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Inspector G e n d  
Miami-Dade County 
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Subject: B r m  and Cddwell Response to Draft Audit Repofi of the 
QfFice of the Inspector G e n d  (OIG) Dated June 8,2005 

Dear Mr. Mazella: 

Brown and Caldwell appreciates the opportunity to respond to fie subject draft audit 
report c"Draft Audit Report"). B m  and Caldwell hIly supports the OTG's mission 
and believes that it plays an important role in t h e  management of the public's 
'business. We certain$ recognize the d u e  of periodic audits of public contracts, and 
we welcome a fair and accurate audit of our performance under the Professi~nd 
Setvices Agreement ('%A'') with &fie County. We have l l l y  mperatied with yout 
office on this audit. In that spirit of cooperation, bur d d e d  comments herein are 
intended to enable the OJG to correct a number of serious errors and 
misunderstandings and issue a Grer and more acmhte find report. 

Our attached response is organized into the following main sections: 

r Background and Ilistorical Role of Brown and Caldwell 
* Detailed Cornen& and Corrections: 

o Role and Scope of Work of the Bond Consultant 
0 Pri&g and c o s t  Sttucture 
o Invoicing 
o Attachments 

W e  have structured this cover letter to summat'ize these topics in a similar order. 
However, the cover letter is not a substitute for a thorough revierxr of he attached 



response tep* kiduding the &fely decumented Deaed Comments and 
Corrections section. 

We dso request a face to face meeting with the Inspector Gend im review the 
attached response in detail. We believe such a joint review is necessary in orda to 
correct h e  errors and misundentmdings in the Draft Audit Report W e  are 
confident that after firth- review you will w e e  that some of the language used in 
tfie Draft Audit Report is unwarranted by the facts. 

The Draft Audit Report as currently worded is highly inaccurate and misleading. It 
unfaitly impugns the integrity and campete.nce not only of Brown and Caldwell, but 
also the professional s t a f f  of the Department af  Solid Waste Management rthe 
Department'q, the County Manager's Office, the County Attorney's Office, and the 
Board of County Commissioners. An amended report shouId be issued as soon as 
possible in order to mitigate the damage already caused by the Draft Audit Report. 

-d a d  Wisto&l Role of B m  d Caldwetl 

Aside lkom accuracy problems, the Dmfi Audit Report's omission of h e  most basic 
and essential f&s about B m  and C a l m "  years of service to the Department 
creata a misleading impmsion. Specifically, the DraFt Audit Report fads to 
acknowledge that the Professional SerPices Agreement has been, for 18 years, an 
overwhelming success for the Departmen< the rategayess and he Bondholders. 

Bmm and Caldwd has helped the Department avert serious consequences by 
identifplng potential problems and, h y $  its consulting function, created solutions. 
We were there in the mid 1990's when the entire Solid Waste Management Syskrn 
and its tonnage essentially shmk by 40%; and we had a tend role in the 
development and implementation of the Strategic Plan, which aIlowed the 
Department to make it &rough this thmtening W o d  while maintaining its bond 
debt service coverage. W e  served in this key wnsulting role as hundreds a5 mil1ions 
of dollars in bond issues were successfully accamphhed, including one as m t l y  as 
April 2005, when a $75 d o n  bond issue was quickly sold. We have thus h d p d  the 
Solid Waste Management System to grrrw into one of the 1-t Wy integrated waste 
management systems in the United States, encompassing hundreds of millions of 
dollars in waste-to-energy, lmdflk, transfer system, and collection system assets- 

Role and S -* Bond C- 

The Dtaft dudit *a evidences a hck of understanding of the role of the bond 
consultant and its scope of work unda the PSA. Por example, the assdon hi t  the 
Department " . . .cdd have multiple Bond Engineers or Consulting E n g j n t ~ ~ ,  one 
for each authorking $0urc:eV is inconsistent with the Master Bond O d n m c e  and is 
c o w  tn the industry standard fbr bond dmts. It is likely that such an 
arrangement would be received with skepticism by h e  bond financing c o r r r m ~ ~ .  



Unfottufiately, this assertion regarding "multiple bond fidengineers" is not an isolated 
misconception. The Draft Audit Report maka n number of assdons as to how the 
Bond Consultant's mle should be limited to somehow esrclude consulting, However, 
it ignores the clear pmvisions of the go&g Master Bond Ordinance 96-168 and 
the PSA which describe the importance of h e  consulting role of the Bond 
Consultant. 

The language of the Ordinance and the PSA makes cleat that, fat from creating a 
"conflict of interest" as alleged in the Draft Audit Report, h e  consulting work is 
integral to the Bond Consultant's dehed role. Brown and CddweU is not merely an 
auditor preparing annual inspection reports, but is a pfime consultant with wide 
ranging duties specifically including hlgh level consulting on dzy-to-day operations, 
finances, and asset management of the Departmat. The D d e d  Comments and 
Corrections section Ntes the relevant provisions of the Master Bond Ordinance and 
the PSA that shouId have been referenced in the Draft Audit Report. These excerpts 
are included in Attachment A and Attachment B, respectively, for your convenience. 

Moreover, despite its allegation of an appamntx of conflict of interest, the Dsaft 
Audit Repott daes not identify a single insmce where the Department staff has tried 
to infiuence or temper the language of Brown and CaldweWs findings, much less a 
situation where such mpeting actually succeeded. In the absence of even a single 
example of an actual conflict of interest over n d y  two decades, the Draft Audit 
Repods gratuitous comparison between the B m  and CaldwelI contract and t h e  
relationshp between Enron and M u t  Anderson is compktely unjustified and 
unnecessarily damaging to Brawn and Cddwell's well earned local and national 
reputation for honesty and professionalism. 

Brown and Caldwel acknowledges the need, p ing  forward, to update the language of 
the PSA to reflect tfie County's latest general termshand "boilerplate'" t it ie the scope 
of work and the detailed sole of the Bond Conswltant to h e  requirements of the 
Master Bond Ordinance and other authorizing docurnab. These measures ate 
already underway and will be incorporated into thk pending 8& Amendmmt to the 
PSA, Tn it, the PSA has been completely restated using the OIG's recommended 
model of the Water and Sewer Department (WASD) equivalent Bond Engineer PSA. 

The Draft Audit Report's inaccuracies mult in part Stom the fact that, a the audit 
proceeded, and particularly during our "exit M e w " ,  we were not afforded the 
opportutity that we requested to respond to individual invoicing item issues. We 
were prodded, at the "exit intenid', only a short text sheet which described the 
OIG's finding on invoicing in a generd manner. No specific Work Order numbers 
were given. 

As our Deded Cornme and Corrdons demonstrate, it appears that fhe auditor's 
review of documents was not suffiumtIy comptehehske and did not approptiately 



cordate, or understand, dl the dmt documentation regarcling B m  and 
C d h e E l ' s  services and kwoichg. As a consequence, much of the analysis and dne 
finding of the Draft Audit Report are etroneow. A p t  deal of u n n e c e s q  efbrt 
for all parties muld have been avoided by dowing us to identify for he audit staf f  all 
the documents relevafit and necessary for the OIG's consideration of information 
prior to reaching conclusions. 

Out of the approximately f 7.2 million dollars of invoices that were audited in detail 
from the last six years of the con tract, we have identified potential retroactive credits 
to the D-t of $13,380.94, representing only a tiny fraction of the hundreds of 
thousands of dollars in revenues all+@ in the First Draft Audit Report to be 
ques.tionable. This represents an accuracy rate of approxirrmtely 99.8 Y o ,  a level of 
accuracy and fairness that would be enviable for any large wniract of this type over 
so many pem. The compamtively insignificant discrepancies are as follows: 

o Two %me Bc Materids invoices dated February 12,2003 and April 9,2003 
both included, hdvertently, a sub-consultant's charge for $56250. This 
c h w  should have been included only once; 

o Over 9 Time & Materids Work Ordm stretching over the 6 years of the 
audit period and totaling $470,203.78 inwiced out of the $7.2 d ~ n  
audited, the i n ~ o i c d  amounts inadvertently exceeded our understanding 
of the c a n t r a d  time & materials fotmulas in effect at the he, on a net 
basis, by $12,818.44. 

These items are isolated and obviously had vet ten^ and certainly do not evidence a 
pattern of inaccurate invoicing, as alleged in the Draft Audit Repoa. We propose t~ 
include a credit for these items in fot.thcMning invoicing. Bmm and C a l W  has 
d e n  steps to strengthen invoicing procedures in the years and months since hese 
avers@ts occurred, and we zre confident hat such clerical disaepmdes wiU not 
m m .  

As stated above, &own and CaE$wd would be pIeased to work closely with the OIG 
in reviewing and understanding, on an item-by-item basis the complete, pdnent 
€actual record, with the shared god of producing a fik, accurate and prufaionally 
sound Ametlded D& Audit Report. We greatly appreciate your careful 
consideration of the infomation we have provided. 

Stuart W. Oppenlterm, P.E 
Vice President-Florida Operations 



Copy to: 

Mr. James Miller, President and Chief Operating Officer 
Mr, Robert hichtner, Senior Vice President, G e n d  Counsel and Secretary 
Mr. Phillip K. Feeney, Senior Vice President and Southeast Business Unit M a n w  
Mr. Michael J. Dmtici, Vice President 
Mk. Leonard N. Enriquez, Client Service Manager 
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2.0 DETAILED COMMENTS AND CORRECTIONS 

ROLE AND WORK SCOPE OF THE BOND CONSULTANT 
Fin* No. 1 
Finding No. 2 
Finding No. 3 
Finding No. 12 

PRICING AND COST STRUCTURE 
Finding No, 4 
Finding No. 5 

INVOICING 
Finding No. G 
Finding No. 7 
Finding No. 8 
Finding No. 9 
Finding No. 10 
Finding No. 11 



1.0 BACKGROUND AND HISTORICAL ROLE OF BROWN AND W W E W ,  

Miami-Dade County is a premier client for Brown and CddweJl, with whom we have maintained an 
excellent workmg relationship since at kast 1987. Duting this h e ,  working with the Miami-Dade 
County Department of Solid Waste Management r the Department") and on behalf of the 
Bondholders (as stipulated by Bond Ordinance), we have been inssumentd in achieving the growth, 
development, and stability of the Department and the Miami-Dade County Solid Waste Management 
Sys tern ("the Solid Waste Management System'' ox "the System"). The Solid Waste Management 
System is one of the largest in the United States, representing an annual operating budget of over $200 
d o n  and including one of the world's largest waste processing facilities (the Resowces Recovery 
Facility), three advanced technology landms, a large and complex waste transfer system, and a 
colection system that serves a d h o n  residents. 

As Bond Cmsulmt, we have supported numerous Solid Waste System Revenue bond issues that 
have made possible development of hundreds of d o n s  of dalIars in facilities that make up the asset 
base of the Solid Waste Management System. We petformed consistently when e x t d  h d u s q  and 
market conditions changed and put enormous economic and operational pressures on the Department 
and the System An nrampk of such an extraordinary p o d  is the mid 1990's, duting which the 
Department's annuaI revenue tomage dedined from 2.1 d o n  tom to 1.2 d o n  tons foU&ng a 
1994 U.S. Supreme Court decision limiting the application of municipal flow control laws; Brown and 

t Caldwell was instnunend in supporting the developmmr of a corrective strategic plan for the 
Department, which included very hrgc scale downsizing and reahpment of resources. 

Despite such c h a l l v s  (and often painful and difficult actions taken to a d h a s  these chdenges), the 
Miami-Dade County Solid Wmte Management System has consistently met debt service m e r a g e  ratio 
tests, and h a s  maintained strong ratings with h d  rating agencies such,as Fitch, M d y ' s ,  m d  
Standard & Poor's. As recently as April of 2005, a successFul$?5 &on bond issue was completed, 
with strong demand shown on Wid Street for these high quality bonds, and a vetp strong degree of 
faith demonstrated in h e  soundness of the Solid Waste Management System. This success has not 
been accidental; Brown and CddweU has alerted the Department, County government in gened, and 
the hfiancial community to impending problems and has helped craft solutions that made these mny 
years of successfd, rapid g r a d  and change possible. 



R o m  AND _WORK SCOPE _ O F m  2 .o 

. Fin* No, 1 . FindingNo.2 
Finding No. 3 
Finding No. '12 



July 12,2005 
Page 5 

o erskht of &t- Solid Wa* System o_~eratioos w4ile &o rea - owmtiom ~unpon - md . . 
V 

es creates the w w  

ImLu 
of service and professional integrity are core values for Brown and CddweU, aad we ' 

there fore take exception to the assertion that the telatimship hetween Brown and Caldwell and the 
Department is somehow "mbalanced", cchsufficiently independent", at "dysfunctional'"; we also take 
exception to the cornparison of our role with that of Arthur Andmen st Emon. There is also the 
assestion that an "'appearance of zonfict of interest" has been created. These terns directly lead to the 
conclusion that somehow the integdty of the telationship, and the professional integrity of the Bond 
Consultant, have been eomptomised or at least should be questioned. 

c- tions. In fact, for 
example, Brown and Cddwefl's m u d  reports for the Resources Recovery Facility, and for the System 
overall, report numerous deficiencies that were identified and documented by Brom and Caldwell. 
Bmwn and Caldwd fiequendy points out c ~ ~ ~ v e  actions that are recommended to the 
Department regat* rates and c h w  , finances in general, operations, and capital improvements. IJ 

be noted that the Departmeat b wa o r 
pecommendation$. nor w ~ u I d  we w e t  consider for one moment dohv so, 

1 The Draft Audit Report Findiag No. 1 bases the appeamnce of conflict of interest on the fact that the 
Bond Consultant has provided "operations support and management advisory senrices." This reflects 
an apparent lack of mdesstaading of the role of the Bond Consultant. 

el3 Consultant is nst an occ:CaSioml auditor or inspector, and, ws expressed by the County 
Manager in the Seventh Amendment County Manager's Cover Memomdurn of Apd 2002, "The 
continued in-depth hvol~emat oh ttze Bond Engineer in the hcal and-operatioaal affairs of the 
Department is integral to its [the Department's] Iwg-tan success." eleasc see Attachment IA.) 
Such in-depth involvement is also fundamental if h e  Bond ConsuItant is to ''sound the ahmi'' and 
make recomtnmdatims w h a  there is an im~w h e a t  to debt service coverage. 

Because -tmt's w g e ~ l e n t  are % r th 
96168 and by other suthotizhg documents listed below, p p& 
maZraQe of such recmam~dati om Iconsdw> - to t he Detlarltae nt (re: &&w NO, 1 on Role and . . 
&ope of the Bond Consultant) by the Bond Consultant ('Tonsultatlt" is the dehed tern @lease see 
Attaclimeut A) used in the Master Bond Ordinance 96-168, which sets forth the basic scope of the 
function] on the o p t i m ,  h a c e s ,  and any other aspect of the Department or the (1.8 W o n  tons 
per year and $250 d o n  per y d  SoEd Waste Management Spstem; as provided in the Master Bond 
Ordinance 96- 1 68 @lase see Attachment A): 

a. Section 607: ". , .and such other a&ce md recommendations as they [the Bond 
Consultant] may deem desirable,'" 

b. Section 607 (continued): ". . .recommendations of the C o d t a n t  h respect of rates and 
cf iqges ' "  
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c. Section 607 (comkued): ". . .recommendations as to repairs, replacemem, and 
imptmement~. , .'" 

d. Section 6 12: Approval of the ConsuItant is required for the permitting of Cornpetitwe 
[solid waste] Facilities 

t. Section 605: Consultant must approve plans for any improvement to the System (mcluding 
those for the Resources Recwery Facility, landhlT expansions, transFer stations, Iandfill 
closures etc.) 

f. Section 618: Consultant must approve disposition of assets; 

and is also provided for under the following authorizing documents: 

g. The PSA (please see Attachment B): 

i. Section IM-Consulting Engineer Duties: "These duties concern the physic& 
opemtiaml and financial aspects of the System and the Project in relation to the 
Bonds.. ." 

ii. Section ZIA2-Other Consulting Engineer Duties: "The Engineer s h d  provide 
recommendasions to the County on specific physical, operahonal, and/or t c a l  
aspects of the System at  any time upon request horn the Ditector of the Solid 
Waste Management Department or his authorized representative." 

iii. Section IIB-Miscellaneous Engineering Services: "The Engineer msy be requested 
to provide, on an as-needed basis, miscellaneous engifieering coasulting services in 
connection with the operation, maintenance, and improvement of facilities within 
the System and the provision of County solid waste management services." 

h. The Water and Sewer Department (WASD) equivalent PSA Section 3 sets forth the 
requirement for "planning, feasibility, and process studies." 

k x m  
P q e  10: Thus, the County/DSWM could have multiple Bond Engineers or Comulthg 
Engineers, once foE each authorizing soutce. Nevertheless, w e  b e k e  that it is advisable that 
thest distinct functions be held by different fims." 

m s e :  T h e  hguage of he Master Bond Ordinance 96-168 clearly provides for ody a single Bond 
Consultant. There is no suggestion that multiple Bond Consultants would be acceptable, 
pultiplle Bond Consdtmts would be a b h h  unusual aman~ement. would sa lit_regt)onsib&tv for 

to the Bondholders, an d would likeh be seen wr 'th m a t  sketltlasm bv t he hnancial 
. . 

commurriq. 
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Fhdiqg No. 2- "DSWM's over reliance o this PSA lmts it ma me procurement 
. . n . . 

. m m h  . . 
$ far other h otl as uc =$5S mlllron worth for serviceg not reollltlne a . . 

E " B B m t e  ~rocllre . 
t v f ment actions." 

5m.a.A 
Response: The Depattrnenr has had available to it for many years, up through September 2004, the 
'"hfiscellaneous Engineering Sewices" pool of four preqwlified E m s  as an dternatfve source of 
engineering services, and has certainly utilized that wsoutce. Since October I, 2064, the pool has been 
replaced by the County's Equitable Distribution Program (EDP) pool of consulting and engineering 
firms that is now available to the Depaxtment at  all times. The $5.5 million fqgm in this Finding No. 
2 appears to be related to the misconception that consulting is not part of the Bond Consultant's role, 
as discussed above under the response to Finding No, I. 

tlates all Work Order vro~osals. and we 
freaumtlv ha ve to tlruduce at least two to three Wor k Order D ro~osds m order to meet the scone and 
p r i c e t h e  DS- In such negotiations, it is common for the 
Department to note their ability to go to the Miscellaneous Engineering pool or the E D .  

The table below shows how the Department has, in recent ye=, negotiated downward the price of 
Task 2 (Resources Recwery Fadty  Monitoring, TnspecGons and Annual Report): 

It is interesting to note &at the Depttnent has negotiated aggresbdy on this Work Order, which is 
a major reaming Work Order only the Bond Consultant is dowed by wrdimnce to accomplish. 

As is noted in the qot t ,  the Department nlso negotiated a reduction in the T m c  & M a t e d s  
multiplict from 320 h the Sixth Amendment to 2.85 in the Seventh A d w t  (We understand 
that this multiplier is fully competitive with that in the WASD equivalent PSA which the OIG has 
recornmended os an apptophte model to the l k p m n e n t  fur the Bond Consultant PSA going 
forward.) 

 ere^ c e ~ t h a t B m m d C a l  . . . . dwrU has some sort of 
position that is beyond cornpetitme pmsures;, 



ts which 
yere de facto bid waivers and which should have beennrocured via men competitive 
L'mc-ses. n 

mlc!A 
Res~onse: While w e  b&we it is primarily in the province of the Department to respond to this 
finding regatdtng internal County procurement procedures, we wish to mention that during the 7 I h  
Amendment, Brown and Caldwell was subject to a minority participation goal of 33%, much of which 
was achcved through the use of '"pass-through Work Orders." We wish to offer an opinion in this 

r he B n  o d Con s u l  r an t to meet relatively high minority and &sadvmwd busine ss ~ ~ a a a t l o n  ~ o a l s  . .  . 
- 

must be considered. A goal of 24% minority and disadvantaged business participation has been 
approved by the County" Department of Business Development (DBD) for the pending 8% 
Amendment. 

W e  dso submit that, going forward, in the case of specific "core team" h s  named in the restated 
PSA, it may be necessary for these core team fkms to be able to be engaged directly by the 
Department for Work Orders that require some type of specialized capability, such as proprietary 
hnc ia l  models of Department fmances, as in the case of Planning and Economics Group (PEG.) 

We object to the use of the term "egregious" with regard to the Work Otdets on Page 17 of the Dmft 
Audit Report, In each of these instances in whrch the services of former DSWM employees were 
requested by the Department, the Department c x p b e d  to us that each one offered specialized 
knowledge or other capability and represented a cost-effective means of completing work. 

The Draft Audit Repoa, in a footnote to Table 5, questions the engagement of Mr. Portuondo on a 
direct basis because he subsequently, months later, registered as a lobbyist for the operator of the 
Resources Recoveiy Facility. If he did, in fact, register as a lobbyist after completing the wok, he was 
not a lobbyist at the time he provided subcontracting services. Our copies of deliverables and invoices 
from Mr. Pornondo% IP Group (Attachment 3A) show that he submitted a final report dated 
December 2002. Accotding to the Draft Audit Report, Mr. Portuondo registered as a lobbyist for 
Montenay some 9 months later, on September 12,2003. For some reason unknown to us, Mr. 
Portuondo delayed invoicing the hal$10,000 and $2,000 due untiI June 22,2004, wen after he had 
completed the work in December 2002. As a result, if the date &en in the Draft Audit Report of Mt.. 

lished the work fo Pornondo's registtation as a lobbpst far Montemy is correct, be ac- r w h c h  
was paid w d  before s& registration date. This was explained during the "exit interview", but the 
information we provided was completely qpored in the Dmft Audt Report. 
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c. . u 'le includine the OIG 
ptwJisioas_and _ 0 _ c o - e d  I into the keteernenr."" 

Itearl2A 
Response: The PSA, which has been amended seven times, needs to be restated and brought up to 
date to incopmte the County's latest criteria for language and content. 

Wt understand that the 01G has recomnded to the Department that the PSA be restated as closely 
as possible to the WASD equivalent PSA; this has been completed by the Department, for the 
purposes of the pending 81h Amendment, together with a re-alignment of scope from 5 Tasks to 19 
smaller Tasks, each of which is keyed to one of three authorizing document sources: 

* Master Rond Ordinance 96- 1 88; 
Resources Recovery Facility OBrM Agreement; and 
Board Item 8S2A; R-244-04 of February 2004: Comprehensive Landm Closure PIan for 
muniqal and DSVQM landfill closures funded through County grants, and associated Grant 
Agteements. 

Attachment 12 shows the spe&c alignment of our scope (now 19 smaller tasks instead of 5 h c p  
tasks) to thme source authorizing documents for the purposes of the pen- 8' Amendment through 
A p d  2009. 
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P p m  
Finding No. 4 
Finding: No. 5 
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of IC(hherBkct Cats an T&M wo n tk orders ie du~lrcatrve . . 
f i o ts overhead 3ecovery provided for by ihe PSA rnultipli~r.~ 

lmdA 
k o n s e :  As discussed with and documented to Mr. Joseph Scatfone of the OIG during the audit, 
the use of the Associated Project Cosr (APC) factor o f f  5.00 per hour was formally commmiated to . + . . the Department ria a letter of February 6,2002 and w- & Matends mvsices 
subrmtted since that time. 

T h e  APC factor has been was presented to numerous Brown and CaldweU clients nationwide 
(including the U.S. F e d 4  ~&emment as weU as numerous state and municipal governments) as a 
more practid, reasonable, consolidated alternative to individually recording and enumerating a krge 
numbet of minor w s  to specific ~rojects, which are soeci6cdv dowed for mder 

IJn~ederal. on a a i o r  rnuI&var conma with the PSA. 
v evi o and billinp methodology. The 

actual Federal APC rate as audited and accepted was $5.99/hr, in FY Q2 and $5.91 /hr. in FY 03. 'Ihe 
FY 04 raw as fded, but not yet reviewed is $6.04 /hr. 

The PSA (Section C) lists examples of reimbursable costs that are allowable; the following examples 
cited in ktion C are clearly APC components when compared to the following items listed in the 
text of h e  February 6,2002 APC letter included in Attachment 4A: 

Lung distance communications 
Computet/pIottiry: services 

r Document reproductian 

As a result, the APC amounts invoiced do not represent duplicative invoicing to the Department, 
which duly authorized all invoices. The dtemative to the APC factor would be voluminous charge 
records, for even the smallest Work Order, containing dab such as charges for individual long 
distance phone & and ten minutes spent on mt computer. W e  beliwe the effect on productivity of 
both Department staff and Brown and CaldweU staff would unquestionably be detrimental. 

mzdl 
Fslpe 2k UIn addition, d e r  h e  work orders, B&C charged DSWM fox $918 of telephone 
CUB- and $653 of freight and postage costs, which we believe also represent double bi lbgs 
fat these costs." 

Pespmsf; There is no detail given fot thc crldtion that would aUow us to v&6 the two & m s  
given toraling $1,571 but we would be glad to &ew any backup that may be available. If this amount 
or a sirnilat amount is in fact, due to the Department, we wiZl include a credit for the appropkte 
amount in forthcoming invoicing. 
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ImE€c 
-21: "Atguably, administrative personnel could directIy support the work of la professional 
engineer but they could not be %ngaged directly in the werk'kf a professional engineer." 

Response: Section IV B of the PSA allows for the "Engineer to be compensated For personnel 
engaged directly in the work." The contract language goes on to say that such personnel may include 
other professionals engaged in other sesvices pertinent to d phases of the work. It h our bekf  that 
the terms and conditions of the PSA in this section were written with sufficient flexibility to allow the 
billing of adminismtive personnel, when appropriate. A'S is c ~ s f o m q  within the industry and with 
many other Brown and Caldwell clients (hclu&g h e  U.S. Federal Government and numerous state 
and municipal governments), administrative, accouniing and other pemonntl hvohred in project 
coordination charge thek time directly to the sDeafic projects for which they work. These chatges are 
billed to the client in accordance with the terms and conditions of the corresponding contract. 
U-g hrgher paid engineers, planners, and scientists to perform these administrative tasks would 
actually result in more costs being charged to the dient 

Therefore. this work effort that was accom~bshed bv administrative tlexsonnel and invoiced as such 
does not rewresent any type of double counting. 
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F i d b  No. 5: "UareasmbIe lump-awn work ordex mcea. 

k & A  
Response: Lump-Sum Work Orders are common for Bond Consulting conttacts, and in fact ate 
explicitly ~rovided for in the PSA and in the WASD equivalent PSA. This industry standard of Lump 
Sum procurement is accepted and audited routinely by the US. Federal Government as well as by 
numerous state and rnunidpal governments. 

We &sagtee with the assertion (Finding No. 5) that the cslmhted margin of 1 4.5%, if accurate, has 
been ""unreasonable", and wish to submit the following comments concerning Finding No. 5: 

As explained to the OIG auditors at several points during the audit, this local o f k e  operates 
with the guideline that 2.85 multiplier and $5 per hour APC represents the breakeven point for 
the office; therefore, any menue above this is considered, at the local office lwd, as pmfit. 
Consquentiy, the 1 4.5% mount calculated in the DraFt Audit Report would certainly 
represent n reasonable margin on these Lvmp Sum projects. 
The "adjusted cost" analysis is unreasonable and unnecessaq given that we did incur APC 
costs (charged internally at $5.00 per hour) and administrative personnel did work on 
Department projects. 

* A11 Work Orders were negotiated at  arm's-length with Depamnent Project Managers and 
estimated w o k  hours add sub-consultant effort was estimated on some larger Lump Sum 
pmposds. 
As described in Item 2A above, consulting and efigineeting pools are always available to the 
Department. 
As pointed out in the Draft Audit Report @age 27 ,  Brown and CaldwelI can and did lose 
money on some Lump Sum projects. 
Regardless of cosrs i n d  by Brown and CaIdweIl, the Depajment receiwd fair value and 
excellent client service on all projects. 
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INVOICING 
m FindingNo.6 

Finding No. 7 
Finding No. & 

* Finding No. 9 
rn Finding No. 10 

Finding No. 11 
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o. 6: &Quationed costs of $174,435 resulting h m  improper payments to B&C 
based on double biIlings and over b i i ;  Table 6 Items: 

R e s ~ o n l  %s S&I findin is we take exception to the use of the 
term "improper." Each item on which Finding Na. 5 and its basis of Table 6 is discussed below: 

ZtearEIA 
W0 33 and WO 70: "Imoict for WO #33 IBC Note: this alppears to be a nefemnce to WO 7q 
includes statement that find report (deliverable) submitted on August 26,1998 fbr total work 
order apeaditwe of $26,990. Invoice for WO # 70 tefewnces identical report deliverable 
mentieacd in WO # 33. N o  other deliverable was provided for work ordet # 70." 

Response: Thi s s tat erne n t is cmnetus. and the docum- . . r *e 
n e  delivcrablss for W a33 and the deliverables for WO 70 were com~letph G o  a d  

distinct. WO 33 (for $50,000 authorized February 27,1996) was issued far Miscellaneous Services to 

be authorized thxough a -bet of individual releases by D S W  as needed. As documented in 
Attachment 6Al, WO 33 was invoiced as follows, with m e  invoice for each relase, as shown by the 
scope of work reference on each invoice: 

The $24,655 authorization temaifiing under WO 33 was d m  t t a n s f d  to WO 70, and WO 33 was 
dosed, as shown in the text of WO 70 (Attachment &k23. Therefore, the $24,655 invoiced (also 
indudbd in Attachmmt 6912) was fully auhtized under WO 70. The delivetables lor WQ 70: the 
Waste Conversion Factor Study Report submitted August 26,1998 and the GSA Fleet Management 
Implementation Report of December 1998 refetenced on the " F k s t  and L s t "  Invoice No. 1 under 
WO 70 were mtireh dif- Stern those delmerables under WO 33. 

1997 
3/ June 27, Review of C.O.W. I, Casey 
1997 Report 

$7,700 

Total WO 33 Invoiced 
B h c e  Remaining Under WO 33 b m  Odginal 

$50,000 Authorization 

$25945 

$24,655 
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Item 6B 
WO $7: Task I11 Work Work order amount included allowance of $40K for additional 
services that was invoiced in full with no documentation of the use of services and for the 
need to expend allowance amount." 

Response: It is erroneous to state that here was "no documentation of the use of s e ~ c e s . "  The 
documentation for Ehis item does not support the &ding. The work done under the Allowance 
Account was clearlv documented as such durin? the accomplishment of WO 87, Attachment 6B 
includes the Time & Materials invoices that do document the work accomplished and the amount for 
each part of the work accomplished: 

Monitoring, MPI Claim, Capital 
Tipping Fee, So. Ha. Bldg. Code 
Impact, MACT Issues, and New 

It is therefore erroneous to state that there was no "documentation of the use of sewices." 

u 
WO 96 /!@ Seties 2001 Bond Comultaufs Report: UWowance for expenses of $20K invoiced 
on work order # 96. Actual related cost of $17K subsequently &iced again under work order 
#!a'' 

~biscommt is unsupnod by the pertinent docum- an-&@ese two 
o* . . work elemen WO 96 for $62,600 was issued and performed to 
prepare the Series 2001 Bond Consultant's Report, required by the Master Bond Ordinance 96-168 for 
issuance of Solid Waste System Revenue Bonds. This WO 99 included a Task 3 for Additional 
Meetings and Support fox $20,000. 

Subsequently, WO 89 for $17,000 was issued w reflect additional work required by the Department in 
order to respond to q u e s t s  for additional information from Bond Rating Agencies, subsequent to 

these Agencies' receipt of the Bond Consultant's Report. These requests from Bond Rating Agencies 
require sensitivity andyses, longer term projections, and other -1.emental information bepond tha 
infomatim required to be in the Bond Consdtant's R m .  

Both Work Orders, theit proposals, and associated invoices are included in Attachment 6C. As 
shown in all of this docummeation, including the "First and Final" invoice for WO 99 for $1 7,000 
endosed in Attachmeat 6C, WO 99 was an entiteIy additional authorization fox $1 7,000. 
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Itern.CD 
WO 9 2  Task 5 Additional Services: UIdentical work desdption and identical b i h g  period 
biUed on two separate invoices." 

Response: The documentation does not support the fin- for this item in the Draft Audit Report . . 
and the statement is erroneous. Bere is no d u p b ~ o n  of the same work n . . ccomvlished durhp the 
same work ~enod m a q  of the invoims. AH invoices for WO 97, together with a summarg listing 
table of all WO 97 invoices, together with WO 97 itself, are enclosed in Attachment 6D. A number 
of invoices shew the same work description but over different periods; these reflect tasks spanning 
several biIling periods. It should also be noted that Invoice 27B is presented and documented clearly 
as a separate extension af Invoice 27. 

hz&E 
WO 0% HInvoice &om ES invoiced twice for $562.50." 

Res~onse: We a p e  that this sub-consultant's inmice was erroneously reflected in both invoice No. 2 
and invoice No. 3, whch we enclosed in Attachment 6E.  Qn Invoice No. 2, the $562.50 was 
includedinanESlineitemfor$937.50. W c w e e  tht the amount of $56250 was hdve t ten t l~  
fnvolced twice. W e  regret this clerical error and propose to offer a ctedtt for this amount on our next 
in~olce. 

Item 6F 
YO 144: "Invoice number 1105-1 fhm PEG also invoiced under work order # 154."' 

R e s p o a  The documentation does not support the hdmg for this item and the finding is 
erroneous. A PEG charge of $4,223.70 from PEG invoice 1105-1 w a s  proply charged to The & 
Materials WO 144 and invoiced as part of Brown and Caldm11 Invoice? No. 2, which is enclosed in 
Attachment 6F. Subsequently, the same PEG charge for $4,223.70 was kdvertendy charged to WO 
154; howwer, the charge to WO 154, which was invoiced on a Lump Sum basis, a p w  only in 
Brown and Caldwtll internal cost reports, not on any invoice sent to the Department. 

k&G 
YO 154 Tmk k: <CIdenticd work and identical biIthg period invoiced on two aeparate 
invoices." 

Reqome: The dmtmmtation does not support the hdmg for this item and the &ding is erroneous. 
From the mount of $23,368 in Table 6, it is understood h t  this item is associated with Invoice 
Nos.1 and 2 (represen+ the r o d  invoicing for Task A) under WO 154. As shown in Attachment 
6G, while the mounts on the two invoices are s h n k ,  the work periads are not identical and Invoice 
No. 2 dearly shows the 4 e . r  amount for Invoice No. 1 as an amount "previously billed.'" 

ImLm 
YO 154 Task Fr BPTrarrb collection supptf ~&ces also invoiced under work d e r  # 172? 

m n s e :  The documentation does not support the &ding for this item and the h d m g  is erroneous. 
This work was accomplished and developed joiatly by Brown and Cddwell and sub-consultant 
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Planning and Economics Group (PEG); -1e was a -parat . . 
e effort xesultuzg; 

sf course- deliverable. Rmwn and Caldwell invoiced its work under W 0 1 54 while PEG 
invoiced its corresponding work under WO 172 a work under WO 172 w a s  requited to be 
performed by PEG; therefore the Brown and Caldwell e f h a  could not be put under WO 172 and was 
put undar WO 154.) As shown in Attachment 6H, Invoice Nos. 12, 14, and 17, in all cases, cIearIy 
state that the associated PEG effort was accomvlished and Invoiced separately under VCJO 172. 



. . N ' N  from iqron-ts to B&C for 
duplicate deliverabies" 

Response: This Finding No. 7 is erroneous. There ate no im~ro 
deberablea as shown by the documentation for each item below: 

l & m A  
WO 154: "Separate written authorizations outJining the scope, expected deriverable and 
maximum compensation were not required to be issued prior to performing the related 
services," (Page 26) 

Rwonse: T h i s  statement is i n a c c u r e e  in nwlv  aU cases. a wheten authorization was orovided 
Iso fails to 

. . 
se under WO 154: the statement a reco-wize that verbal authonza~ans are 

provided forunder the PSA Section I C (Attachment BJ The &ding for this item in the Draft Audit 
Report is erroneous. As shown in the 6 w~tten authorixations cndosed in Attachment 7 4  there were 
written and signed auchozizations (B, C,  D, E, G, and H (that hcluded scope, maximum 
compensation and expected deliverable) for 6 of the 8 Tasks A through H that were authorized under 
W O 154. Work under Tasks A and F were initiated on a verbal basis. Written authorizations were 
instituted in most cases, despite the fact that verbal authorizations for shoe-notice aub-tasks were part 
of the concept for m a ~ g  WO 1 54 in the hrst place pnd ate t)r&dcd for in the PSA Section 1 C 
@lase see Attachment BJ In the case of Tasks A and F, thi consulting e f h  over several months 

) resulted in (and was documented by) significant deliverzlbles that vere clearly described on & 
invoices, and arere accepted by the Depattment's Project Managers. 

ItsdB . *# azed to WO l 5 5 ~  
$46.735,20]: 

'That report ('a 5-year peetion of DSWM irveaues and expen& which was dated Much 
17,20033 was identical to the one provided and paid for under work order number 152 for 
$zz,300.~' I 

k z p c  Best axe two separate delivmb1a and are not identicaL Tbe domentation 
does not support the h d u r g  for this item and the finding is erroneous. As shown by the documents 
included in Attachment 7B1: WO 152, the co~espondmg proposal, and deliverables (one dated 
January 23,2003, mother dated February 14,2003, and another dated Februarg 26,ZW3) included in 
Attachmwt 7B5 WO t 52 was accomplished solely by Phmhg and Economics Group ditedy for 
the Department, without involvement of Brown and Caldwell. As shown, the delivmbe for WO 152 
consisted of the Five-Year Projection of DSWM Revenues and Expenses and quaatifid the h a n d  
tnpzications associated with different potential household fees and other assumptions. These 

* .  . $3- d e d  te . . tiates the 
1 r r t  e from a t m a  s et by 

, The deliverable developed d e t  WO I 54 Task A (dated March 17,2003) is included in Attachment 
7B2, and addresses scenntios re fleedng the OMB cdtcda, rather than those reflecting criteria 
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* 

originating within the Department. I t w ' clear that the deh v d e  f or WO 157 and the dherable fa . - WO 1 54 'Task A are separate and dlstsnct, 

Item 7C 
WQ I54 T a k  E: B&C Suonort of Bdkv Waste / Zone Trash Alterslartives @52.089) 
"B&C invoiced for a total of $52,089 for a report that was already paid under another work 
orderqn 

This statement is not true. The dotlumentation does not support the findtrrg for this item, 
and the hding is erroneous. As described above with ~egard to the same item 6H appearing in Table 
6, this delivernb1e was developed jointly by Brown and Caldwell and sub-consultant Planning and 
Economics Group (PEG); the h a 1  deliverable was therefore of come the same; Brown and Caldwell 
billed its work under WO 1 54 Task F while PEG billed its corresponding work under WO 1 72 (a11 
work undet WO 1 72 performed by PEG). There is therefore no double biIJir~g or over billing on this 
item. As shown in Attachment 6H, Invoice Nos. 12,14, and 17 totahg $52,089 a 1  clearly state that 
the nsso-PEG effort was acco lished under WO 172- 

€muD 

"The deliverable ptovided for this work order was dated prior to the work otdm n p a l  date. 
W e  established that she report B&C provided for this work was the deliverable paid for under 
work order 108 for $23,000. No other deliverable was available to support invoicing of $28,000 
under work order US.'" 

a .  

ete wete two setlarate and dtsmct dcImerahtes aroduced for each of 
the two Work Orders mentioned: 

Attachment 7D1 includes WO 108 issued 
September 4,2001), the corresponding proposaI dated July 20,2002), and the deliverables provided by 
Planning and Economics Group for WO 108. These deherables ace dqted from September 12,2001 
to March 27,2002. These dates are compatible with a proposd date of July 20,2001 and a Work 
Order issuance date of September 4,2001. 

Additionally, Attachment 7D2 includes WO 125 (Garbage Collection Route Balancing issued March 
5,2002), the cotrespanding proposal dated Februarg 6,2002, and the dehernblm provided by PEG 
for WO 125. These deLtvefab1es are dated Febnmy 4,2002 to April 3,2002. These dates are 
compatible with a proposal dated Februarp 6,2002 and a Work Order issue date of March 5,2002. 

These two Work Orders 108 and f 25, and their corresponding deIiverabIes, are separate and distlrct. 

k E a 3  
WO 226 Task 2 [Com~ared to WO 1 3 1 Task 21: 
T h e  delivetabIe provided far this work oder is a EiaaI repart dated July 10,2002 for which a 
draft report dated July 10,2002 waa invoiced aod paid for under work oder I31 for $30,000. 

I 

The draft and final reports are ideaticat Both wotk ordets had similarly worded work scopes 
for this sub-task It appears that B&C prepaxed the report under work order amber I31 and 
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was paid an additional $9,000 to "finalizew the report uadet work order number 126." (BC Nott: 
1t @pun that then! am same irrodvtfienr m a i s  4 '.WO 126'j u d  ' WQ 13 1" in the DrgSt A ~ ~ d f ' t  Rqb& cornmc~r~ 
fw this Im 7E.J 

J k s  statement IS not tnrt The docmentation does not support the hding for this item and the 
Gnrlmg is erroneous. The effort referred to here is understaod to be the evaluation by Brown and 
Caldwell of the cost impact of a change in the South Florida BuiIding Code on the Resources 
Recovery Facrlity . Qw study of the impact of the South Florida Bdding Code change began with WQ 
1 26 Task 2, and this effort under WO 1 26 was invoiced, as shown in Aztschmwt 7E1 for $9,000 
under Invoice No. 1. Authorization letters signed by the Department are also included in 
Attachment 7E1. 

There is ody one deliverable resulting from t h i s  effort, which is dated July 10,2002. Its draft is dated 
June, 2002. This deliverable, and its draft, were issued under WO 131 and both of these are induded 
in Attachment 7E2. 

The, effort continued with WO 131, under which the 6nd iepoa was issued. The additional 
authorization of $3,000 (not $9,060) for the conhued c ffott under WO 13 1 was documented and 
signed by the Department in an authorization letter dated June 14,2002, which is included in 
Attachment 7E2. Subsequently, the effort under WO 1 31 was invoiced fot $2,756.34, as shown an 
Invoice No. 4, induded in Attachment 7E2. 
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* * 
S ~ I ~ P  No. 8 "Unreiiable frroject marlgggment and docummtation of four work osden 

resultiy in $I22600 of questionable payments." 

Resnonse: This F m h  No , . .  8 is erroneous. The documtwtation does not support this Finding No. 8 
in any way. It should be noted that ihe submittal of an? singe deliverable does not mark the end of 
the effort under any eiven Work Order. 

h s L u  
Work O td em 138.142.167* and 168 as lieted un D-s 28 and 29: 

Res~onse: This hnding of "unxeliable" project management and documentation is unclear and we 
assume it is based on the author's misunderstanding of date sequencing of the subject Work Orders, 
which is summarized in the table below: 

Work Order 

158-RKF 2d Amendment 
Evaluation Phase 3 

Msin 
Deliverab k 
Dates 

Proposal Date 
(Inception 
Date) 

June 6,2003 

Work Order 
Issuance Date 

June 19,2003 

Phase 1 

Invoicing 
Period 
/Work 
Performed 

Inception 
through May 

21.2004 
142-Bulky Waste Equipment 
Mix Analysis 

' 167-Disposal Balancing 

February 1 1,2003 September 1 7, 
2002 

October 9,2003 

168-Disposal Balancing 
Phase 2 

Inception 
through July 3, 

Ocmbet 15,2003 
2003 

Inception 
through 

October 3 1, 
2003 

Inception 
through 

December 21, 

&ch may have occurred as the ksult of a verbal notice to-p-ceed from the Dcpvtment prior to 
h id  issuance of the Work Order. 

Sept 13,2002 

October 7, 
2003 

October 14, 
2003 and 

December 

October 27,2003 

I I 

A related commmt in the Draft Audit Report a p p m  to be; 
"Morewer, for the abwe-listed examples, B&Ct project detail acctlunthg recotds show that 
hbot charges to these work orders were inculred during the work perid13 covered by the 
invoices. Givw that the delivetable product bad alteady been completed and submitted to 
the DSWM, we have no idea what the B&C personnel were spending their time 0%" 

November 5,2003 

d f ff As stated above-es not mark the en o the e ort under say rjven Wwrk Ordq .kb 
j of u n d e ~ ~ ~ d m g  of h e  work flow to assme that 

consulth_p personnel had no remainin work to aerform on a task after ~roducing an i n i d  ox 
ytermedsate deliverable. In most cases, after a deliverable is prw~ded, extensive meetings, 

[a] It should be noted that '"Inception" as used on invoicing has referred to the start of the effort, 
1 2003 12,2003 
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presea tatioas, and itemtiom of subsets of the initial deliverable are accomplished. Specific 
documentation in this regard for each of the Work Orders in the table above are referenced below and 
hcludtd in the attachments. 

The "lagging" of Work Order issuance dates after start of work is the result of urgmt, short-notice 
County requirements hat have started with a verbal notice to proceed. It should be noted above, 

* .  
h a t  -k ver a dfo -enexally. e fhrt for v 
Orders bepn  on the basis of at least a draft written scope and nice proposal+ even if the 
itself was srqned a few days later. 

AU of these Work Orders provided the Depattment with the promised deherables and were delivered 
on budget. a s D t ' "  
order terns and conditions.. ." before makine 6nd papent to Brown and CddweU. Therefore, and as 
shown below, the docurnentadon does not support a hdmg of "questionable payments" for these 
items. 

We respond with regard to date squencmg fox each Work Order mentioned as foUows: 

It!Ed& 
ement Secorrdhendment 

Response: As stated above, the delive~ab le does not mark the end of the e ffoxt und ex anv - m e n  W o k  
- Ordq. The evaluation and negotiation of h i s  1 -0 billion dollar amendment to the Resources Recoverg 

Facility operating agreement began in November 2002 and was completed in May 2004, a period of 
some 19manths. WozkOrdm 158effort,asshownintheinvoices.ofAtts~hment8A2,didnatmd 
with issuance of the June 4,2003 letter deliverable, because the work continued well into Map, 2004. 

Once the June 4,2003 deliverable letter was written by Brown and CaldweJl, extensive meeting3 with 
the faciiiv Operator and Assistant County Manager to review the letter, as well as additional model 
iterations (example dated June 10,2004 in Attachment 8Ai) followed. 1 n addition, Brown and 
Cddwell closely supported the peration of the Department's "County Manager Briehng Packagt" of 
September 23,2003 (mc1ded in Attachment 8A1.1 Two other documents that reflect activity 
continuing into M a d  and April 2004 arc the "Status of MIX Second Amendment Negotiations" 
matrix dated Apd 26,2004 and our meeting notes of a meeting with the Assistant County hha&er of 
March 23,2004. Both of these documents me in Attachmeot 8Al. 

&!z!Lm 
-is ofsufkp m s t e  Ea-wt a 
Jksponsei Here again, She deliverable djld not mark tbe a d  of the this Work Orda. The 
PEG draft deliverable dated September 13,2002 (cover page indudad in Attachment 8A2) was 
followed by other dcliverables (as well as significant meetings and other support), shown together witb 
the Fitst and Final Invoice for WO 142 in Attachment 8A2. As fwther documentation that the 
activity fos this Work Order continued well beyond the initial Septemk 13,2002 report, w e  have 
included in A.tcad.Lmmt 8A2 copies of the two corresponding PEG invoices that contain work 
increment detail, and which show work was undemay through December 3 1,2002. 
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Item 8A3 
1 - '  Drs-mad Balancing Phase 1 WO 67 

e g  Jles~onse: The uplication u 
aaaarently did not review the comdete se t  of deliverables for this Work Order, The documentation 
does not support the tinding for this item and the hdmg is erroneous. However, a complete set of 
spreadsheet deliverables dated October 07,2003 and September 08,2003 is included in Attachment 
8A3. Also included are Work Ordex 167 and our proposal dated October 9,2003. These dates are 
compatible with the invoicmg periods. Work Order 168 is presented in Attachment 8A4 (please see 
next item below.) T h e  deliverables do in fact match the Work Order scope description, since the cash 
flow waste export cases oh Alpha, Beta, Gamma and Delta ate in Fact simulated in the deliverabIe 
spreadsheets. 

m 
VO 168-Dispos J Balancing Phaee 2 
Response: There is no du~licatian of deliverables invalvine this Work Order 168. The documentation 
does not support the f m h g  for this item and the hding is erroneous. The October 13,2003 report 
referred to is a deliverable of t b  project containing furlher iterations of the Alpha, Beta, Gamma and 
Delta waste export scenarios and s@cant additional analysis incorporated into the October 13,2003 
report. The fus t page of the executive sununary of the deliverable repark is included, along with 
invoices, in Attachment 8A4. In addition, there is an entire set of additional cornp1ement.a y 
deliverables reflecting multiple runs of the PEG financial Department model simulating the effects of 
the Munisport landfill closure funding under various assumptions. The transmittal and summary sheet 
for these model runs is dated December 17,2003 and is included in Attachment 8A4. 
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Findin9 NO. 9 UB&C invoices lack adwwt~ sunport, n - 
w: -taad this- &dug, sinw t~ ow knowlc*. we have 
documen htion reauirem en& of the D e ~ m  ent. In our extlerience. the Martmeat will not vrocesa 
pn ~ V O ~ C P  without adea_wte backup documentatian, In the case of T h e  8r Mateterials Work Orders, 
this includes complete hourly breakdown by staff ntle. In the case of Lump Surn Work Orders, clear 
references to the specific Work Order, deliverabls, work accomplished, and work period are. included. 
Nevertheless, we d continue to work with the Depament to meet any new requirements for 
invoicing documentation, as we have in all years past. 

However, we do not agree that Lump Sum invoices need to be documented with Time & Mateds- 
type documentation. This would be a precedent far a mechanism that is, to our krrmIedge, unknown 
in the industry and is not requited of other consultants serYing %mi-Dade County. 

With regard to the need expressed in the Dmft Audit Report (Page 30) for "ddy/weekly logs", the 
OIG was provided with extensive records from tbe Bmwn and Caldwell Electronic Timekeeping 
System, which provides daily and weekly breakouts by individual. We beliwe that adding the time 
burden of ddy work logs to staff will result in high addaonal ch-s, which will greatly reduce the 
value added of the consulting team. The release of proprietary information from dady work logs 
relating to senices for other dients is another serious concern. The suggesaon in the report indicates 
that the author does not understand customy prakce in the consulting engineering profession. 

lcdse. xequir Moreover. such unusual ~rocedurea are not. to our know ed nf other consultants s e a  
the County, 
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Fin *don ' N W 'ces P m of 
=reed atice." And Table 7 

Response: This F h b e  No. 10 is enhelp erroneous. As shown below. there exists work authorization 
documentation for each Work Order and individual release. 

It should be noted that the title of Table 7 is incorrecr, and that the WO Description column 
indicating 'but-of-scope" semices on WO's 97,126, and 131 is incorrect, since the need for an 
Additional Services category was mentioned previously jn the proposals and Work Orders. 

Item lOAl 
WO 97 
Piease see Item 6D and Attachment 6D for a history and documentation of the individual Additional 
Service releases under WO 97. 

Item l O A 2  
lxi!cu% 
Please see Ttem 7E and Attachment 7E1 for a histoty and documentation of the individual Additional 
Service releases under WO 126. 

lLmzmA3 
YmUl 
Please see l tem 7E and Attachment 7E2 for a his tory and documentation of the individual Additional 
Service releases under WO 13 1. 

WO 148 1 

'She two release letters (October 6,2000 for $1 0,000 and October 22,2003 for $30,000) signed by the 
Department for each work increment is ineluded in Attachment 10A4. 

I&d!m 
mu54 
Please see Item 7A and Attachment 7A for a history and documentation of the individual releases 
under WO 154. 
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Findie No. 1k " Questioned costs totaling $116.471 under T%M work orders wit4 . 
' n n m m  . . 

1 i I 'ces," and Table 4 

I B z d A  
Response: The invoicing pricing terms used over the 6 gear audit period are, in out opinion, 
ternarkably consistent, and a large number of the Work Orders listed on Table 0 do not belong there. 
We have care h l y  examined Table 8 as the basis for Finding No. I I. Out review has resulted in the 
following observations: 

Attachment IIA includes all the Work Otders that appear in Table 8 of the Dmft Audit Report, so 
that their invoicing terms (either Lump Sum or T h e  & Materials, or allowance for either) can be 
teadily seen horn the text on the front page of each Work Order. 

Table 8 includes a large number of Work Orders that allowed for Lump Sum or an option, depending 
on the nature of each Task, fur the Depwbnent to require either Lump Sum or The & Matends 
invoicing, As a result, the "variance" calculation done for these Work Orders is not valid. 

Table 1lA on the following page tughhghts those 9 Work Orders that were specified as Time & 
Mate& (only) Work Orders, We have highlighted WO 1 54, even though the individual releases 
against this Work Order were authotized on Lump Sum terms. 

For those Time & Materials Work Orders that were p m  of Amendment 7 (all but two), we have 
revised the ' 3 C  T&M Cost: that was used in Table 8 to reflect the 1.1 0 markup that is allowed for 
sub-consultants' costs to Brown and Caldwell under the Seventh Amendment, This markup was not 
included in Table 8 at alL 

The result is that invoicing for these 3 Work Orders appears to have been $12,818.44 wet than the 
terms of the PSA would have allowed. 



Tabk 11A 
T&M Wwk Orders Only I 

Work WO Amend. Involced Revlsed BC Over I 

Amendment 6 Work Orders are at same cost as in Table 9. of the Draft Audit Report. 
[b] A positive variance means that invoicing was higher than the Revised T&M Cost Column 
[c] These variances are amounts above the Work Order amount, which, on the basis of the Revised 
T&M Cost calculation, represent a loss to Brown and Caldwell. 




