other compliance requirements.
The 2007 audit report issued by Berman Hopkins Wright & LaHam, CPAs & Associates, LLP found
multiple material weaknesses in internal controls that had not previously been identified. The audit was
issued as “Adverse”, negatively affecting the County’s overall audit opinion. This disqualified the
County from receiving the Government Financial Officers’ Association Certificate of Achievement for
Excellence in Financial Reporting for the first time in 27 consecutive years.

o
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Pursuant to Section 2-8.1(g) of the Miami-Dade County Code, a firm’s past performance must be
considered in the selection for further County contracts. These two audit segments include bonds.
Therefore, if issues occur similar to those encountered with the Housing audits, the County’s bond
ratings may be negatively impacted. During the negotiations and the responsibility review meetings,
the firm’s principals were afforded the opportunity to specifically address each issue of concern and to
provide evidence that quality controls are in place to avoid a re-occurrence. The firm has asked the
County to rely on their verbal assurance that similar issues will not occur. No responsibility was taken
by the firm’s principals and no specific plans or details were offered to assure the County that the
previous issues encountered would not be repeated.

This solicitation process was beset with an array of unforeseen issues, including an expedited timeline,
which it is clear can be improved. As a result of negotiations and responsibility reviews, two of the
firms, that were the highest ranked proposers on four of the five segments, cannot be recommended for
award.

It is recommended that all proposals be rejected on the General, Aviation, Water and Sewer, and
Transportation Segments. This will allow the County the opportunity to prepare an updated and
improved solicitation that will address issues encountered and lessons learned throughout the process.

The Department of Procurement Management, Finance Department and the County Attorney’s Office
will collaborate on updating the solicitation.

Attachments

(-

Assistant County Manager




MEMORANDUM

(Revised)

TO: Honorable Chairman Joe A. Martinez DATE: March 1, 2011
and Members, Board of County Commissioners :

FROM: R. A. Cuevas, Jr. » C 7 SUBJECT: Agendaltem No. 8(0) (1) (D)

County Attorney \%

Please note any items checked.

“3-Day Rule” for committees applicable if raised
6 weeks required between first reading and public hearing

4 weeks notification to municipal officials required prior to public
hearing

Decreases revenues or increases expenditures without balancing budget
Budget required
Statement of fiscal impact required

Ordinance creating a new board requires detailed County Manager’s
report for public hearing

No committee review

Applicable legislation requires more than a majority vote (i.e., 2/3’s ,
3/5’s , unanimous ) to approve

Current information regarding funding source, index code and available
balance, and available capacity (if debt is contemplated) required

o
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Veto N 3-1-11

Override

RESOLUTION NO. R-152-11

RESOLUTION AUTHORIZING THE COUNTY MAYOR OR
COUNTY MAYOR’S DESIGNEE TO REJECT PROPOSALS
RECEIVED FOR THE GENERAL, AVIATION, WATER AND
SEWER, AND TRANSPORTATION SEGMENTS FOR THE
REQUEST FOR PROPOSALS TO OBTAIN EXTERNAL
INDEPENDENT AUDITING SERVICES RFP NO. 726

WHEREAS, this Board desires to accomplish the purposes outlined in the accompanying

memorandum, a copy of which is incorporated herein by reference,

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE BOARD OF COUNTY
COMMISSIONERS OF MIAMI-DADE COUNTY, FLORIDA, that this Board approves the
rejection of proposals received for the General, Aviation, Water and Sewer, and Transportation

Segments for Request for Proposals No. 726 for External Independent Auditing Services.

The foregoing resolution was offered by Commissioner José "Pepe™ Diaz , who
moved its adoption. The motion was seconded by Commissioner  Joe A.Martinez and

upon being put to a vote, the vote was as follows:

Joe A. Martinez, Chairman aye
Audrey M. Edmonson, Vice Chairwoman nay
Bruno A. Barreiro aye Lynda Bell aye
Jose "Pepe" Diaz aye Carlos A. Gimenez  absent
Sally A. Heyman aye Barbara J. Jordan nav
Jean Monestime aye Dennis C. Moss ave
Natacha Seijas ahsent Rebeca Sosa aye

Sen. Javier D. Souto  aye

‘—3—
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The Chairperson thereupon declared the resolution duly passed and adopted this 1% day
of March, 2011. This resolution shall become effective ten (10) days after the date of its
adoption unless vetoed by the Mayor, and if vetoed, shall become effective only upon an

override by this Board.

MIAMI-DADE COUNTY, FLORIDA
BY ITS BOARD OF COUNTY
COMMISSIONERS

HARVEY RUVIN, CLERK

Approved by County Attorney as Y . 5 By: DIANE COLLINS
to form and legal sufficiency. R ’ Deputy Clerk

Hugo Benitez




Date;

TJo:

Thru:

From:

Subject:

MIAMIDADE

Memorandum

September 1, 2010

George M. Burgess
County Manager

Miriam Singer, CPPO /’.
Director
Department of Procurement Management

Annie Perez AS
Procurement Contracting Officer
Department of Procurement Management

Status Report and Recommendations by Segment on RFP No. 726, External
Independent Auditing Services

Background

The County issued RFP No. 726, External Independent Auditing Services to engage external
independent auditors for the annual examination of the County’s financial statements in accordance
with Miami-Dade County Home Rule Amendment and Charter, Section 5.03(G). Under this solicitation,
the County has five discrete operations that require external independent auditing as follows:

The proposals

General Segment Audit

Aviation Segment Audit

Water and Sewer Segment Audit

Transportation Segment Audit (including Miami-Dade Transit and the
Citizen's Independent Transportation Trust)

Aviation Management Contracts Segment Audit

received in response to the solicitation were rated by the Evaiuation/Selection

Committee. The Committee recommended negotiations with the firms identified in the chart as noted
below. Negotiations were conducted for all segments.

Segment Firm Recommended for Negotiations
General Segment Audit Ernst & Young LLP
Aviation Segment Audit Ernst & Young LLP
Water and Sewer Segment Audit Sharpton, Brunson & Company, P.A.
Transportation Segment Audit Sharpton, Brunson & Company, P.A.
Aviation Management Contracts Segment Audit C. Borders-Byrd CPA LLC

During the evaluation and negotiation phases, in accordance with standard operating procedure,
responsibility reviews were conducted. The responsibility reviews included checking the firms’ past
performance, verifying that personnel proposed for each engagement have the capacity to perform the
required services within specified timeframes, checking the pre-award vendor website, reviewing
available business and litigation reports, and conducting web searches. This information is used to

verify the firms’

financial condition, integrity, capability, experience, and quality of services provided

under other contracts.

This report provides the status of negotiations for all five segments, a summary of the specific
components of the responsibility reviews and the resulits of each, and recommendations by segment.

C::;:T_
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General Segment Audit and Aviation Segment Audit
Ernst & Young, LLP

Responsibility Review

The attached chart provides the results of the responsibility review for Ernst & Young, LLP for the
General Segment Audit and Aviation Segment Audit. No issues were raised and no adverse
information was found. The responsibility review confirmed that the firm is responsible.

Negotiations

The County conducted negotiations with Ernst & Young, LLP for the General Segment Audit and
Aviation Segment Audit. During the negotiations, the firm addressed their exceptions to the terms and
conditions of the County’s contract. Specifically, the firm requested binding arbitration for dispute
resolutions. The County’s contract provides for disputes to be resolved first by the County’s project
manager. If not resolved, the firm may initiate a dispute resolution request to the County Manager who
has final authority in deciding the matter. The contract allows the firm to pursue any remedies available
under law after exhausting the dispute resolution provisions.

Additionally, the County requested the firm to lower its price to be more in-line with the price negotiated
with the incumbent vendor (should the County extend the current contracts) and the price of the second
ranked proposers. The referenced prices are provided below.

General Segment Audit FY 2010 Prices
Status/Ranking Firm Price
Current Contractor | KPMG, LLP $866,910
1 Ernst & Young, LLP $970,000 (proposed)
$950,000 (negotiated)
2 | McGladrey & Pullen, LLP $840,000

Aviation Segment Audit

|
| Status/Ranking Firm Price
| Current Contractor | KPMG, LLP $363,987
1 Ernst & Young, LLP $395,000 (proposed)
$385,000 (negotiated)
| 2 ’ McGladrey & Pullen, LLP $350,000

As a result of the negotiation meeting, the firm advised that the binding arbitration must be included in
the contract and the firm offered a slight decrease to its proposed prices. The County requested the
firm to reconsider its position and accept the County's terms and conditions without the binding
arbitration, in order to continue the negotiations on the price. The firm advised that they require binding
arbitration and requested the opportunity to discuss their needs with the County. However, after
consultation with the County Attorney’s Office, binding arbitration in this contract is not recommended.
The arbitrator is a business person having absolute control to decide the resolution. In fact, there are
risks associated with use of arbitrators in lieu of the County’s standard terms and conditions which
require dispute resolution by the County Manager. The recommended provisions are not in the
County’s best interest. In the previous solicitation, Ernst & Young, LLP, took the same exceptions. The
firm was not recommended for award and protested. The County’s position was upheld by the Hearing
Examiner.

Recommendation

It is recommended that the County terminate negotiations with Ernst & Young, LLP for the General

| ©
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Segment Audit and Aviation Segment Audit. The negotiations have reached an impasse, as it is clear
that an agreement will not be reached on the terms and conditions of the contract.

Water and Sewer Segment Audit and Transportation Segment Audit
Sharpton, Brunson & Company, P.A.

Responsibility Review

The attached chart provides the results of the responsibility review for Sharpton, Brunson & Company,
P.A. for the Water and Sewer Segment Audit and Transportation Segment Audit. The responsibility
review resulted in three areas of concern: past performance on County Contract No. 366d, Housing
Segment Audit; the personnel’s capacity to perform two or more audits concurrently; and the IRS liens
on the Dun & Bradstreet Report. Each area of concern is addressed more specifically below.

The firm was provided an opportunity to address these issues at a responsibility meeting held on July
26, 2010. A responsibility review summary is attached. At the meeting, the firm did not address
significant concerns to establish their responsibility for these segments.

Past Performance on County Contract No. 366d, Housing Segment Audit

On April 24, 2007, the United States Department of Housing and Urban Development (US HUD) issued
a Final Report on the Review of the Miami-Dade Housing Agency's Administration of the Public
Housing and Housing Choice Voucher Programs. The report cites the following:

(Executive Summary, first page)
o “MDHA [Miami-Dade Housing Agency] submitted audited financial statements from 2002
through 2005 that were conditionally accepted, refused or resubmitted.”

o "MDHA experienced similar problems with their 2003 audit, which was initially rejected,
amended, and conditionally accepted by HUD.”

* “In 2004, MDHA's unaudited financial statements were rejected by HUD and its audited financial
statements were rejected twice, again, for failure to comply with GAAP, before being accepted
by HUD.”

o “Similarly, in 2005, MDHA’s audited and unaudited financial statements were rejected twice for
the reasons noted above before being accepted.”

(Assessment of Financial Condition, Pages 5-6)
o “Similarly, the Agency’s [MDHA's] Fiscal Year 2003 unaudited submission was rejected once
and its audited submission was also rejected once before being conditionally accepted by
REAC [Real Estate Assessment Center].”

o ‘“In 2004, MDHA’s unaudited submission was rejected once and its audited submission was
rejected twice before it was accepted by REAC.”

» “For Fiscal Year 2005, both the unaudited and audited submissions were rejected once before
being accepted by REAC.”

e “Surprisingly, over the same five-year period, MDHA's financial statement auditors did not
identify any reportable conditions for material weaknesses over financial reporting. Nor did they
identify any reportable conditions or material weakness over compliance with the Agency's
Federal awards programs.”
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Sharpton, Brunson & Company, P.A. performed the MDHA audits for FY 2003 through FY 2006. The
Finance Department was consulted and advised that the above issues are not commonplace and
indicate a poor quality of service was provided. As documented by the subsequent FY 2007 and FY
2008 audits performed by independent auditors, there were prior period adjustments to the FY 2006
financial statements. Additionally, the firm failed to meet the contract requirements for the FY 2006
audit which was due in January 2007 and was not submitted untit May 2007.

On October 2, 2007, the County entered into a settlement agreement with US HUD related to the
possession and control of MDHA by US HUD. The FY 2006 audit completed by Sharpton, Brunson &
Company, P.A. had been issued as “Unqualified”. The settlement agreement obligated the County to
pay for a re-audit of MDHA’s financial statements for FY 2006. The re-audit would be performed by the
new auditor engaged for FY 2007, Berman Hopkins Wright & LaHam, CPAs & Associates, LLP. The
FY 2006 re-audit was not completed. However, the 2007 audit report found multiple material
weaknesses in internal controls that had not previously been identified. The audit was issued as
"Adverse”, negatively affecting the County’s overall audit opinion. This disqualified the County from
receiving the Government Financial Officers’ Association Certificate of Achievement for Excellence in
Financial Reporting.

Personnel Performing Two Audits

Sharpton, Brunson & Company, P.A. proposed some of the same staff to perform the Water and Sewer
Segment Audit and Transportation Segment Audit. The proposed key personnel in the organizational
structure includes its partners, one Quality Control Partner (provided through a subcontractor), one
Audit Manager, two Audit Seniors, and additional audit staff. The Quality Control Partner and two Audit
Seniors for both audits are the same. These two audits have the same scheduling requirements. The
audit field work must be completed by December 31%'. Audited financial reports must be provided to the
County no later than January 31®. The annual financial audit must be provided to the County and the
State of Florida no later than March 31%. Performing two large segment audits with the same Quality
Contro! Partner and Audit Senior Managers is of concern to the County, specifically as it relates to
having the capacity to complete these complex engagements involving bonds on parallel timelines.
Additionally, the firm proposed on a separate solicitation for the Clerk of the Circuit and County Courts
audit services (presently in the negotiations phase). The proposed Audit Manager for the Clerk’s audit
and the Water and Sewer Segment Audit are the same.

At the responsibility meeting, the firm stated that the County’s business is a priority and the staff has
the capacity to carry out both segments. Verification was provided by the firm in the form of an analysis
of the available hours of key personnel vs. anticipated hours required for each audit. However, it is
difficult to determine whether the firm has allocated the appropriate number of hours to each audit
(1,500 for Water and Sewer and 1,000 for Transportation), particularly for the first year of these two
significant engagements which should include additional time to learn the County systems. In contrast,
the County's current auditor for Water and Sewer reported 1,880 hours for the FY 2009 audit.
Additionally, according to Grace Cespedes, Deputy Finance Director, key audit seniors should be
devoted fully to a single County audit engagement, due to the level of effort and complexity, particularly
if the audits are intricate and involve bonds.

Performing two County audits is not the biggest risk to the audits being completed on-time and
accurately, given the firm’s current work. Rather, it is other work that may be taken on by the firm that
could have a significant impact in their ability to complete the audits. However, in this respect, we are
relying upon the firm’s assurance that the audits will be completed on-time, by the proposed key
personnel, and that the firm will not over commit key personnel to other projects beyond their capacity.

The firm has verbally offered to provide substitute key personnel with the same experience so that each

audit has distinctly separate key personnel. The County has not requested any verification of the
available staff for substitution, as allowing such a change is considered an unfair advantage over the

| o~
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other proposers. The key personnel's experience (along with any subcontractor's experience)
represented thirty-five (35%) of the available points for the evaluation of the proposals. While the firm
believes the substitute staff have the same qualifications as the key personnel in their proposal, it is not
known whether the Evaluation/Setection Committee would have agreed and scored the firm the same.
This change to the personnel is not predicated on an event not reasonably in the control of the firm (i.e.,
personnel leaving). The substitution of personnel could be viewed as allowing the firm to substantially
change their proposal in order to be considered responsible, and is therefore not recommended.

IRS liens on Dun & Bradstreet Report

The Dun & Bradstreet Report shows one IRS lien for Sharpton, Brunson & Co., P.A. and three IRS
liens for Sharpton, Brunson Consuiting, Inc. The State of Florida Division of Corporations shows Darryl
Sharpton as an officer in Sharpton, Brunson Consuiting, Inc. When asked about these liens, the firm
responded that the liens are a result of past IRS audits and the lien for Sharpton, Brunson & Co., P.A.
has been negotiated and is being paid off. No comment or response to the inquiry regarding the other
three mentioned liens was offered.

Recommendation

The audit services the County is purchasing involve a detailed review of the County’s many, complex
internal processes. An unbiased, independent evaluation on the County’'s financial controls and
statements provides the opportunity to uncover potential problems and any material misstatements, in
order to take the appropriate corrective actions. Appropriate controls need to be in place to ensure the
County is fiscally responsible and in compliance with funding requirements. The selected audit firm
needs to be reliable and accountable for the results of the audit as it relates to applying Generally
Accepted Accounting Principles (GAAP).

Past performance issues related to GAAP compliance with an audit firm may be an indicator of future
performance. If issues occur similar to the MDHA audits previously performed by this firm, the County’s
bond ratings may be negatively affected. The bond rating agencies rely on the accuracy of the financial
statements to know the state of the County’s finances and to determine the capacity to pay back debt.
There is a risk that if inaccurate financial statements negatively affect the County’'s bond ratings, the
County may be subject to higher interest rates for bond financing.

The firm's principals were afforded the opportunity to address the MDHA audit issues and to provide
the evidence that quality control measures are in place to prevent a recurrence. The firm indicated that
the staff that performed the MDHA audits are no longer employed by them. However, the principals of
the firm have remained the same and were responsible for the final work products of the MDHA audit.
The firm has asked the County to rely on its verbal assurance that similar issues will not be
encountered.

The County cannot rely on such commitments when there were missed opportunities by the firm during
the 2003-2006 audits to have discovered issues with MDHA's internal controls. The MDHA audit
issues were caused by many factors. This recommendation is not intended to be a complete
discussion item of all issues involved in these circumstances. Rather, the issue at hand is whether the
firm has demonstrated to the County’s satisfaction that the significant problems encountered with the
MDHA audits would not be repeated.

tn accordance with the County Attorney’s Office, such issues of responsibility are business judgments
made by the professional staff. Based on the totality of the information provided, it is recommended
that the County not award these contracts to this firm. The firm did not establish its responsibility, as it
relates to providing the services for these two segment audits. Specifically, the firm has not proven its
ability to perform the two audits given the performance issues encountered on the previous County
contract.

| 5
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Aviation Management Contracts Segment Audit
C. Borders-Byrd CPALLC

Responsibility Review

The attached chart provides the resuits of the responsibility review for C. Borders-Byrd CPA LLC for the
Aviation Management Contracts Segment Audit. Issues raised regarding the firm's capacity to provide
the services were sufficiently addressed by the firm during a responsibility meeting. No other adverse
information was found. The responsibility review confirmed that the firm is responsible.

C. Borders-Byrd has been in existence for five years and currently has five staff members. The
proposed key personnel include a Senior Manager, Engagement Senior and two audit staff along with
muiltiple subcontractors. At the negotiations meeting, the County requested information regarding the
firm’s capacity to perform the services. Specifically, the firm was asked about its available resources,
other audit engagements, and the use of subcontractors for a significant amount of the work. The firm
did not address the requested information to the County’s satisfaction. The County conducted a
responsibility review meeting on July 26, 2010.

At the meeting, the firm thoroughly addressed each issue. The firm provided details of their staff’s
experience, other audit engagements, and their subcontractor commitments as well as their plan should
a subcontractor need to be replaced. The firm's other audit engagements should not compete for
resources with the County’s audit. Additionally, the firm has committed to providing the County a copy
of their updated subcontractor agreements to confirm the subcontractors’ commitment throughout the
term of this engagement. The Dun & Bradstreet Report, Pacer Report, and performance checks were
reviewed. No adverse findings were discovered. All performance checks were satisfactory.

Negotiations

The County concluded negotiations with C. Borders-Byrd CPA LLC for the Aviation Management
Contracts Segment Audit and the firm signed the contract.

Recommendation

It is recommended that the County not proceed to award C. Borders-Byrd CPA LLC the Aviation
Management Contracts Segment Audit. While the negotiations were concluded, there are some
benefits to not proceeding with this award. The contract represents the best deal the County could get
given the time constraints to award the contract by September 2010. However, if the County extends
the current contract for one year to allow for the FY 2010 audit to be performed by the incumbent firm,
TCBA Watson Rice, LLP, the County can save $35,000. Including this segment in the new solicitation
will not require any additional resources, while creating an opportunity for savings over the next year
and allowing the County to pursue an improved approach and results.
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Memorandum =m
Date: May 26, 2010

To: George M. Burgess
County Manager

Thru: Miriam Singer, CPP
Director
Department of Procurement Management

From: Annie Perez .
Procurement Contracting Officer
Chairperson, Evaluation/Selection Committee

Subject: Report of Evaluation/Selection Committee for RFP No. 726, External Independent
Auditing Services

The County issued a solicitation to obtain proposals from qualified firms to provide External
Independent Auditing Services for the Finance Department. In accordance with Miami-Dade
County Home Rule Amendment and Charter, Section 5.03(G), the County is required to engage
external independent auditors for the annual examination of the County’s financial statements.
The County has five discrete operations that require external independent auditing as follows:

e General Segment Audit

°  Aviation Segment Audit

»  Water and Sewer Segment Audit

» Transportation Segment Audit (including Miami-Dade Transit and the
Citizen’s Independent Transportation Trust)

e Aviation Management Contracts Segment Audit

The Evaluation/Selection Committee has completed the evaluation of proposals submitted in
response to the solicitation following the guidelines published in the solicitation.

Committee meeting dates:
April 30, 2010 (kick-off meeting)
May 17, 2010 (evaluation meeting and recommendation)

Verification of compliance with contract measures:

The Review Committee recommended a Small Business Enterprise 20% subcontractor goal for
this solicitation. The Department of Small Business Development (see attached memo) has
determined the following regarding the compliance of proposers:

GENERAL SEGMENT

NOT IN COMPLIANCE

KPMG, LLP

IN COMPLIANCE

Ernst & Young, LLP
McGladrey & Pullen, LLP

L.

- AVIATION SEGMENT

. IN COMPLIANCE

NOT IN COMPLIANCE

Ernst & Young, LLP
MarcumRachlin, a division of Marcum, LLP

KPMG, LLP

Moore Stephens Lovelace, P.A.

| I e that

McGladrey & Pullen, LLP

—
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Memo to George M. Burgess

Report of Evaluation/Selection Committee for RFP No. 726-External Independent Auditing
Services

WATER & SEWER SEGMENT
IN COMPLIANCE NOT IN COMPLIANCE

Crowe Horwath, LLLP None

McGladrey & Pullen, LLP

Sharpton, Brunson & Company, P.A.

TCBA Watson Rice, LLP ]

TRANSPORTATION SEGMENT
IN COMPLIANCE NOT IN COMPLIANCE

Crowe Horwath, LLP None

MarcumRachlin, a division of Marcum, LLP

| Sharpton, Brunson & Company, P.A.

AVIATION MANAGEMENT CONTRACTS SEGMENT
IN COMPLIANCE ‘ NOT IN COMPLIANCE

C Borders Byrd, CPA, LLC GLSC & Company, PLLC

Harvey, Covington & Thomas, LLC

MarcumBRachlin, a division of Marcum, LLP
Watson & Company, P.A.

The proposals that were not in compliance with the Small Business Enterprise Program
Participation Provisions, as referenced above, were not scored by the Evaluation/Selection
Committee.

Verification of compliance with minimum qualification requirements:

The solicitation had minimum qualification requirements which were reviewed by the Chairperson
and Willis Patterson and Dania Diaz of the Finance Department. All of the proposals that were
scored by the Evaluation/Selection Committee met the minimum requirements.

Locat Certified Service-Disabled Veteran’s Business Enterprise Preference:
Veteran's Preference was considered in accordance with the applicable ordinance. None of the
proposers qualified for the preference.

Summary of scores:
The final scores are as follows:

General Segment

Proposer ~ [Technical| Price Total | Price
Score Score {Combined | Submitted
Score |(for three years)
{max. 630) | (max. 70) { {max. 700)
1. Ernst & Young, LLP 584 54 638 $2,998,100
2. McGladrey & Pullen, LLP 494 60 554 $2,520,000

[\
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Memo to George M. Burgess

Report of Evaluation/Selection Committee for RFP No. 726-External Independent Auditing

Services
Aviation Segment
Proposer Technical| Price Total Price
Score Score |Combined | Submitted
Score |[(for three years)
. (max. 630) | (max. 70) | (max. 700)
1. Ermnst & Young, LLP 598 49 647 $1,220,800
2 McGladrey & Pullen, LLP 503 53 556 $1,050,000
3 MarcumRachlin, a division of Marcum, 439 59 498 $974,000
LLP
Water & Sewer Segment
Proposer Technical| Price Total Price
Score Score |Combined | Submitted
v Score |(for three years)
{max. 630) | {max. 70) | (max. 700)
1. Sharpton, Brunson & Company, P.A. 526 65 591 $505,000
2. TCBA Watson Rice, LLP 533 55 588 $645,000
3. McGladrey & Pulien, LLP 496 46 542 $675,000
4.  Crowe Horwath, LLP 443 56 499 $569,600
Transportation Segment
Proposer Technical| Price Total Price
Score Score |Combined | Submitted
Score |[(for three years)
{max. 630) | (max. 70) | (max. 700)
1. Sharpton, Brunson & Company, P.A. 517 57 574 $337,000
2.  Crowe Horwath, LLP 512 56 568 $348,400
3. MarcumRachlin, a division of Marcum, 495 65 560 $303,000
LLP
Aviation Management Contracts Segment
Proposer Technical| Price Total Price
Score Score |[Combined | Submitted
Score  |(for three years)
(max. 630) | (max. 70) | (max. 700)
1. C. Borders-Byrd, CPA, LLC 502 65 567 $545,000
2. MarcumRachiin, a division of Marcum, 460 49 509 $363,000
LLP v
3. Harvey Covington & Thomas, LLP 439 53 492 - $618,500| -
4. Watson & Company, P.A. 402 47 449 $591,185

The price proposal was evaluated relative to the technical proposal, including an evaluation of
how well it matched the proposer’'s understanding of the County's needs described in the
solicitation, the proposer’s assumptions, and the value of the proposed services.
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Memo to George M. Burgess

Report of Evaluation/Selection Committee for RFP No. 726-External Independent Auditing
Services

Local Preference:
Local Preference was considered in accordance with the applicable ordinance and did not affect
the outcome.

Other Information:

For the General Segment, the total technical and price score read into the record for Ernst &
Young LLP was 642. Upon further review of the score sheets, the correct total technical and price
score for Ernst & Young is 638. This did not affect the outcome of the rankings.

The combined proposal from Berkowitz Dick Pollack & Brant, LLP and Berman Hopkins Wright
Laham, LLP did not meet the submission requirements as two separate entities, one being the
Berkowitz firm and the other being the Berman firm, were listed on the A-1 Form. A request for a
responsive determination was forwarded to the County Attorney’s Office. Per the County
Attorney’s Office memo dated May 18, 2010 (attached), the proposal from Berkowitz Dick Pollack
& Brant, LLP and Berman Hopkins Wright Laham, LLP was deemed non-responsive.

Negotiations:

The Evaluation/Selection Committee recommends that the County enter into negotiations with the
highest ranked proposer for each segment as follows: Ernst & Young, LLP (General and Aviation
Segments), Sharpton, Brunson & Company, P.A. (Water & Sewer and Transportation Segments)
and C. Borders-Byrd, CPA, LLC (Aviation Management Contracts Segment). The following
individuals will participate in the negotiations:

General Segment

Rita Silva, Sr. Procurement Contracting Officer, Department of Procurement Management
Annie Perez, Procurement Contracting Officer, Department of Procurement Management
Blanca Padron, Comptroller, Finance Department

Willis Patterson, Assistant Comptroller, Finance Department

Aviation & Aviation Management Contracts Segments

Rita Silva, Sr. Procurement Contracting Officer, Department of Procurement Management
Annie Perez, Procurement Contracting Officer, Department of Procurement Management
Blanca Padron, Comptroller, Finance Department

Anne S. Lee, Chief Financial Officer, Miami-Dade Aviation Department

‘Water & Sewer Segment

Rita Silva, Sr. Procurement Contracting Officer, Department of Procurement Management
Annie Perez, Procurement Contracting Officer, Department of Procurement Management
Blanca Padron, Comptroller, Finance Department

Peter Velar, Budget and Finance Advisor, Miami-Dade Water & Sewer Department

Transportation Segment

Rita Silva, Sr. Procurement Contracting Officer, Department of Procurement Management
Annie Perez, Procurement Contracting Officer, Department of Procurement Management
Blanca Padron, Comptrolier, Finance Department

Joelle Janvier, Comptroller, Miami-Dade Transit
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Memo to George M. Burgess

Report of Evaluation/Selection Committee for RFP No. 726-External Independent Auditing
Services

Consensus Statements:

General and Aviation Segqments

The Evaluation/Selection Committee determined that the recommended proposer, Ernst & Young
LLP has the required qualifications, experience, key personnel and technical capacity to provide
external independent auditing services for the General and Aviation Segments. Furthermore, the
firm has a proven track-record of performing complex, large-scale audits for public entities such
as Palm Beach and Collier Counties, Broward and Miami-Dade Public Schools, as well as Tampa
and Orlando.

The firm’s approach to providing the services appropriately addresses the intricacies and
challenges of complex, large scale entities with numerous funds to be audited similar to Miami-
Dade County. The proposal demonstrated the firm’s ability to conduct the General Segment audit
efficiently and on-time with the resources they have identified for this project, including adequate
staffing levels, proven audit methodologies, state-of-the-art audit tools and technology.

The firm has extensive knowledge and experience in providing accounting and auditing services
for large-scale airports and aviation authorities such as Los Angeles Departiment of Airports,
Dallas/Fort Worth International, Port Authority of New York and New Jersey, and the Broward
County Aviation Department. The key personnel to be assigned to the County’s Aviation audit
engagement have in-depth airport and aviation industry experience, including knowledge of
airport economics and airport bond sales.

Water & Sewer and Transportation Segments

The Evaluation/Selection Commiittee determined that the recommended proposer, Sharpton,
Brunson & Company, P.A., has the required qualifications, experience, key personnel and
technical capacity to provide external independent auditing services for the Water & Sewer and
Transportation Segments. Sharpton, Brunson & Company, P.A. has a proven track record for
delivering auditing reports on a timely basis.

The firm has extensive experience with comparable utility companies such as the South Florida
Water Management District, as well as the cities of North Miami Beach and Ft. Lauderdale.
Sharpton, Brunson & Company, P.A. has a proven-track record of providing external audits for
transportation entities such as Tri-Rail, Florida Department of Transportation and Jacksonvilie
Transportation Authority. The key personnel assigned to the County’s Transportation audit
engagement includes an in-house transportation expert with in-depth experience in providing
guidance and expertise that is required, with specific knowledge of National Transit Database
reports.

Airport Management Contracts Segment

The Evaluation/Selection Committee determined that the recommended proposer, C. Borders-
Byrd, CPA LLC has the required qualifications, experience, key personnel and technical capacity
to provide external independent auditing services for the Aviation Management Contracts
Segment. The firm’s approach to providing the services will ensure continuous communication
with the County to appropriately address expectations and the progress of the audit engagement.

C. Borders-Byrd, CPA, LLC has a proven track record of performing audits in relation to third party
management contracts in the South Florida area. The firm has performed audits for the Palm
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Memo to George M. Burgess

Report of Evaluation/Selection Committee for RFP No. 726-External Independent Auditing
Services

Beach County Convention and Visitor's Bureau, ARAMARK Sports and Entertainment Services
(Convention Center location), Partnership for Recovery, Inc., and the Early Learning Coalition of
Broward County.

Copies of the score sheets are attached for each Evaluation/Selection Committee member, as
well as a composite score sheet.

Attachments

Not Approved

George M. Burgess Date
County Manager



Memorandum Eiiss
Date: May 17, 2010

To: Miriam Singer, Director
Department of Procurement Management

From: Penelope Townsley, Direct
Department of Small Business lopment
Subject: Project No. RFP 726

Request for Proposals External Independent Auditing Services

The Department of Small Business Development (SBD) has completed its review of the subject
project for compliance with the Small Business Enterprise (SBE) Program Participation Provisions
(Provisions). The requested services shall provide the required annual examination of the
County’s financial statements. In accordance with Section 5.03 (G) of the Miami-Dade County
Home Rule Amendment and Charter, independent certified public accountant firms licensed to
practice in the State of Florida will engage separately as External Auditors for the following
discrete operations (Segment Audits) of the County: General Segment Audit; Aviation Segment
Audit; Water and Sewer Segment Audit; Transportation Segment Audit (Segment includes Miami-
Dade Transit (MDT), the Citizen’s Independent Transportation Trust Segment Audit (CITT); and
Aviation Management Contracts Segment Audit.

Pursuant to Section C.1. of the Provisions, “in order to participate as a SBE on this contract, an
SBE must have a valid certification at the time of bid submittal, bid award, and throughout the
duration of the contract”. Additionally, Section D. 2.a. of the Provisions states, "bid documents to
~ which a subcontractor goal is applied shall require bidders to submit a signed Agreement at the
time of bid submission identifying all SBE(s) to be utilized to meet the subcontractor goal. Each
Agreement shall specify the scope of work and commodity code the SBE will perform. The
Agreement constitutes a written representation by the bidder that to the best of the bidders’
knowledge the SBE(s) listed are available and have agreed to perform as specified, or that the
Bidder will demonstrate unavailability. Failure to submit an Agreement and SBE joint venture
agreement, if applicable, may deem a bid non-responsive”.

General Segment Audit (20%)

The Department of Procurement Management submitted proposals from: KPMG, LLP; McGladrey
& Pullen, LLP; and Ernst & Young

The proposer(s) listed below are in compliance with the SBE Participation Provisions and are
eligibte to participate on this contract:

Proposer(s) Compliance Status
McGladrey & Pullen, LLP Compliant
Erst & Young Compliant
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The proposer(s) listed below is not in compliance with the SBE Paﬂicipation Provisions and
should not be awarded on this contract:

_Proposer(s) Compliance Status
KPMG, LLP Non-Compliant

KPMG, LLP (KPMG), in its submittal, indicated it would use the services of S. Davis & Associates,
(SDA), to satisfy the established 20% SBE goal measure. KPMG failed to submit the signed
subcontractor agreement required by the participation provisions. A review of KPMG’s submittal
in its entirety and based on a “four corners” review of ‘the bid documents, did not reveal
information that would be listed on the Agreement. Therefore, the submittal does not provide the
requisite assurance of an agreement between the prime bidder and the SBE subcontractor.
Accordingly, KPMG is not in compliance with the SBE Participation Provisions.

McGladrey & Pullen, LLP (MP), in its submittal, proposes to utilize Sharpton, Brunson &
Company, LLC. (SBC) and Sanson, Kline, Jacomino & Company, LLP (SKJ) to satisfy a 20% and
15% SBE goal measure, respectively. Agreements have been executed blndmg MP’s commitment
to both SBC and SKJ. Payments to SBC and SKJ were also stated in the Agreement(s) in
accordance with the prompt payment requirement for SBE(s). Accordmgly MP is in comphance
with the SBE Participation Provisions.

Ernst & Young, (EY), in its submittal, indicated it would use the services of Verdeja & De Armas,
LLP (VD) and C. Borders-Byrd, CPA, LLC (CBB) to satisfy a 10% and 10% SBE goal measure,
respectively. Agreements have been executed binding EY’s commitment to both VD and CBB.
Payments to VD and CBB were also stated in the Agreement(s) in accordance with the prompt
payment requirement for SBE(s). Accordingly, EY is in compliance with the SBE Participation
Provisions.

Aviation Segment Audit (20%)

The Department of Procurement Management submitted proposals from: McGladrey & Pullen,
LLP, (MP); Moore, Stephen, Lovelace, P. A. (MSL); Marchum Rachlin (MR); KPMG, LLP (KPMG);
and Emst & Young (EY).

The proposer(s) listed below are in compliance with the SBE Participation Provisions and are
eligible to participate on this contract:

Proposer(s) Compliance Status
McGladrey & Puilen, LLP Compliant
Marchum Rachlin Compliant
Ernst & Young Compliant

The proposer(s) listed below is not in compliance with the SBE Participation Provisions and
should not be awarded on this contract: '

Proposer(s) Compliance Status
Moore, Stephen, Lovelace, P. A. Non-Compliant
KPMG, LLP Non-Compliant
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McGladrey & Pullen, LLP (MP), in its submittal, indicated it would use the services of Sanson,
Kline, Jacomino & Company, (SKJ) and Sharpton, Brunson & Company, LLP (SBC) to satisfy a
15% and 20% SBE goal measure, respectively. Agreements have been executed binding MP’s
commitment to both KJC and SBC. Payments to SKJ and SBC were also stated in the
Agreement(s) in accordance with the prompt payment requirement for SBE(s). Accordingly, MP is
in compliance with the SBE Participation Provisions.

Moore, Stephen, Lovelace, P. A. (MSL), a non-SBE firm, in its submittal, did not provide a SBE
Agreement and did not indicate it would use the services of a SBE vendor to meet the 20% SBE
goal. MSL stated in the Small Business Enterprise (SBE) Certificate of Unavailability that the SBE
firm, Rodriguez, Trueba & Company, CPA, P.A. was not available to work.

The contention by MSL is that there are no SBE(s) available to satisfy the established goal.
Pursuant to Section D. 2. g. of the Provisions “to prove lack of availability, at time of bid
submission, bidders must submit the following:

i. “Certificate of Unavailability (Form No. SBD 502) either completed and signed by the SBE(s)
or completed and signed by the bidder explaining the contacts with the SBE(s) statement or
actions of the SBE(s) showing unavailability, and the reason(s) why the SBE(s) signature
could not be obtained: and

ii. A listing of any bids received from SBE(s), the scope of work and price of each bid, and the
bidder’s reasons for rejecting each bid; and

ili. A statement of the bidder’s contacts with SBD for assistance in determining available
SBE(s): and

iv. A complete description of the bidder’s process for soliciting and evaluating bids from
SBE(s) and

v. Bidders may establish an SBE as unavailable if the bidder provides evidence proving the

SBE(s) bid is not reasonably competitive with comparable bids of non-SBE(s), for the same
scope of work”.

Accordingly, SBD finds MSL's submittal not in compliance with the Provisions based on the
following:

1. MSL did not submit an Agreement.

2. Proof of lack of availability, at the time of bid submission, was not validated by SBE(s)
Signature(s) on Form No. SBD 502 — Small Business Enterprise, (SBE) Certificate of
Unavailability.

3. No statement of the bidder’'s contacts with SBD for assistance in determining availability of
SBE(s). Section D. 2. g...."No explanation why SBE(s) signatures where not on the
Certificate of Unavailability (Form No. SBD 502)”.

Marchum Rachlin (MR), in its submittal, proposes to utilize Rodriguez, Trueba & Co., P. A. (RT),
S. Davis & Associates, P. A. (SDA) and Susan M. Garcia, P. A. (SMG), certified SBE vendors to
each satisfy a 10% SBE goal. Agreements were executed binding MR’s commitment to RT, SDA
and SMG. Payment to RT, SDA and SMG were also stated in each Agreement in accordance with

the prompt payment requirements for SBEs. Accordingly, MR Is in compliance with the SBE
Participation Provisions.
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KPMG, LLP. (KPMG), in its submittal, indicated it would use the services of TBD, (TBD) to satisfy
the established SBE goal. KPMG failed to submit the signed subcontractor agreement required
by the partsClpahon provisions. A review. of KPMG’s submittal in its entirety and based_on a “four
‘comers” review of the bid documents, did not reveal information that would be listed on the
Agreement. Therefore, the submittal does not provide the requisite assurance of an agreement
between the prime bidder and the SBE subcontractor. Accordingly, KPMG is not in compliance
with the SBE Participation Provisions.

Ernst & Young, (EY), in its submittal, indicated it would use the services of Verdeja & De Armas,
LLP. (VD) and C. Borders-Byrd, CPA, LLC. (CBB) to satisfy a 10% and 10% SBE goal measure
respectively. Agreements have been executed binding EY’s commitment to both VD and CBB.
Payment to VD and CBB were also stated in the Agreement(s) in accordance with the prompt
payment requirement for SBE(s). Accordingly, EY is in cornpliance with the SBE Parhcnpatlon
Provisions.

Water & Sewer Segment Audit (20%)
The Department of Procurement Management submitted proposals from: McGladrey & Pullen,
LLP; TCBA Watson Rice, LLP; Sharpton, Brunson & Company; and Crowe Horwath, LLP

The proposer(s) listed below. are in compliance with the SBE Participation Provisions and are
eligible to participate on this contract:

Proposer(s) Compliance Status
McGladrey & Pullen, LLP Compliant
TCBA Watson Rice, LLP Compliant

Sharpton, Brunson & Company, P. A. Compliant
Crowe Horwath, LLP Compliant

McGladrey & Pullen, LLP (MP), in its submittal, proposes to utilize Sanson, Kline, Jacomino &
Company, LLP, (SKJ), a certified SBE vendor, to satisfy a 20% SBE goal. An Agreement has
been executed binding MP’s commitment to SKJ. Payment to SKJ was also stated in the
Agreement in accordance with the prompt payment requirement for SBE(s). Accordingly, MP is in
compliance with the SBE Participation Provisions.

TCBA Watson Rice, LLP, (TCBA) in it's submittal, proposes to utilize Susan M. Garcia, P. A.
(SMG) and Rodriguez, Trueba & Company, CPA, PA (RTC), to satisfy a 10% and 15% goal,
respectively. Agreements have been executed binding TCBA’s commitment to SMG and RTC.
Payments to SMG and RTC were also stated in the Agreements in accordance with the promipt
payment requirement for SBEs. Accordingly, TCBA is in compliance with the SBE Participation
Provisions.

Sharpton, Brunson & Company, P. A. (SBC), a certified SBE firm, in it's submittal, proposes to
utilize Sanson, Kline, Jacomino & Company, LLP, (SKJ), also a certified SBE firm, to satisfy the
20% SBE goal An Agreement was not executed and is not required as a SBE may meet up to
100% of the subcontractor goal with it’'s own workforce for subject RFP. Section D. 2.b. states “a
bidder that is a SBE may meet up to 100% of the subcontractor goal with its own workforce”.
Accordingly, SBC is in compliance with the SBE Participation Provisions.
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Crowe Horwath, LLP (CH), in it's submittal, proposes to utilize Gamarra & Associates, LLC., (GA),
a certified SBE firm, to satisfy the 20% SBE goal. An Agreement has been executed binding CH’s
commitment to GA. Payment o GA was also stated in the Agreement in accordance with the
prompt payment requirement for SBEs. Accordingly, CH is in compliance with the SBE
Participation Provisions. :

Transportation Segment Audit (20%)
The Department of Procurement Management submitted proposals from: Marchum Rachlin;
Crowe Horwath, LLP; and Sharpton, Brunson & Company P. A.

The proposer(s) listed below are in compliance with the SBE Participation Provisions and are
eligible to participate on this contract:

Proposer(s) Compliance Status
Marchum Rachlin Compliant
Crowe Horwath, LLP Compliant
Sharpton, Brunson & Company, P. A. Compliant

Marchum Rachlin (MR}, in it's submittal, proposes to utilize S. Davis & Associates, P. A, (SDA), a
certified SBE vendor, to satisfy a 20% SBE goal. An Agreement has been executed binding MR’s
commitment to SDA. Payment to SDA was also stated in the Agreement in accordance with the
prompt payment requirement for SBEs. Accordingly, MR is in compliance with the SBE
Participation Provisions.

Crowe Horwath, LLP. (CH), in it's submiftal, proposes to utilize Rodriguez, Trueba & Company, P.
A, P.A (RTC), a certified SBE firm, to satisfy the 20% SBE goal. An Agreement has been
executed binding CH’s commitment to RTC. Payment to RTC was also stated in the Agreement
in accordance with the prompt payment requirement for SBEs. Accordingly, CH is in compliance
with the SBE Participation Provisions.

Sharpton, Brunson & Company, P. A. (SBC), a certified SBE firm, in it's submittal, proposes to
utilize Sanson, Kline, Jacomino & Company, LLP., (SKJ), also a certified SBE firm, to satisfy the
20% SBE goal. An Agreement was not executed and is not required as a SBE may meet up to
100% of the subcontractor goal with it's own workforce for subject RFP. Section D. 2.b. states "a
bidder that is a SBE may meet up to 100% of the subcontractor goal with its own workforce”.
Accordingly, SBC is in compliance with the SBE Participation Provisions.

Aviation Management Contracts (20%) .

The Department of Procurement Management submitted proposals from: Marchum Rachlin;
GLSC & Company, LLC; C. Borders Byrd, CPA, LLC; Harvey, Covington & Thomas, LLC; and
Watson & Company, P. A.

The proposer(s) listed below are in compliance with the SBE Participation Provisions and are
eligible to participate on this contract:
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Proposer(s) Compliance Status
Marchum Rachlin Compliant
C. Borders-Byrd, CPA, LLC Compliant
Harvey, Covington & Thomas, LLC Compliant
Watson & Company, P. A. Compliant

The proposer(s) listed below is not in compliance with the SBE Participation Provisions and
should not be awarded on this contracit:

_Proposei(s) Compliance Status
GLSC & Company, LLC Non-Compliant

Marcum Rachlin (MR) in it's submittal, proposes to utilize S. Davis & Associates, P. A_, (SDA), a
certified SBE vendor, to satisfy a 20% SBE goal. An Agreement has been executed binding MR’s
commitment to SDA. Payment to SDA was also stated in the Agreement in accordance with the
prompt payment requirement for SBEs. Accordingly, MR is in compliance with the SBE
Participation Provisions.

GLSC & Company, PLLC. (GLSC), in its submittal, indicated it would use the services of
Rodriguez, Trueba & Company, CPA. P. A. (RTC), to satisfy the established SBE goal. GLSC
failed to submit the signed subcontractor agreement required by the participation provisions. A
review of GLSC's submittal in its entirety and based on a “four corners” review of the bid
documents, did not reveal information that would be listed on the Agreement. Therefore, the
submittal does not provide the requisite assurance of an agreement between the prime bidder and
the SBE subcontractor. Accordingly, GLSC is not in compliance with the SBE Participation
Provisions.

C. Borders-Byrd, CPA, LLC (CBB), in its submittal, indicated it would use the services of Susan M.
Garcia, P. A. (SMG), a certified SBE and Rene Velazquez, CPA, P. A. (RV) a certified SBE to
satisfy a 10% and 10% SBE goal measure respectively. Agreements have been executed binding
CBB’s commitment to both SMG and RV. Payment to SMG and RV were also stated in the
Agreement(s) in accordance with the prompt payment requirement for SBE(s). Accordingly, CBB
is in compliance with the SBE Participation Provisions.

Harvey, Covington & Thomas, LLC (HCT), in its submittal, indicated it would use the services of
Rene Velazquez, CPA, P. A. (RV), a certified SBE and Gamarra & Associates, LLC. (GA) a
certified SBE to satisfy a 10% and 10% SBE goal measure, respectively. Agreements have been
executed binding HCT’s commitment to both RV and GA. Payment to RV and GA were also
stated in the Agreementi(s) in accordance with the prompt payment requirement for SBE(s).
Accordingly, HCT is in compliance with the SBE Participation Provisions.

Watson & Company, P. A. (WC), in it’s submittal, proposes to utilize The Odeon Group, Inc. (OG),
a certified SBE firm, to satisfy the SBE goal. An Agreement has been executed for a 45% SBE
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goal binding WC’s commitment to OG. Payment to OG was also stated in the Agreement in

accordance with the prompt payment requirement for SBE(s). Accordingly, WC is in compliance
with the SBE Participation Provisions.

Please note that this memorandum only addresses compliance with the Small Business
Enterprise Program and the established contract measures. The Department of Procurement
Management is responsible for any other issues/requirements that may exist.

if you have any questions, please contact Albert Porter at (305) 375-3128.

¢. Amos Roundtree, DPM
Rita Silva, BPM
Annie Perez, DPM
Patrice King, SBD
File
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ADE COUNTY

MEMORANDUM

To:  Annie Perez
Procurement Contracting Officer
Dept. of Procurement Management

From: Edward Z. Shaferg
Assistant County Attorney

Date: May 18, 2010

Re:  Responsiveness of Proposal to RFP No. 726

You have asked this office to render an opinion whether a proposal submitted
by Berkowitz, Dick, Pollack and Brandt, LLP and Berman, Hopkins, Wright & Laham, CPS
& Associates, LLP is responsive to the above referenced RFP.

FACTS

We rely on information provided by you in the form of the subject proposal, RFP
No. 726 and your memo dated May 6, 2010.

The proposal submitted by the CPA firms contains the name of two separate
entities, one being the Berkowitz firm and the other being the Berman firm. These
companies are listed in their proposal as separate entities. This is clear from the
separate signatures on page 3 of their proposal. A Mr. Young signed for the Berkowitz
firm while a Mr. Whitley signed for the Berman firm. Thus, two different signatures are
required to bind the two firms to the proposal. Clearly this proposal contemplates two
distinct entities performing the work.

In addition, on page 3 of the submittal, the two firms state that their “proposal is
a firm and irrevocable offer for ninety (90) days.”

DISCUSSION

Based on the facts above, the proposal submitted by the Berkowitz firm and
Berman firm is non-responsive.



In general, a proposal may be rejected or disregarded if there is a material
variance between the proposal and the advertisement. A minor variance, however, will
not invalidate the proposal. See Robinson Electric Co. v. Dade County, 417 So0.2d 1032,
1034 (Fla. 3d DCA 1982). There is a two part test to determine if a specific
noncompliance in a proposal constitutes a substantial and thus nonwaivable issue: (1)
whether the effect of the waiver would be to deprive the County of the assurance that
the contract would be entered into, performed and guaranteed according to its specific
requirements; and (2) whether it would adversely affect competitive bidding by placing
a proposer in a position of advantage over other proposers. See, e.g. Glatstien v. City of
Miami, 399 So.2d 1005 (Fla. 3d DCA), rev. denied, 407 So.2d 1102 (Fla. 1981).

RFP No. 726 never contemplated a proposal by more than one firm. Section
1.2(3) refers to the proposer as “the person, firm entity or organization... submitting a
response to this Solicitation.” Furthermore, the RFP refers continuously to a single
proposer. The agreement attached to RFP refers to a single entity, as well. Finally, Form
A-1 refers to a Proposer’s authorized representative and signature.

The submittal of a proposal with two separate entities is contrary to the
requirements of the RFP. It is unclear exactly who the County would be contracting
with and who is responsible for performing the various tasks required. Arguably, the
two entity proposal might give it a competitive advantage over other bidders limited to
one firm in their proposal.

Just as decisive in the responsiveness analysis is the limited time offer as shown
in page 3 of the proposal. The proposal is valid for only 90 days.' However, Section 1.3
of the RFP requires the offer to remain irrevocable until contract award, which may well
exceed ninety days. Since the proposal violates this requirement, the County is not
assured that a contract, as specified in the RFP, will be entered into, particularly if the
selection and award process should exceed 90 days, which is likely, according to the
procurement department. For the foregoing reasons, the proposal by the Berkowitz
firm and the Berman firm in non-responsive.

! Note that Form A-1 allows the County to accept any proposal that includes any document, such
as page 3, which unequivocally binds the proposer

2]



01028115

O
Al FPETTE AN

— 72

O: bl \\ﬂ = wc.w 3 E/i.

N
‘FUNLYNDIS

‘31va ‘3NVN LNIMd
: T (82114 + |BOIUYDB L)
7004 00} SINIOd TV.LOL
oL | o Sjul0d 291id (B30
(uomod
G [BOILYDS] BY] LO pauLee Sjuiod [8o1Uy28] [8]0] 8Y] JO %G
30U313J31d S,URIDJIA
S | (smou |eojuy08} Jo (Bjoy)
ofoogs 06 SJUI0d |BOIUYDS | (R)O)
‘ N uoneysijog
N ve \., 18 504 ; : m—. siyj uy paysanbai sasiAles ay) Buipiaoid o) yoseoudde suesodoud
$10)281JU02qNS }0

\;‘mv 142 Sy 1o suoneosytjenb pue asusliadxs Buipniouy 4osfoid siy) 03 paubisse aq
/ ‘ i 11im Jey) |Buuosiad Aay o suonesylienb pue asuapadxae JUeAs|ay

uoneyollog

o~ 6.2 A 09¢ . 08Z 0y . sjY} uf pajsanbads saoialas Jo adA} ey Bujpiaoad o) pajeal
. o ssuewlopiad jsed pue 'suciiesylienb ‘asuaiiadxad s asodolg

K ;Awﬂ.mnEoEM PELTHTEY \._,m,ﬁ

Csiueg el (¢ 8od

“wnunxep . ‘wnLixep VIid3LIdO
L . SHISO40Hd ‘NOILD33S

3LISOdINOD LNIIWD3S TVHINID

SvSO0dOdd 40 NOILVNIVAZ
SZOIAYES ONILIANY INIAN3d3AaN!I TYNY3LX3
9¢. 'ONd4d



olozwas

~

L , (901 + [22ILYD8 ] ) ﬁ
R 0014 1
e . SLINIOd V101
ot 8 04 sjutod @dlid [ejoL
. { woiod 18o1LY28] 8Y) LD PBLIES SJUIOU (BOJUYDS] [8]0] 8Y] JO %G )
78 80udlajald S,URID)OA
e (8r0ge smo.l [eO1uL08] JO [BjO )
R 06 Sjulod [BOIUYDR) JB)O )
uofje}dijos
144 5t St Sy} ul pajsanbedl sasialas ay) Buipiaold o) yoeoudde s Jasodoud
T $10)2RJJUODGNS
1€ v ce 10 suopesipienb pue souaiadxa Butpnjoul ‘yosfold siy) o) paubisse
aq |jim jeyl jduuosiad Ay JO sSUOHERI)lEND puR 9oUBLIBAXS JUBADIDY
az b 0 UoHR)D)IOS SIY) Ul pP3)sanbal $821A43S jO adA) al) Buipiaoad
> v 0} pajejas souewiomad )sed pue ‘suonesyienb ‘asusiadxa s uasodoly
d7 sjulay /
Buno sug | y .
‘uaiind 9 Kaipe|oop dml A B iswg wnwixey vid3liyo
S¥3S0d0ud NOILD373Ss

(3ONVNI4) mm_>_5_<I mw.rm<o

w4<m0a0mm u_O ZOE.<D._<>m
SIADIAYEIS ONILIANY INIANIJ3AN! TVNE3ILX3

9Z. 'ON d4d



01021025

~
™

(601d + j821LY08 1)
SLINIOd V104

Sjulod 9914d (10

( uoipod [eojuyos) ayj UO PauIEs SJUIOd [BOJUYDB) [BIO) 8] JO %G)
83UBID0Ld S,URIDIDA

(8A0Qe SmOL BOIUYDB] JO [BJO ] )
Sjujod |{eoluysay |ejog

Sl uojeyayog

0L gt § r. siy) Ut pajsanbal sa8iALas oy Buipianosd 03 yoroadde s 1850doad

S10}0B43U02GNS

WA g¢ I8 10 suotjesynenb pue asuaedxd Buipnjour ‘1ofold sy} o) paubisse

8q )}im Jey) |puuos.ad Aay o suojieaylienb pue asuayiedxa Em>w_o~:

uoNEOHOS SiYy} ut paysanbes s391A19S jo adA) ayy Buipiaosd

o€ 8¢ oy 0} pajejas asueuopad jsed pue ‘suonesyijenb ‘asualiadxs s,uesodolyd

dT11 5

uno 1suu

‘usjind B Aaapeioon dm A% 3 VN3 LI¥O

SY3S0d0dd NOILD373S

(3ONVYNI4) NOHavd YONV18

STVSOdO¥d 40 NOILLYNIYAT

SIDIAYIS ONILIANY LNIAN343ANI TYNE3LX3T

9ZL'ON ddd



0102/02/S

~
N

re ] (8011 + [BOIULOO]) 4
hac il SLNIOd V.10l
BT Y sjul0d 821d (0L
. ., { voruod [eomuys8) ayj Uo pauIes SJuIod [BDJLYD8] [8J0) BY) O %C)
hE.. a0ud1d)3id S,URIBIBA
C (8A0qe smOJ [BOILYD8) JO [8)0L)
06 sjulod (ea1Uyda L [e10]
I - uonedIog
§t. siy) ug pejsanbad ses31A13s ay) Buipiacid 03 yoeosdde sa9sodoiy
$10})oBJUOIGNS
1€ (1% ce 40 suonesyjenb pue asuaiiedxa Buipnisuy yoefosd siyy o) peubisse
8g |{im jBY} (auuoSIad A9) JO SUONBDHIJEND PUB 8OUBIadXS JUBAS|Y
] UoeIO1{OS SIY) Ul paysenbas s891A18s JO 8dA) By) Bujpiaoud
LE oy oy 03 pojejas douBLLIOAd ISed pue ‘Suonedylienb ‘aoualiadxes s 18s0dosyd
d17 6 sy -
uno Sut . -
‘uajind @ Aaipeioop d11 ABisui3 winwisxew vid3.1ido
| ) S¥3S0d40¥d NOILD313S

(VvD0) NOSHIANY SITMVH

.. 90 <l
$7YS0d0¥d 40 NOILYNIVAS
S3DIAYIAS ONILIANY LNIANIJIAN! TVNHILXS
9¢. "ON d4d




0102/02/5

-
o\

001 (801id + jB2ILIYDS ] )
Nt SINJOd TV10L
0. ﬁ sjulod 901d (101
. (uojod j2oiuyd8) 8y} L0 PBUIES SluI0d [B2]UYIS) [RIO) BY) 4O %G )
8 9DUDIDJDid S,UBIDIDA
[ (8/0Ge SMO. |BDIUYIB] JO (8]0 )
om SjUl0d jedlulyosy |ejo
ucpeyniog
vi S sl sy} ut paisanbes seoialas ey) Buiplaosd 03 yosrasdde s i8s0douy
S10)2BIHUOIGNS
[+¥4 ge Ge 10 suoljea)iienb pue asuspadxs Bujpnjout ‘oefold s1y) 03 paubisse
aq jiim JeY) jauuocsiad Aay jo suonesyljenb pue adsustiadxa juead|ay
uoIBYDIOS Sil U} pPB)Sanbas 8301A18s Jo adA) 8y Bujpiacsd
€€ oy Ug 0} pajelal aourwiojiad ysed pue ‘suopedsyriendb ‘asusiiadxs s,18s0doud
d11 6 S0’
uno sul
d1 ABISW ) yniixen VINALIND

‘ue|ind @ A2ape|Do
S¥3S0d0ud NQILD313S

(avaw) 337 3NNV

S1VSOdO¥d 40 NOILYNIVAT
STDIANIS ONILIANY LNIANIIANI TYNEILXS
92z, "ON d4Y



0t02/02/5

\,
A
|

001 (891ig + (821UY08 ()
. S1NIOd V10l
8 ok Sjulod @d14d (e10]
. . { wosIod 1eojuyod) By) Lo PouIed SO [BDILYD8) [R)O) B} JO %G)
HG F 20UD18)8. S,URIBIBA
o (8/0qe SmoJ (01LL28] JO [B1O )
8 06 S3Ul0d (221UY3 L )0 )
. uoielalos
St st sIyl ul peysanbau saoialas au) Bupiaoud o) yaeosdde s 1080d0.1g
sJ0)oRIUOIGNS
0¢ 1€ GE ) 30 suonesijljenb pue asuepadxe Bulpn|oul ‘yoaload siU} 0} paubisse
aq (11m Jey) jauuosiad Aey J0 suoestjiienb pue sousliedxa JUBABISY
uoneN2ios siY) uj paysenbals sestases o adA) ayy Buipiaosd
9¢ Le . ,ov 0} paje|as asuewiopad jsed pue ‘suonesilienb ‘asuspiadxe s sesodoly
d1 5 S04
uno sul RS
‘uajind ® Aeaipe|oo dm A® sz wnwixep VI¥3Lliyd
| L sy3s0doYd NOLLD313S

(asvmaw) ¥v13A ¥3lad
s 253 i,
SIVS0dO¥d 40 NOILYNIVAZ
SIDIAYAS ONILIANY LNIANIJIANI TYNYILXS
9Z. 'ON d4Y




0102/02/5

S
AN

A Om:. (801id + [€01Uy38])
R S1INIOd Tv10L
| 01 Sjutod 8dud [ejoL
. ( voinod 12o1uY28) BY) LO PBLULIBS SIUIOT [BOJUYIB] 18]O) BY) JO %)
705 30UB49484d S,UBIDIBA
(8A0GE SMOJ 1BD)UYD8} JO |BJO )
06 Sjulog jeDIuYDa] (B30
S uoneydiios
b €l ﬁ m;_‘, sy} ul pajsanhat sa34a40s BY3 Buipiaotd 0) yoeousdde sdesodod
. si0}oejUOOqQNsS
0z (o] [y 30 suonesyljenb pue asusiiadxa Burpnyauy ‘yosfoid spy) o) psubisse
3 jlim JeY) jduuostad £y jo suonesylienb pue 9ousliadxs JuRAR DY
. uo3e}l2)10S SIY) ul pejsanbal sa2iA18s 0 8dA} ay) Buipinoad
0¢ 9¢ wov\ . 0} palejds eouewiioLad Jsed PUR ‘suonesylenb ‘asueltadxs s,1350do4y
411 6 swiod
uno sua . (S
‘usjing 1 Aaipejoop dM ABisUg wnuiixew VId3LD
S¥3S0d0ud NOILD313S

ANYE 3

1130r

SADIAYIS ONLLIANY LNIANIJIANI TYNYILX3

9Z. 'ON d4d



0102/02/5

(801 + [eOIuYD8 L)

.co_‘" S1NIOd MV10L
0} sjuiod @dld |ejoy
. (vosuod [eojuys8) 8y) Uo pauLes SjUIDd (Bo1ULYD8] (8]0) 8Y] JO %G )
ol 90U 8id S, URlIBIOA
e (8r0Q8 SMO. [BDILUYDS] JO [BI0L)
06 sjulod |eojuyody |e1o]
o uoneydtos
6 6 CL siy) ui peysanbau sasiau9s ayj Buipirosd o) yoseoudde saesodouy
. sJ0}o8J)UOOQNS
NN rAN ce 40 suonjesyljenb pue adualadxe Buipnioul ‘yoafodd styy o} paubisse
S 2g [[1m jBY) jauuosiad Aoy Jo suoneoylienb pue ajuaiadxs JuRASiaY
Gz g op uoRYII0S SIY) Ul pajsonbeau s221A48s Jo 8dA) 8y} Buipiac.d
€ A 03 paje|as asueulopad jsed pue ‘suonjesyijenb ‘asuapadxas s18s0doiy

i

d11
‘us|ing @ Aaipe(Hopn

vid3a.Ldo

d71Buno g jsuig | 2
o S¥3ISOdOud NOILD373S

(a8s) 0Lv9-091VAIH 3217V

& jBisusD v
SIVSO0dO¥d 40 NOILVYNIVAZ
SIDIAHGES ONLLIANY LNIANIJIANI TYNHILXT
92. 'ON dd4d




QLoziL s

[P szmw.ar\ \13@\

ucssedaeyd

SHWYN LN

FYUNLYNDIS

(B0l + [eolayoe ]
SLINIOd Tv.LOL

SJUI0d 92114 |BIOL

{uood
[BOIULD8] 8] U0 PBLIES S)ulod 1RDIUYDS) [B)O) 8] JO %E)
85uB.i8s8ld S,URIBIBA

(smouJ [eoiuyos} Jo 1810 )
Sjutod {BoIuYD9 | |jejoy

uone}|dos
siyy up pajsanbel saojases oy Bujpiacsd o) yseosdde s4es0dodd

S1030B81JU0GNS JO
suojiesijljenb pue souasiadxa Buipnsu; ‘yosfosd siy) o) paubisse aq
M Jeyl jauuosied Aey Jo suoneayjjenb pue 8dusLiedXe JUBADIOY

uofIR}djjog
~ 022 881 997 Siy) ut peysenbe.s sadjAl8s o adA) ayy BuiplaoLd o} paje;ad
\, \ asuewopad ysed pue ‘suoneosylendb ‘souertadxa s Jesododd
. winosle
4711 'usjing auw._co_m;_uﬁ a1
© Aaipeoo gm .c:zommE:o‘.mE# Bunoj » jsuig YiNILIED
SH3S040¥d NOILD313S

3LISOdINOD LNIINDO3S NOILVIAY
SVYSOdO¥d 40 NOILVYNIVAZ

S3VIAYIS ONILIANY INIANIJIANI TYNYILX3

9Z/. 'ON d4¥



0102102/

q
20

(9011 + |21y )

| 00} SLNIOd TVL1OL
i —
.....,..o‘.r., SIUulod 80lud jeloy
. b ( worod jeojuyoe) By} U0 paULRS SjuIod [BOJULOB] [B]O] 8] /O %)
\am 80UdI9}34d S,ULIdIOA
§ (enoqe smo. (eojuys8; Jo (8jo )
06" SjUI0d |Beo1uLyda] B0l
Lo uonedlos
S R sy} Uy pajsanbes sa51A49s oY) Buipiaocad o) yoeoudde s.dasodouy
o : . siojoRiuooqns
YA 62 [ (o1 jo suoyesyjenb pue asuspadxa Buypniou) ‘yoefoad s)y3 o) paubisse
3q |IiM 1eY) jauuosiad A9y Jo suopeoyienb pue asugliadx JueAd[dY
: : 5 uoIe}ISIOS SIY) Ul palsanbad sasiAles jo adA) ey} Buipiaoud
.,1 < 4 be i Z 6¢ oy 0} pajejad aouerwiopad jsed pue 'suoljedsyljenb ‘asusliddxe s,18s0dodd
, dT11 _
d171 ‘uejind $)I0d
e winoJlep JO UOISIAL Buno 1sul e
e : 9 A3ipeIDOW o _:_E_nmme:Emﬁv d A® 3 Jwnunxew vid3Lieo
Lo ’ S¥3S0d0dd NOILD313S

(FONVYNIH) HIWWYH HILHYD

AR

STVSOdONd 40 NOILYN VAT

S3DIAYES ONLLIANY LINIANIJIAN] TVYNHILXI

92, 'ON d3d




0102/02/5

_ ) (80114 + |e21UYD8 L)
S.INIOd V.10l

SjUl0d 991dd B0}

UoJLIOd [e01Uy08] BYy) U0 pauJes SJuIod [BojuYD8) [810) 8Y] JO %G)
32UBIBJDId S, URIDIBA

1

(6A0Ge SMO. [BOILYD9} JO [B)O )
sjujod |eouyo@] |ejo|

uoneydiog
sy} Ul paysanbau saoiaues ay) Buipiaoad o) yoseoidde s sesodoad

5t

si0)oeUOIQNS
30 suopesylienb pue esusisadxa Buipn|oul yosfosd s)y) 0} paubisse
aq JIim jey) jauuostad £ Jo suoljesylienb pue 6ouslIadxd JUBAB|OY

|
-
|

uone}IoI|0S SIY) Ul pa)sanbal s8diALas JO adA} ay) Buipiroad

ﬁ _wm;

1> ve 8¢ ,oc 0} pajejas souewsopad ysed pue ‘suopedyilendb ‘eousiiadxd s, asodold
.#.. . d11 . ,
d17 ‘udjind . silled
: 9 Aaipe|Dol _(“Jmm__w_w_m_m&mmw_\_,_u d71 Buno g isuag ey VINILIND
U SH3IS0d0O¥d NO[103738
YONVII8

(3ONVNI4) NOY

avd
m % 1

Qi

i

SADIAYIS ONLLIANY LNIANIJIAN! TYNE3LX3
92/, 'ON dd4d



010210215

A

(8014 + jeosuyosy)
S.LNIOd TvLOL

sjulod aslid |B30]

( uotuiod [eojuyoe; ey Lo peules sjujod [BojuYo8] [8]0] BY) JO %G)
a2UdIRa.d S,URLIDIOA

(an0qe smou [201uyasy Jo ejo] )

Sjulod {Boluyda | {830 ]
i uoneysilos
(4% 8 Sk gl Sy} Ul pajsanbal sasjales oy Buiptaoud o3 yoeoudde ssesodoud
sJojdoeluoOQgNs
0¢ cZ Ge Ge Jo suonesylienb pue asustiadxas Butpnyoul ‘1o3foid siy) 03 paubisse
8q [IIm 1BY) [auuosiad Aay jo suonesylenb pue asusadxa JUBAS|SY
0 L uone}ILII0S SIY3 Ul paysanbau saojauas O adA) oY) Buipiaoud
L 0c 4 or 0} paje|aJ aouewJsopusd jsed pue ‘suonesyyljenb ‘asusiiadxs s, 8s50d0ug
d7171

d17 ‘ualind WindJep O UOISIAIPD | 471 mc:o> R IsSUL]
© Kaipe|Don e ‘uljyoeyWNo.ep Vid3 Lo
’ SY3S0dOud NOILD313S

STVYSOdO¥d 40 NOILY

(vD0) NOSHIANY SITHVYHID
i

NIVA3

SIDIAY3S ONILIANY LNIANIJLIAN! TYNEILX3

9Z. 'ON d4d




0102/025

3
>

(801id + jeOILUYOD L)
S1NIOd V1Ol

sjulod 89lid |B}O)

|

(uoguod [2o1uyd8) BY) UO paLLEs SJUI0d [BOIUYD8] [B]0) 84} 1O %G)
aoualajald S,ueldlon

(8A0qe SMO. [BDIULIS) JO [B1O]) Q
Sju10d jeoiuyoa] |ejol

: uoine}idlog

i siy) u) paisanbal $99)A48s ay) Buipiaoad o) yoeosdde s asodo.y

S10}0RIJUODGNS

62 ST Ge Ge jo suonesylienb pue asuaadxa Bupn|dul ‘)oafoud sy} o) paubisse

: ag |]im JBY) |suuostad Aay Jo suonesyiienb pue asusitadxa JueAd|ey

e uoneDIOS SiY) Ul poisanbal sed1Ales jo adA) oyl Buipiaodd

.... [A> x4 4 0. 0) pajejal 8duewo)tad ysed pue ‘suopespljenb ‘asusiadxe s,uesodold
. d11 ‘usyind SIG 4

. ; WNDIB A JO UOISIAL Buno sl S
» AaIpe|DO o .:__r__\o,_m»mEn.o\_mSv d1 AB sz wnuxen vid3aLiyo
e : : I S¥3S0d0¥d NOI19313S|

STV¥SOdO¥d 40 NOILYN VAT
S3DIAY3S ONILIANY LNAAN3Id3AAN! TvYNY3LX3
9¢L 'ON dd4d



010210215

O
J

(801 + [eoiuyoay) J
SLNIOd TV.LOL

SjuUl0g @o1id 18301

(uoiiod [2oILY28) BY) UC PBLIES Sjulod [80IULDS) 8]0} BY) JO %G)
a0UDdIDJd1d S, UBIDIAA

(8A0GE SMO. [80UYD8] JO [Bjo )
S]uUl0d |BdIUYySa |ejo |

9 uofel91|0g
siyy ui paysanbaus sediatas ay) Bupiaodd o) Yoeoadde s uasodouig
o o $403084U00GNS
7 (YA rAN ed% oty 10 suonesyienb pue ssusuadxs Bujpn)oul Yosfold siy) o) paubisse
: : ag jjim ey jouuosuad Asy Jo suopesiyiienb pue dsusLisdxs JUBAS|SY
i o . uoijeyialjos sjyl Ul paisenbau saotaues yjo adL) syl Buipiaoad
[4) ve i€ o ..v 03 pajeiad eoueuliopad jsed pue ‘suoiedyifenb ‘8ouaiiadxs s.48s0dotyd
dT17

; d171 ‘ualind windiepl Jo UOCISIAIP | 4717 mc:o> 2 isuug | 53
2 Asipe|9OoN € LIyoRNWINDIE Y ‘wn VId311"0
’ ) '§$H3S0d0dd NQI1LO313dS

(aSYMa) ¥vI3A ¥3.13d

"8YSOdONd 40 NOILYAIVAT
S3DIAYNIS ONILIANY LNIANIAIANI TYNYILXI
922 "ON d4d4



o120

=
J

(8014 + jEOJUYO8] )
S1NIOd V1oL

; sjulod aolud |e1of
: —
; { uood jeojulyos) BY) U PBUIBS S)UIO |BOILYDS] BIO} 84} JO %G)
e 20Uudladjdld S UBIBIBA
; (8n0Qe SMO. [BOILLD] JO (8]0 )
‘ Sjulod jeotuysay {ejog
- e . uoneNd oy
; €L el m_. o siY) Ut pajsanbes soo1ases ayy Bupiaoad o) yoroudde m.;mwoag
m 5 : - . $10}2B.1U02GNS
I 0¢ e Z¢ [+ o4 10 suoiesyienb pue asuaiiadxa Buipnisul ‘1o2f{oid siuyy 0y paubisse
e 3q {itm 1By} jauuossad Aex jO suoneoienb pue asualiadxa Jueasjey
’ i . ...o i UoHRMIIIOS SiY} Ul Po}sanbal ses)Ales jO adA) ay) Bujpiaoud
0¢ 0¢ € . v 0} paje|ds sourwiopad jsed pue ‘suoneoyijendb ‘esusliadxa s asododd
‘ d1
d711 ‘us|ind
wnaie O UO|ISIAI Buno st
0 Kalpe|nyon o _E:.__uhm:..:whwzn d1l A% 3 dixe| Yid3Lido
i ; ) | e S43S0d0dd NOILO3T3S

(LAW) H3IAN

S UONBIAY. S
S1vS0OdOHd 40 NOILYNIVAT
SIDIANIS ONILIANY LNIANIJIAN] TYNYILX3
9Z. ‘ON d4y

vr 31i3or




010z/0zIS

T

(9014 + j@O1UY29 )

SINIOd IV.1OL

&
E
&
.

Sjulog adlid |elo)

(uonuod 1231Ly28) By UO PaLIEs SJUIod BDIULOS] |80} B} JO %G )
90UBI8Ja.d S ,URIDIOA

(8A0qe smo. jeajuyoe) Jo 18j0 4 ) o
sjuiod (eoluyoay [ejoy

uoneynijog
siy) U1 peisanbal sasiales ay) Buipiaoid o) yoeoadde s, dssodouiy

siojdesjuoaqgns
gz (1) 0¢ Ge J0 suonesylienb pue asusisadxa Buipnjou; ‘}osfoid siy) o0} peubisse
g 8q ||Im Jey) [duUOoSsIdd A33 4O SUOIjEII{eNb pue 3oudIddXe JuRAd|aY

wx : uo13B}101108 SIY} Ul pajsanbas sesialds o adA} ayj Buipiaoad

m. 8z £ g€ o 0} pajejas asuewiopad jsed puk ‘suoiieoyijenb ‘osusiiadxe w_._mwonwu

- . dn o

. d717 ‘usjind sjuiod

e I - S¥3S0dO¥d NOILD313S
(ags) OLvo-09TIvaAIH 301V

fofks=1] _
SIVSOd0¥d 40 NOILVNIVAI

SADIAYAS ONLLIANY LNIANIALIAANI TYNHILX3
92. 'ON d4dY



B PIPT €T

eIy STf= N@n@ uwccq

‘3Lva ‘IWVN LNIYd

0L02/L1 1S

S
>

\ pPOMaINSY

uostadiieyn

S

‘FUNLVYNODIS

(80114 + |B2ILUY26 )
S1INIOd V101

sjulod 8o1d |B1OL

/BDIUYD8) BY) UO PBLLES Sjulod [ROUYO8] [210] BY) JO %G)
aoudleRid S,URIDIOA

(smo. jeo1uy28) 4O [8]0) )
Sjuiod |eoiuyoay |ejog

. uotieyoijog
A 68 \.ww \ v8 \, 08 SiY) uj pajsanbal s3sjAlas ay; Buipjaosd 0) yoeosdde s,48s0doly
‘ , : $J0}0BIUOOGNS JO
802 €02 661 8ol ‘isuonesijijenb pue edsuasitadxas Buipn|ou) '198fosd siyj o) peubBisse eg
\ \ \/ \, 11iM JBY) jauuosied Asy JO suojjedjjijenb pue aoueliadxs JurAsaY
ol uoyeog
9¢Z \,mmm ) eLe P G6l siYl u) peysenbaus sed|alas jo adA} ay) Buiptaoud o3 pajelau
b \ ) \, / asuewsopied jsed pue ‘suopedyiienb 'asuajiadxe s sesodosy
Vv'd ‘Auedwio .
d17 801 ¥ s osunig © | d11°ustind 41
uosiem vgo.l ‘wordieys B Aoipe|DoW | ylemuoH amoud VI¥ILIND
$¥3IS0d0¥dd NOILD3I13S

SIADIAYUIS ONILIGNY LNIANIJIAN] TYNHILX3
92/, 'ON d4d¥



0102/02/$

\ T

00

(8014 + jBOIUYD8 ] )
SiNIOd V10l

sjulod 2914d |B)0]

(wonod jeojuyos;) 8y UO pauies sjurod [BaIUY8] |BI0) 8Y) JO %G)

u\om a0Ud19)91d S,ULIDBIOA
o (8A0Ge SMO. [821LY28) JO [28)01)

08 Sjul0d [BD1UYD9a) jBjo |
uojeyoilog
Sl gl gl 142 .m_‘. : SiYj U} paysenbas sasiales ay) Bujpiac.d 0y yseoudde s aso0douy
si0)oeiuooqns
ce 9z Z¢ 6l [T 40 suoneayenb pue asusiadxs Bupn)ouy Joafold siyy 01 psubisse
aq {IIm 1BY) [ouuostad Aay jo suopediienb pue asusiledxa JuLBAl|aY
1
! UOo1}B)19110S SIY) Ul paysanbeu sad1Ales Jo adA) ay) Buipiaoud
S¢ 8¢ (43 (44 or 0} pajejau asuewtiopad ised pue 'suoinesylienb ‘asuauadxa m.;mwoaohn:

d11 ‘v'd ‘Auedwo) @ d717 S04,
EMIOH MO , -

901y UOSIEM YgO Ll | uosunug ‘uojdieyg | ‘uajing » Aalpe|oopn d11 4 H 2 wnwixep VIH3LI™D
| | SY3S0d0Nd NOLLD313S

(3ONVNIH) HYIWWVH HILHVYD

1A

STYSOdO¥d 40 NOILLYATIVAT

S3DIAYAS ONILIANY LNIANIHIANI TVYNHILX3T

92, 'ON d4Y



030210215

001 (8011 + [BO1UYDB )
R S1NIOd VL0l
o S)UIOd 90Md [230 L
o (wonod jeojuyoe) ey) uo paules sjuiod [2O1LLYOS] (B]O] U] JO %G)
\om . 90UdIDaId S, UBIDIOA
06 (anoge smo. jeojuljoe} JO |ejo )
o S)U0d |ed1uy29d] |Bjo ]
I uopeyatos
o mw S1Y3 U] paysenbas sasiales sy Buipiaoud o) Yyoeoudde s, 8s0doag
. s103oRAUOOQNS
ce L€ az T4 Gt 10 suofnesyljenb pue ssusiiadxs Bujpnydu; ‘4oafoud s)yj 03 paubisse
aq |{im JBY) {suU0s.sad A3y JO suoitesyijenb pue ssusiadxe Jueas(dy
o 1 uolje}Id|0s SIu3 ul paysanbal sesialas Jo adA ay) Bujpiaoud
9¢ S€ (4% €e ‘ on 0} paje}as asuewiopad jsed pue ‘suonesyiyenb *asusiadxae s Jesodold
d11 'v'd ‘Auedwod g d1 .8 /
EMIOH amold Lo :
80y UO0SIEAA YED L | uosunug ‘uoldieyg | ‘usiing @ Aaipe|Don di14 H Ol W LA ERRR fo)
" $33S0d0¥d NOILO313S

(3ONVYNI4) NOMAVd YONVYIg

&MM.W L,@. , mwm ca s
SIVSOdO¥d 40 NOILLYNTVAZ
S3DIAY3S ONILIANY LNIANIJIANI TYNHILXI
9Z. 'ON d4y




0102/02/5

o
2

(80114 + [EOIUYDE L)

S1INIOd V104

sju0d 2914d |BJO |

(uoniod jeouyos) ayj UO pau.les sjulod [@2IUYI8] [BIO] BY] JO %G)
90Ud1D}d1d S,UBID)OA

(sroge smo. [BoIuyo8} JO 810 )
sjulod |eo1uyod] |ejo

uopeidtjog
siy} u) pejsanbe. seojales ayj Buipianold o3 yoeoudde s tesodoid
siojoesjuoogns
¢ ce 8¢ o4 j0 suopieoylienb pue asuaiadxe Buipnjout o6foad s1y) oy peubisse
aq |m ey} Jsuuosied ey jo suonedijienb pue esusitadxs jueasjay
uo131e}10110S SIY) Ul pajsanbau sadiales Jo adA) ay) Buipirosd
8¢ 8¢ [4% oe 03 pajejas souelwlopad 1sed pue ‘suonesyslienb ‘asusiiadxe saasodoiy

V'd ‘Aueduio 37U

d71 Y'd , o% . a7 471 Wemion smoun | 3

901y UOS)BML VGO L | uosunig ‘uojdieyg |‘uagindg g Aaipe|oo| ik VI¥3Li¥o
B , S$¥3IS040¥d NOILD3713S

"$IVSO

d0O¥d 40 NOILVNIVAZ

M

S3DIAYAS ONILIANY LNIANILIAAN! TYNYILXT

92. 'ON ddd




0LQz102s

(2014 + jeoiuyoe )
SLINIOd Tvi0olL

sjulod 9214 {ejo)

{uorod jeojuos) sy uo peulea sjulod [2oIUY28) [8j0} BY] JO %G)

895UB18)8.1d S,UBIB)OA

(8n0qe smo. jeo1uy2e} Jo 1Bjo )
Sjulod [eoluyoa] jejol

SiY) u) peysanbal sadialas ay} Buiplaoid o) yseoldde s tasodouy

uopeli08

510}9R4jU0gNS

j0 suonesylienb pue asususdxa Buipnjous

yoafoid s)yj 0) paubisse

A4 0¢ £¢ 62 s¢
a0 1M Y3 jauuosiod A9y JO SUCHEOYI{RND PUR 90UBLIadXd JUBAD|SY
- uonedos Sy ul pajsenhal sesiales Jo 8dA} ay) Buipiaoad
ve 9t o€ £e ov 0} pajrjas acuruouad jsed pue ‘suonedyyenb *asuaniadxa s,1aso0doig

d1 v'd ‘Auedwod @ dMm
901y UOSIBMA VED L | uosunig ‘uoydieyg | ‘uaiing p Aaipe|no d7 WeMioH 8Mmolg vid3aliiyd
it SH3S0d0ud NOILO313S
(avaw) 337 3INNY

1

STVSOdO¥d 40 NOILYNIVAT

S$30IAG3S ONILIANY INIANI4IAN! TYNHILX3

9Z.L 'ON dd4Yd



0402/02/5

)

(80114 + |eojuyo8 )
SLNIOd W10l

SJU{0d 801id [B10]

(uopuod feouyo8; 8y uo peuses Sjujod (BojLUYD8) [B]O] 8] JO %G)
BoUdldjald S,UBIDJOA

(eAroqe smou jeojuyoe) 4o [8joy)
sjulod (esiuyosa] [elo ]

. uoneysijog
m._£:._u2mmacw._wmu_?_wwmr:mEv.SoES:umoanmw.hmwono._n

3%

o€

62

9z

S10}2BI3UOD2GNS
j0 suopeaytjenb pue ssuejiedxs Buypn)du) 1osfoud siy) o) paubisse
34 {j1m JBY) jouuossad A8y Jo suonesylienb pue adualiadxa jueasiay

9¢

€€

£e

74

uoie2I0S SIY Ul paysanbal sesjA10s J0 adA) eyl Buipiaocad
0) pajeieJ asutwiojiad jsed pue ‘suotiestyjenb ‘@susiiodxs s esodouayd

d77
991y uosiemM vao 1l

v'd ‘Auedwion @
uosunug ‘uojdieys

d1
‘uaiind g Aalpe|9o

d1 YIeMIoH smolD

Vid31id0

S¥IAS0d0¥Ud NOILLD33S

(asvmaw) ¥vi13A Ao
B 188
SVS0dO¥d 40 NOILY

N

313d
M

YAl

S3DIAYAS ONILIANY INIANIHIANI IVNYILX3T

9Z. 'ON d3d



010z/02/5

~
V)

(aoud + [BoIUY28 L)

S1NIOd Iv.iOol

90UB.9}3.d S,UBIBJOA

S)ulod 921id |Bejo)
(uogiod (B21UY23} BY) U0 PaUIES Sjulod [BDIUYD8) [B]O] By JO %G)

(sn0qe smod jeDjuYD8] JO [BJO )
sjuiod |edjuyo9] |ejol

uopeoliog
S1Y3 ul pajsanbal sadjalss ayy Buiplaoad o} yoeoudde s 4as0doay

$10}0BHUOIQNS

0¢ 82 Y4 9z mm j0 suopeoyiienb pue edsusnadxe Buipniou) ‘4oefoid siy) o) paub)sse

- 29 |Im 1BY) |auuostad Aay jo suonesyyljenb pue aousiadxa jueaslay

L uonie}Intos SiY) ul paisanbas $891A18S 0 adA) ey Buiptaoud

g¢ £e 0t 82 oﬁ, 0) pojejad sdueuliopad Jsed pue 'suonedyliend ‘sousadxs s,jesodold
4711 'v'd ‘Auedwod 3 d11

291y uosiem vaol

uosun.g ‘uoiydieys

‘us(ind g Aaupe|DoY

77 WIBMIOH 8MOID

L4t-ERE o)

SH3ISOdOUd NOILD33S

(Law) ¥3ANVC 377300

}

$7YS0dO¥d 40 NOILLYNTVAR

S3DIAY3S ONLLIAONY LNIAN3I43ANI TYNY3LXS

92, °'ON d4¥



oL0e/02/5

S

oot

(8014 + [BOIUYDB ] ) ]
S1NIOd TVv10L

SJUj0d 9211 |BJo L

(uojod 1801uY23] By} WO PBUIES SLIOd [BDjLLDS] [B]O) 8] JO %)
aoua.ayald S,UeId)OA

(anoqe smou [eo1uYyoay] JO (8j0 )
SjUI0d jBd1uYydd] |Bjo]

uoneNdyos
Sty ul peysanbal saoiases ey Buipiaoid 03 yseoidde s dasodouy

: $£1010R43UOOQNS
*Y4 Gz (WA 8L mm 40 suoneosyienb pue asualiadxa Buipn|ou) 19aload siyi 03 paubisse
R ag {itm J2Y) jauuos.sad Aey §0 suopedijiiend pue aousIadxd JuRAdjaY
e uOo|1e}OIIOS SIY3 Ul pajsenbal seoialas JO adA) ayj Bupiaousd
(4% (4> ve ve 0% 0} pajejas esuewniopad jsed pue ‘suofiesyylienb ‘asuatiadxa sJasodolyg
d1 ‘v'd ‘Auedwod @ d11 477 WIBMIOH 8015
3901y UOSIEAA VGO L | uosunmig ‘uojdieyg | ‘usiing B Aa4pejooi A Yid3.Li"o
| SH3IS0d0¥d NOILD313S

ST

S3DIANES ONILIANY LNIANI4IANI TYNHILX3T

9Z. 'ON d4d



afe
Q\w \\u.

0L02/L1/5

[ =]

PREETT

N

TS .UN_Q;Q\

~-39RLYNDIS
‘IWVN LNi¥d
(8014 + jeoiuyo8])
SLINIOd TVLO04L
sjujod 99j4d jejol
[e21UY28} 8y} UC pauLes sjujod jeojuyDe) [BJ0} 841 JO 9%T)
8dusJdjald S, UBIDIBA
(smou jeoiuyoe) jo 12jo})

s \,mmv VA ks sjulod |BOIUYD3 ] [BjoL
uonedlog
N £8 \/ 8. A 98 S} u] peysanbal seojaes ey Buiplrnoid o} yoeoudde sJesodoty
$20}2B23U004NS jO
802 061 161 suopeoyiienb pue asustadxa Buipniout '1oefoid siyy 03 paubjsse ag
\, N \, Him jey) (ouuosiad A3y O suotiedyiiend pue sous1IadXs JURAS|3Y
uonRIINoS
922 122 (Y AA S1y3 Ul pejsenbel seoia1es jo adAs ay) Bujpiacid o} peje(al
/ \, \, aourguriopad jsed pue ‘suopesyljenb ‘eousliadxe s, asodoid

<%zwmmﬂ_m__mo dTUNITHOVY | dT7'HLYMYOH

‘NOLAMVHS WNHOHVYIN | IMOYD VINILIND
SAIS0d0¥d NQO{L0313S

L

3LISOdWOD LNIWOIS NOILVLHOdSNYYHL

STVSOdOYd 40 NOILYNTIVAS

SADIAY3S ONLLIANY LNIANIJFANT TYNHILXD

9Z. 'ON d4¥



0e02raess

v

00y |

(901 + [2O1UYI8 Y )
SINIOd V101

0l 9 o

sjulod 9o1d |B1O]

(uonuod (BojuLa8} By} U0 PELIES SJUIod [BOJULOS) [BO) BY) JO %)

290UBI801d S,URIBIOA

=

i (8A0qe smOJ [2o1uYyDe] JO (8]0 )
e sjulod |1B21UYD8) [BIOL
uonieyoljog
€l 6 gl siy) ul pajsanbal sadjauas ay) Buipiroad 0} yoeosdde sJasodody
si0}oenuoogns
0¢ (74 12 i o J0 suonedytenb pue asualedxa Bupnjoul 4o08foud siy) o) paubisse
i % ag ||im 1eY) jeuuosied Aay jo suolesyiienb pue asusiledxs “cm>m_m~;
: uolje}|o1oS SiY} Ul pajsanbed sasiaias jo adA) syj Bujpjaoud
(44 €L 0c or 0} paje|as souewiogied Jsed pue ‘'sucijedlyl|enb ‘esusjiadxs s 8s0doud
Y ORyaRo | a7l NIHOVY 411
‘NOLANYHS WNHOYVIN ‘HIVMYOH JMO¥D Vid3L1IEo
SY3S0d0ud NOILD313S

(3ONVNI4) HIWWVH Y319V

5 fsugr,
STYSOdO¥d 40 NOILYNIVAT
SADIAYIAS ONILIANY LINIANIJIANI TYNYILX3
9Z. 'ON d4d




0102/02i5

)

. (8014 + jBOIUYDD )
0oy SINIOd TV.LOL

oL Q Sjulod 901d (8301

...,TA uofuod 120Uy By Uo pauies sjuod [BojuYa; 12]0) 8U) JO %G)
i 80UB1B)0.1d S,UBIDIAA

(eA0qe smo. [eDjUYD8] JO |BJ0 | )
SHuiod jesiuyosayl |ejol

uoneyoIlog|
Siy) Ul pajsanbal sa0jA18s 8y Buipiaosd o3 yorosdde stasodouiyg
S s10}oed3u0oQgns
0¢ 0¢ 3% S¢ 10 suoneoylenb pue asuasadxa Buipn(ou] ‘1oefoid siy) o) poubitsse
aq |Im jeyy jpuuosiad A3y j0 suonesijienb pue asusiiadxe juead|ay
. uolRIDOG SiY} Ui pejsanbai s801A18s J0 0dA) vﬁ Buipiaoad
[4) 0¢ 6¢ ov o} pejejes souewioed ysed pue ‘'suoljeaytenb *soualiedxs sassodoldy
‘V'd ‘ANVdINOD ‘
2 NOSNNYE d17 NITHOWVY d11
‘NOLAMVHS WNHOYVIA ‘HLYMYOH 3IM0OH0 vid3a.LEo
SY3S0d0Yd NOI123713s|

(3ONVNI4) NOYAVd YONVY18
SIVSOdO¥d 40 NOILYNIVAT
SIDIANIS ONILIANY LNIANILIANI TYNYILXT
9Z. 'ON d4¥




04020215

(00114 + (BOIUYOS )
S1NIOd V101

<‘JL

SJUI0d 3%14d [BIO]

(uoriod (e2iuy28] By UO PBuIRS SHUiod [R0IULYDIB) [8)0] 81 JO %S)
80Ud19J31d S,UBIB)BA

(8A0QE SMO. [BDIULID8)] JO (8101 )
sjulod |eo1UYUD3] |B)0 1

uone}idios
SiY} Ul pIsenbai sa01A18s a3y Buiptaoad 03 yseoudde s.uasodoud

sJo}oRUODQNS
e¢ o€ GZ S¢ J0 suonesylienb pue asuaadxs Buipnoul ‘jo2fo.d siy) 03 paubisse
: 8q |IIM 3BY) [aLuOsJad Aay Jo SuoEdl|ENb pue 8oUBadXs JURAB|aY
uoieIdIIOS SIY) Ul pajsanbeus $821a18S jo a3dA) sy Buipiaoad
9¢ s€ F 0¢ o.v 0} pajejal asueuwopad jsed pue ‘sucpedylenb ‘asuajledxe sJesodoad
T RO | a1 NITHOVY 411
‘NOLJHVHS WNHOJYVIN ‘HLVMYOH 3MO¥D | V31180
i $4380d0¥d NOI112373S

(dollanv NOISSINING
e

$1vS0dOdd 40 NOILVATIVAZR

SADIAYIS ONILIANY LNIANIdIANI IYNHILX3

92L 'ON d4d



0102/02/5

(801 + 1B21UYDS ] )
S1INIOd TVi0L

oL Sjuiod 81id 830 L
o (uonJod jeouyoe} sy} uo paulee sjuiod 121uYI8) [B)O} 8} JO %G )
.,.\,.vm 25UB19)ald S,UBIDIDA
: (8A0qe SMmO.J jBIIUYIB) JO 8]0 L)
o,m Sjuj0d |BOIUYDD ] |BIO )L
el uopeysijos
vi £l €l m_‘ : SIy) Ul paysanbas sa01A105 aYy) Bulpiaoid 03 yoeousdde s sasodouryd
s10}0U02QNS
0¢ FA 62 Ge jo suonesyljenb pue aouaiadxe Buipnjoul '1oafoad siyy 01 pauBisse
aq jm jey) (auuosiad Aay Jo suopediyljend pue asuaLiadxa JurAajay
. uot}ey|o1108 S1Y) ut paysanbas sao1A1as Jo adA) au) Buipjroad
9¢ 8¢ €€ ov . 0} pajejas esuewsopad jsed pue ‘suoljedyy(jenb '‘esusniadxs s,4asodouyd
‘v'd ‘ANVdINOD , '
2 NOSNNYE d771 'NITHOWVY
‘NOLdNVHS WAHOYVYW Vid3iidd
S¥3S0d0¥d NOI12373S

(LNIWLYVCIQ NOILYIAY m0<D :2<:>: wm._ mzz<

w._<w0&0mm 40 ZO_._.<D.—<>m
S3DIAYIS ONILIANY LNJANIJIAN] TYNYILX3

9Z/. 'ON d4yd




010Z/02/5

(8014 + |B2ILYDD )
S1NIOd VL0l

sjujod @914d [Bjo1

g)
Ato.\toq\mo\conmEcosmEmmwE.\ou\on:om:EQm:Co &mv
90UDIBYDIJ S,UBIDIOA

(6r0Qqe smod 1BOILIYDS] JO (8]0 )
sjuiod |eoluyoay |ejoy

uoneydljog
Siy} Uy paysanbau $adiAlas ay) Buipiaoid o) yseoudde s asodoiy
; mSSEEOup:U
o¢ L r4S ‘ mm 30 suopesylenb pue asualiadxd Buipn(oul ‘199{osd siy) 0} paubisse
. aq |im jeY) |auuosiad Aay JO suoedijijenb pue souaiiadxa JuRAS|eY
uoiedl|og siyy ul paysenbas seds1aids jo adA) ay) Buiptaoud
€e ¢ g8e o.,v 0) pajefas eoueunopad jsed pue ‘suonedjjjenb ‘esusjiedxs s,1es0douyg
g 3
T OSMato | 71 ‘NHOv d11
‘NOLJNVHS WNHOXVYW ‘HAVMYOH 3MOYD VIid3Lliko
SU3S0d0¥d NOILD3T13S

(LNIWLYVHIQ ¥am3

5o

SIVSOdO¥d 40 NOILY

nv

S ' ¥3LVYM 3ava _s_szv

A3

HYT13A ¥313d

SADIAYAS ONILIANY LNIANIJ3AN! TYNHILX3

92.'ON ddd



0102/02/5

Y Lo (6014 + |BOIUYIS )
6. |80k SLNIOd V101

Sjul0d 891id |ejo]

o\m (uoiLIod [eO1LY28] BY) U0 PBUIES SJUIOd 1BDILLD8] [2]0) 8U) JO %G)
o

20UdIdjoldq S ,UBID)DA
! (en0qe smou jeojuyos) JO 81O )
06 . sjujod |eoluyo9| jejo|
P uojjejoios
mr - SIY) Ul pajsanbed sas1A19s dY) Buipiaoad 03 yoeoadde s,Jasodold
. si0joe4juoaqns
0¢ ¢e rAN . SE 30 suonesyitenb pue esuapadxas Buipn)ou) ‘)oafoad siy) o) paubisse

aqg ||im jey) [auuosJad Aay jo suonesyitenb pue 8sueliedxa Jueas|sy

uoneIdNoS SIY) Ul Peysanbe. saojalas o adA) ay) Buipiaocud

G¢ 8¢ LE 0} pajeje. vourLIOMed SBd pue ‘suo|jeayiienb ‘eousiiadxe s,1950d0.d

o Noouaue | @11 'NITHOv 411
‘NOLJNVHS WNHOYYIN ‘HLYMYOH aMO¥D | VIYd3LIHD
SY3S0d0Hd NOILDO313S

(LISNVYL 3ava INVIW) ¥3IANVF 31130r
G odste Fa
$VSOd0¥d 40 NOLLYNTVAS

S3DIAYUIS ONILLIANY LNIANIHIANI IVNYILXF
SZL 'ON dd4d




0102{02/5

3

2

(601 + (2OILUYOB L)
SLINIOd VL0l

SHul0d 991id [RI0L

8 oL 9
,o,,. (uotiod (221UL28) 8L} U0 PBLLIES SjUlOd [BIULDE] [BJO] 8Y) JO %G)
hos 2oUB19je1d S UBI8}OA
i B s (aA0Ge SMOJ [2DILUYDS] JO (8]0 )
88 06 sjujod |eojuyda jejo )
o uoneioios|
6 6 6 m.,r SIY} Ul pajsanbal $891A48S au} Buipiaoid 0y yseoudde s.u8s0douy
whovumhcooﬂ
Ge GL 8l qe jo suoneosyilenb pue ssueliadxs Burpniouy ‘}aaloid siyy 03 paubisse
g aq [im jey) [suuosatad Aex Jo suoljesyyienb pue asusadxa Jueasiay
e D U0131E3191|0S S)Y) Ul pajsanbals 5821A18s Jo adA} ey} Buipiaoud
[4) (4 [4) ﬁ ov , 0} paje|es souewIONSd Jsed pue ‘suojjedijiienb ‘asusliadxe s 8s0do.d
Y oan e | dT ‘NIHOv
‘NOLJHVHS WNHOYUVIN VIH3 LD
SUIS0d0¥d NO!LD373S

OLYD-09IVaIH 3011V

S3DIAYAS ONLLIANY LNIANISIANI TYNYILX3

9¢. 'ON d4d



0102/L4/8

{FUNLYNDIS

—

(6014 + [BOIUYOE )
SINIOd TViO0L

sjulod aolid jejol

&k

(uood
(BOILUYDB] BY) U PBUIRS SJUIOd [BDILYDS) B]0) 8] JO %G)
90UDIDJBId S,URIDIBA

{smo. jeojuyse) Jo |8jo] )
Sjulod |BOjUYod] B30

Uone}|O}0S
\,mm Va 9. \J 98 Siy} U) paIsanbal sedjates ey Buipiaosd 0} yaeosdde m.._mmono._n;
$1012841100¢NS §O

/SL e Z8l clLL \J 16} suonesylienb pue ssuspiedxe Hulpnidul 199fosd s1ul 03 peuBisse aq

\J \/ ll{m 32U} [ouuosiad A8y jo suojied))jenb pue edusjiodxe jueaajay
uoijelidiiog

08l L0Z 061 6.2 syl u| peysenbaus sasialas jo odA) oy Buipjaoad o3 pajeled

\ \ \, \/ souruLIOLed 1SR puk ‘suopeoyend ‘esusiiedxe s1850d0ud

vd ‘Auedwod d11 077 'sewoyy ® 071VdD

B UOSIEMA ‘uljyoey winyalep i uoibuiaod AarieH | ‘piAg si1apiog ‘D YIiNALIND
SH3S0d0OHd NQOILD213S

3LISOdNOD INIWOIS SLOVHINOD "LON NOILVIAY

$IVS0dOHd 40 NOILVNIVAZ

SIADIAYIS ONILIANY INIANIHIANI TYNYILXI

92.'0ON d4d



0102/02/5

o)
=

(801i4 + jBOILUYD® )
S.INIOd Tv.1i0l

sjulod 8oi4d |e1ol

(uoyuod resjuyse] eyl Uo pauies Sjujod (eo1uyoa] [2]0) 8y} JO %G)
0UIRLd S,UBIDIDA

(8n0qe smo. (eo1uy28] JO (BJ0 1)
SjuUI0d [BOIUYDa | |ejoy

uofjejtsilog
Sy} ui peysanbad sadjates ey} Buipiaoid o) yseosdde s ses0doay
w‘_o“um‘::gnsb
(YA 62 rAS az jo suonjesyiendb pue asusisadxa Bujpnjoul 95efoid 1y o} paubisse
8g |jim jey) jauuosised A8y JO suonesijijenb pue 8suapiedxs jJueas|ay
uotieydIlog SIY} Ul pajsenbad sania1as Jo adAy ayy Buipiacad
8¢ 13> 4> s 0} paie(as eourwiopad jsed pue ‘suonesytienb 'edusiadxs s 49s0doay
vd d11 071 'sewoy | 91 vdo
‘Auedwon @ UOSIEAA | ‘Uljyoey winyoiey | uojbulnosy Asauey! ‘pihg sieplog ‘9 VIiH3L1ido
Sd3S0d0ud NOILD373S

(3ONVYNI4) H3IWWVH H31HVD
w«a A% . E( )
S7YSOdO¥d 40 NOLLYNIVAS
S3DIAYIS ONILIANY LNIANIJIAN] TWNHILX3
9Z. ‘ON dd4¥




0£02/02/5

>
>

(80114 + jBOILYDE ] )
SINIOd V101

sjulod 9911d 81O L

( uoiod jeOIUYDE] By} UO PBUIBS SJUIOd [BOIUYDS] [B)O) 8Y] JO %G) g
95Ud19)8.d S,UBIDIDA

(anoge smo. [B2juYyo8) JO Bjo] )
sjulod {eoiuyoa| [ejo |

uone}si|og
S|y} ul paisanbas sasiates ay) Buiplaosd 0} yseouddde s,1850d04 ¢

1

sS10}oeIUOIgNS
YA ez ez 0¢ 30 suonedyenb pue asusitadxas Buipn|out ‘18foad sy oy paubisse
h g jiim eyl _mccom..ma >mv_ o wr_o_“wuc:m:U pue wu:mtwaxm jueasjoy
uoneusnog siY) ul paysenhas sesiAias jo adA) ay) Buipiaoad
8z [4> > £e 0} pojejas eouewiomued ysed pue ‘suonedyiiend ‘esusiiadxs saasodoagd

v vd d71 011 ‘sewoyl o711 vdo
‘Auedwon g uwosiepp| ‘ujyoey wnysiely |9 uojbujao) AendeH | ‘piAg steplog ‘D Vi3 LYo
- SH3AS0d0udd NOILD3A3S

-

5

b

$1vS0dOdd 40 NOI

S3DIAYIS ONILLIANY LNIANI43IAN! TYNY3ILX3

9ZL 'ON ddd



0102/02/5

VAN

-

(8014 + |2O1UYDS )
SLNIOd V.10l

sjulod 8914d |BjOL

{ uojJod jeojuyos) oy} ud pauips sjutod [80IUYI6] [BIO] BU) 1O %G)

‘Auedwion @ uosIepA

L |

‘uryoey wnyalep

» uolbuiroy AenueH | ‘plhg siapiog )

%S 5
i JUDID}04 4 S, URBIDIOA
(aA0Qqe SmOo. [BO1LUYIS] JO [B)O )
om Sjujod |Bolulyoa] |10
L uopeyIsl08
5k sy} ui peysanbal sasiasas ayy Buipiaold 03 yseoddde suesodoad
sloyoenuosqns
3% 0% 0Z GZ (18 J0 suoneoyienb pue asualiadxe Buipnjoul ‘josloid siyy 03 paubisse
aq {{im ey jauuosaad A3y JO Suoljesitienb pue 8oualJadxd JurAd|aYy
: uoi}e3tol|og sIyj ut peysanbal sesjaues jo adA) ayj Bujpiaoad
St 02 8l 8z o.v 0} pajejas asuewiopad jsed pue ‘suopedyienb ‘asus)jisdxe s desodoayd
vd d11 0711 ‘sewou 311 vdo

vidaiido
SHISOdoNd NOILD3T3S

ST

P i) :

T

SIVS

(MOLIGNY NOISSIWINOD 40 301440) NOSYIANY STTHVHD

SADIAYIS ONILIANY LNIANI43AN! TYNEILXT

9ZL 'ON d4d



04 02/02/8

S
>

(8914 + jEOILUYDB )

S1INIOd TV10L

sjujod 9901ud |BIO|

( uotiod jeo1ulas) ey uo pauies Sjuiod [BOIUYDS] [B]0] 8yl JO %G)
92UudI8jald S,UBIdBA

(6AOQR SMO. [821LLID] JO [RIO])
sjulod |Bojuyo9] |ejot

uonensi|og|
sSiyy ul paysenbai sestaes ay) Buypiacad 03 yseoadde s,48s0do.id

) si0j0e4u0dqns
4 Gz ¢ ) 62 jo suonesijljenb pue asuspadxa Burpnjout }098foad siy3 0} paubisse
aq |lim jey) jauuosisad Aey Jo suoljedyiienb pue adualiadxa Jueaalay
- uoIIe}I9110G SIY) Ul pajsanbau sanjAlas Jo adA) sy} Buipiaoad
€z 62 9z g¢ 03 pejeiad aouewopad jsed pue ‘suopiedilienb ‘ssualiadxs s.i8s0doud
vd dM 0771 ‘sewoyl 271 vdo
‘Auedwion » UOSIBMA| ‘uljyoey wnyotely @ uolBulro) Aamiey! ‘piAg siapiog o vid3aldo
SH3S0dO¥d NOILOT13S|

S3ADIAUIAS ONILLIANY LNIANIJIAAN! TvNEILX3
92. 'ON dd¥



0102102/

+
S

(8014 + jeOIUYD8 )
SLINIOd Tviol

SJUI0d 331id [B10L

(uorpod jeauysae) 8y uo pauses sjuod |2OJLYD8) [BJO] 8] JO %G)

20UBlaBld S,URIBIDA

(8n0ge SMOJ [BDILLDS] JO [B]O )

SIUI0d jediuyoal Bjo]

uojienoljos
siy3 ul peysanbal saaiazas 8y} Buipiaosd 03 yoeoadde $1850douy
sJojorijUuoOqNs
YA/ 62 0¢ ee J0 suojieoyijenb pue aosualadxa Buipnyou; ‘1oaload siy3 o1 peubisse
aq Jjim JBY} jl2uucsiad L8y O suoijedijjjienb pue asualiadxa JusAd|aY
6z o0 e i uojie}In(oS SIy} Ul pejsanbal seoiales jo adA) ayj Buipiaold
b 9¢ 0] paie|aJ souewlopad jsed pue ‘suofiesyiiend ‘esusedxa s,4850d01y

vd d11 071 ‘sewoy 271vYdO
‘Auedwion p UOSIBAA| ‘uljydsey winyodely |9 uolbuinog Asrlel| ‘plAg siapiog ‘D ViH3LI™D
o SHISOd0O¥Hd NOILO313S

3S % ¥3LVM 3AVA IAVIND dVI3A

g

sV

REUBIN
SOdO¥d 40 NOILYNIVAI

¥313d

SIDIAHIS ONILIANY LNSAN343ANI TYNH3LX3

9ZL 'ON ddd



oLgzrozis

>

(aoLid + Jeoiuy2s} )
SLINIOd Y10l

sjuiod @914d {8101

( uosuod feauyos) 8y} uo peules sjuod [BojLYDa) JBJO} 8} JO %G)

20ualajald S,UBla)OA

I B

(8n0Qe SMOJ JeDjuYI8] jO 18}0 ) )
Sjul0d |B2UYDD] |BJO]

uoyieiiniog
Siu} Ul pajseanbas saoialas ay) Buipiaoid 03 yseosdde s yesodousd
S40}521U0qNS
82 97 (Y4 XN j0 suonesyyenb pue esuspadxe Buipnjous 1osfoid sjy) o3 paubisse
aq |11m jey) jeuuosied Loy jo suonedyijenb pue adusLIedxa JueAdjay
uo3etoilog siyl Ut pajsanbal sas1A18s o adA} ay) Bupiaoad
LE £e 0e 8¢ 0) paje|aJ asueunoped jsed pue ‘suopnesyijenb ‘sdusnedxe saesodouy
vd dM 071 'sewoyy 271 vdD
‘AuBdwon B UOSIBAAL ‘UljyoeY wnyalely (9 uoibuinog AsaleH| ‘plAg siaplog ') Yid3a1id0
| S3¥380d0dd NOILO313S
(LISNVYL 3ava INVIN)

AT

SIVSOdOdd 40 NOILYNTVYAI
SIOIANIS ONILIANY LINFANIJIANI TYNNILX3

92/ 'ON d4d




0102/02/5

(9014 + |eouyoa ] )
SINIOd V10l

Sjujod 991id |BIOL

]
|

89Ul S,URIBIOA

( uojuod [eotuyoe; ayy Lo pauies sjujod [BojUYDS] |80 8] JO %S) v

(8r0ge smo. [BO1LYD8] JO [BIO 1)
sSjuj0d [Bojuyda] [e30]

uofjgy|sljog
6 6 6 6 siy3 us peysenbey se91A19s ay) Buipjaoad o) ydeoidde ss9sodoud
siojoeJjUOIgNS
1z Sl Sl (WA jo suonesyienb pue asusisedxa Buipniou) ‘Josfoid siuy) o) pouBisse
8q {|im jey) [suuosaed Aay jo suofiesyljenb pue adsustiadxa jueas(ey
uoie}oiog siyy Ul paysenbal s8s1A485 10 adAl ayy Buipiaoud
ve ve ve 144 0) paje|al esurwioped ysed pue ‘suojjedijienb ‘esualsdxa saasodoayg

vd 41 011 ‘sewoy] 971 vdd
‘Auedwon g uosiepA| ‘uljuoey wnydiel | uojBuino) AsAleH | ‘piAg siapiog D VIid3Lllyo
i SH3S040ud NOILO3T3S|

(LNaNdO13A3Q SSANISNG

@t&ﬂ 4

STVSOdONd 40 NOILYATYAS

i1 1BINY -

TIVINS 40 LNFWLHVYCIA) OLYD-0DIVAIH 301V

S3DIAYIS ONILIANY LNIANIJAANI TYN¥ILX3

92L 'ON dd¥



Memorandum e

Date: ~May 24, 2010
To: Those Listed Below
From: George M. Burgess

County Manager

Subject: Evaluation/Selection Committee for the Finance Department Request for Proposals for External
Independent Auditing Services — RFP No. RQFN0900007 (Substitution #1)

Please be advised that | substituting Alice Hidalgo-Gato of the Department of Small Business
Development in place of Belty Alexander, formerly of the same department. Should you have any
questions please refer them to Sharon Ryland of the Department of Smail Business Development.

Selection Committee

Annie Perez, DPM, Non-Voting Chairperson
Carter Hammer, Finance

Blanca Padron, Finance

Charles Anderson, OCA

Anne Lee, MDAD

Peter Velar, MDWASD

Joelle Janvier, MDT

Alice Hidalgo-Gato, SBD

Cathy Jackson, AMS (Alternate)

¢ Miriam Singer, Director, DPM
Jose Abreu, Director, MDAD
John Renfrow, Director, MDWASD
Harpal Kapoor, Director, MDT
Penelope Townsley, Director, SBD



M

Memorandum Ens

Date: February 23, 2010

To: Those Listed Below

From: George M. Burgess .
County Manager

Subject: Evaluation/Selection Committee for the Finance Department Request for Proposals for External
independent Auditing Services - RFP No. RQFN0S00007

In accordance with Administrative Order 3-34, | am-hereby appointing those listed below as the Selection
Committee for the Finance Department Request for Proposals for External Independent Auditing Services
- RFP No. RQFN0900007:

Selection Committee

Annie Perez, DPM, Non-Voting Chanrperson
Carter Hammer ‘Finance i

Blanca Padron, Finance

Charles Anderson, OCA

Anne Lee, MDAD

Peter Velar, MDWASD
-Joelle Janvier, MDT

Betty Alexander, SBD

“Cathy Jackson, AMS (Alternate)

) The Selection Committee will meet to rewew written or printed material regarding the qualifications of
each of the certified firms as it relages to. the, requirements defined in the advertised document. If
required, the Selection Committee will s el oct several candidate firms meeting the published criteria, to
make oral presentations at a propeny notlced pubhc hearing to the full Selection Committee.

The Selection Commlttee shall be responSIble for evaluating, rating and ranking the proposals by each
Committee member, based on the criteria and procedure contained in the advertised document. ‘The
Evaluation/Selection Committee will first evaluate and rank responsive proposals on the Technical
{Quality) criteria. If responsive proposers are invited to make oral presentations, the Committee may re-
rate and re-rank the proposals based .upon the written documents combined with the oral presentation.
You may utilize staff of the lssumg department and the using agency to conduct a prehmlnary review of

the proposals for responsiveness to the techmcal ‘requirements. All.requests for specific determinations
shall be made in writing to the County Attomey’s Office. :

You are directed to assist me in the select @n y “s consndenng me factors delineated in the advertised
document. These factors may |nclude methodology and management approach, qualifications and
~experience of principals and staff, fi nancsal stablllty proposer's past performance of similar scope and
size, proposer's detailed plans to meet. the objectlves of each task, activity, etc., pursuant to any

- schedule, proposer's previous County expenence history and experience of the firm or individuai(s),
understanding of the project . and. the. County's objectives, responsiveness to the established
requirements, and Cost/Revenue (normally separate and sealed). When the document requires the -
proposer to provide cost/revenue in a separate sealed envelope, cost/revenue will be considered
separately and after the other criteria-have been evaluated.

A



Selection Commitiee
Page 2

If you are unable to participate in the ‘Selection process, contact this office through Small Business
Development (SBD) by memorandum documenting the reason why you cannot participate. Only in cases
of dirg urgency may you be excused from: pamCIpatlon

“The alternate committee member wnll § e only |n the event. oﬁan ‘approved: substitution. No substitution
of committee members shall be allowed after the first official meeting of the.committee. The Department
of Procurement Management'’s (DPM) REP Unit may substitute the chairperson to ensure the appropnate
‘level of staffing expertise as deemed necessary {0 accommodate the needs of this sohcstatlon

- Following the oral presentatnon, or upon completion of the review process, the Committee shall prépare

and submit a memorandum -to-include a narrative of the evaluation and justification of the top
recommended fimm(s) based upon the reasoning and mathematical formula, if utilized, and attach
-supporting documentation and a summary sheet which-MUST include the following information:

. Name; of firm(s)
Quali Ratmg Score
Price-~
Adjusted Score (if applicable)
Committee's Overall Ranking

This report should be submitted to me through the SBD for review and consideration for further
recommendation to the Board of County Commissioners.

As a matter of administrative policy and to maintain a fair and impartial process, all individuals appointed
to the Selection Committee (mcludmg the.Chairperson) and staff are instricted to refrain from dlscussmg
the solicitation with prospective lobbyists.and/or consultarits. Commlttee members are reminded that in
accordance . with the Cone of .Silence -—Ordmance 98-106, they are prohibited from having any
communication with potential respon s and/or thelr representatlves Violation of this pollcy could lead
to termination. . s . o

All questions must be directed to the‘_egéff _Vc'omaci person(s) :d,e'sign_ated by the issuing department.

¢: Minam Singer, Director, DPM.
Jose Abreu, Director, MDAD .
John Renfrow, Director, MDWASD
Harpal Kapoor, Director, MDT
Penelope Townsley, Director, SBD

Selection Committee :
Annpie Perez, DPM, Non—Votlng (
Carter Hammer, Finance
Blanca Padron, Finance
Charles Anderson, OCA
Anne Lee, MDAD

Peter Velar, MDWASD
Joelle Janvier, MDT
Betty Alexander, SBD
Cathy Jackson, AMS (Alternate) .
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Memorandum ""‘3

Date: ‘ March 1, 2011
. Honorable Chairman Joe A. Martinez -
To: and Members, Board of County Commissieners Agenda Item No. 8(0)(1)(D)
From: George M. Burgess"'
County Manager
Subject: Recommendation to Reject Prbposgls for RFP No. 726: External Independent

Auditing Services

On_September 21, 2010, the Board of County Commissioners (Board) rescinded the
recommendation to reject the proposals for the Aviation Management Contracts segment and
instead directed that segment be awarded to the highest ranked firm, C Borders-Byrd, CPA LLC,
requiring the waiving of the bid protest procedures. The Board authorized the completion of
negotiations and delegation of award of this segment to the County Mayor. The negotiations
have been completed and the contract has been awarded. This item is amended to remove the
rejection of proposals for the Aviation Management Contracts - Segment from the
recommendation.

RECOMMENDATION

It is recommended that the Board of County Commissioners reject all proposals received for External
Independent Auditing Services for the Finance Department on the General, Aviation, Water and Sewer,
and Transportation Segments.

RFP NO: 726
RFP TITLE: ‘ External Independent Auditing Services
DESCRIPTION: The County issued a solicitation to engage external

independent auditors for the annual examination of the
County’'s financial statements in accordance with ‘Miami-
Dade County Home Rule Amendment and Charter,
Section 5.03(G). Under this solicitation, the County has
five discrete operations that require external independent
auditing as follows:

1. General Segment
2. Aviation Segment
3. Water and Sewer Segment
4. Transportation Segment
5. Aviation Management Contracts Segment
TERM: Three years with two, one year options-to-renew.
APPROVAL TO ADVERTISE: April 16, 2010
CONTRACT AMOUNT: $5,295,360 for the initial three-year term.
PREVIOUS CONTRACT AMOUNT: The Fiscal Year (FY) 2008-09 audit contract amounts are



