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Miami-Dade Housing Agency 
Office of the Director 

1401 NW 7th Street 
Miami, Florida 33 125-3601 

T 305-644-5100 F 305-541 -671 6 

August 22,2006 

Mr. Christopher R, Mazzella 
Officc of the Inspector General 
19 West Flagler Street, Suite 220 
Miami, FL 331 30 

Re: OIG Draft Report-TGOS-141 A 

Dcar Mr. Mazzella: 

Attached for your review is the Miami-Dade Housing Agency's response 
to the draR report regarding the above-rcferenced audit. Our response 
includes fccdback provided by the Department of Human Services. Please 
feel free to call me if you have any questions rcgarding our response. 

Wc look forward to receipt of the final report. 

~ e h o r  ~ d v i s o k ~ ~  Management Team 

cc: Mr. George Burgess, County Manager 
Dr. Mae Bryant, Assistant County Manager 
Dr. E. CaroIina Montoya, Psy. D., Acting Director, Miami-Dade 
County Department of Human Services 



08 /23 /2nDG 1 6 : 1 7  F A X  3 0 5  5 4 1  6 7 1 6  DIRECTOR'S OFFICE B 

Miami-Dade Housing Agency Response to 
Draft Audit Report (1G05-141A) of 

HOPE VI Revitalization Program Contract No. 251 

The Miami-Dade Housing Agency (MDHA) acknowledges and rccognizes the necessity 
for the Office of thc Inspector General (OIG) to audjl the HOPE VI Program 
Management Contract No. 251, entered into by Miami Dade County (County) and H. J. 
Russell & Company (H.J. Russell) on August 16, 2001. Subsequent to the initial OIG 
engagement letter dated Novembcr 23, 2005, the focus of the audit was narrowed by the 
OIG to focus on the Community Support-ive Services, (CSS) Program and its oversight by 
the formcr MDHA HOPE VI staff. MDHA understands the rationale of the OIG limiting 
the audit to  the CSS Program due to the large dollars budgeted; however, there remains a 
need for an audit of the entire contract, including addenda totaling $5.OM for the 
"Beautification Program and Rchahilitation I,oan Program" of single family homes 
requiring painting, landscaping, and building code improvements in the HOPE VI target 
area. 

MDHA concurs with the 0T.G that administrative practices of former MDHA I-IOPE VT 
staff permitted improper transactions. A critical component that is missing in this report, 
however, is the determination whether the extent of possible abuses is accurate and there 
is complete documentation. MDETA agrees that measurements for performance of the 
CSS Program were not clearly documented, although they may have been discussed and 
agreed upon by hoth parties. MUHA does not: concur with all of the specific findings and 
questions the information that f'ormer MDIIA slaIf may have provided to the OIG along 
with subsequent conclusions drawn by the OIG regardi~~g fees spent on program 
administration and case management. 

'l'he H.J. Russell contract t o m  cxpircd on August 16, 2006. Prior to this, MDHA issued 
H.J, Russell a Notice of Non-Renewal and Notice to Cure demanding that five critical 
categories of documentation that remain outstanding be submitted by I1.J. Russell within 
specific deadlines. The letter (Attachment A) states that 1I.J. Russell's failure to provide 
such documentation and failure to comply with the contract shall be deemed an Event of 
Default. The MDHA is pursuing H.J. Russell to the fullest extent possible and intends to 
use portions of the OIG Audit Report once formally issued to reinforce its case. 

Dllrillg the fall of 2005, in acknowledgement (hat the remaining demolition and 
construction of the 41 1 homcs had fallen f ir  behind schedule, the Miami-Dade County 
Manager requested Assistant County Manager, Bill Johnson to intervene and work with 
Assistant County Manager, Tony Crapp to oversee thc redirection of Ihe HOPE V1 
construction program. As a result, Diana Gonz.alez, Spccial Advisor for Economic 
Development, County Manager's OSiice, was assigned to provide leadership to the 
program, and on August 15, 2005, Elizabeth Ogden, an architect and Chief of Planning 
and Program Management at the Aviation Department was assigned to MDHA as the 
Acting HOPE V i  Director after the former director, Rick Hen-era was removed and 
placcd on administrative leave, Mr. Herrera retired in August 2005, and in February 
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2006, Ms. Ogden was appointed the Director of Housing, Planning and Development 
(IIPD) overseeing the HOPE VI program. 

During the subsequent months, the County Manager assigned a team focused on re- 
aligning resources and efforts to re-start pre-development and development activities. 
l'hese activities had been stalled since the termination of the contractcd projcct architecl, 
Neil Hall, on November 1, 2004, and the issuance of a poorly conceived and structured 
W P  for the development of Phase 1 on December 23, 2005 was cancelled after arduous 
revicw and rcvisinns during negotiations between Miami-Dade County and the 
Empowerment Zone Trust on December 15,2005. 

Oversight and resources for HPD were spread thin in the HOPE VI program. In addition 
to thc focus on the Scott Carver project, there was the close-out: process for the Ward 
Tower Assisted Living Facility (ALF), and the effort to reorganize the troubled HPD 
Division, all within an agency that had significant organizational deficiencies. The 
assistance of the OIG in performing thc audit was welcomed. Only when the OIG auditor 
brought the poor adrninistrativc practices of the IIOPE VI Coordinator (R. T,evis), a grade 
7 manager, to the attention of the newly appointed HPD Director, did she fu'urther 
scrutinize and delve into a more comprehensive review ol' her srafi's invoice rcvicw 
process. 11 is wr~rthy to note that the HOPE VI program continued to receive recognition 
and praise from the industry and HUT), in contrast to the apparent irregularities found by 
the OIG. During the audit, the HOPE V1 Coordinator, responsible for program 
oversight, retired in July, 2006 at MDIIA's request. The MDHA HOPE VI CSS 
Coordinator (L. Taylor) retired in May, 2006 and subsequently all remaining former CSS 
staff, including those responsible for invoicing and expenditure support were transfcrrcd 
from the program. 

M i l e  Ihe audit was narrowed to focus on the CSS program (addendum 4), the OIG draft 
report seems to intertwine addenda No, 3 and No. 4 to the cxtcnt that the MDHA staff 
reviewing this audit question what documents and explanations former staff provided to 
the 01G. For cxamplc, thc report indicates that additiona1 adrninistrativc payments were 
made to H.J. Russell under addendum No. 4 when, in fact, they were only allowable 
under addendum No. 3. Furthermore, invoices were erroneously coded by former HOPE 
VI staff and charged to different budget codes on an apparent random basis.No. 
This invoicing process added confusion to a cnmplicated contract that laid out milestones 
and pcriod bascd payments and had many addenda and supplemental agreements that 
rcvjscd previous basic services, prcceeding addenda and supplemental agreements. 
Additionally, the H.J, Russell contract terms and basic services wcre not clearly modified 
as the program continued to lag. The poorly defined contract administration 
implemented by the former HOPE VI Director and former IIOPE VI Coordinator created 
many difficulties, still unresolved. Finally, it remains unclear what USHUD approved Lor 
the CSS program. Current available records utilized in this audit include the final 2003 
CSS Plan dated April 17, 2003 and USHUD correspondence dated Deccrnber 2, 2004, 
approving the Plan. Former HOPE VI stafl contends that a 2003 modified plan was 
approved and the matrix specifying services totaling $5,163,788.00 was revised. Such 
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records are yet to be found, and the matrix in the 2003 Plan is in conflict with thc contract 
and aforementioned addendum No. 4. 

Below are our responses to each finding; 

Finding No. 1: MDHA ltas spcrzl$0.85 out of every one dollar for inndequute 
program administration und cuse management services. for program services 
versus ordy $0.15. for program services that bertrfit directly the clierlt 
pupulatinn. 

Response: 
MDHA disagrees with this ilnding that case managcmcnt is not a direct service to 
the client. To dassify case management as an administrative charge is not 
accurate and the conclusion of the OIG reduces the dollars spent directly for client 
services. Case managcmcnt includes outreach, comprehensive assessment and 
evaluation of clients and other suppodivc services that are categorized as 
suppoi-live services provided to the former Scott Carvcr residents. Please see 
rncmorandun~ from Dr. Carolina Montoya, Acting Director for the Department of 
IIuman Services (DHS) for additional information regarding the activities 
performed by DIIS in the CSS portion of the HOPI? VI project. (Attachment B) 

Finding No. 2: MDHA haspnid Ilze H.1 Russell $299,857, u~rder Addendum 
No, 4,jbr perfnrmitzg udmirristrafive services already reqrrired by arzd paid for 
under tile cnntrrcct. 

Our review of Addendum No. 4 indicates that 1~i.J. Russell was to receive 
payment for the CSS providcrs. Further review has brought to light that former 
HOPE V1 staff may have implemented Addendum No. 4 incorrectly thus allowing 
for H.J. Russell to receive administrative payments. Thc information currently 
available docs not allow us to conclusively respond to this finding, 

MDHA issued H.J. Russell a hrotice of Non-Kenewal and Notice to Cure on 
August 1 1 ,  2006 demanding that five critical categories of documentation that 
remain outstanding be submitted by H.J. Russcll within specific deadlines. 
MDMA is also reviewing its invoicing and payment records. Il'f'ecs were paid to 
H.J. Russell. that were non-con~pliant with Addendum No. 4, MDHA will require 
1I.J. Russell to rcpay accordingly. 

Finding No. 3: MDIIA did riot provide effective ~rtoniloringfunctions 
oversclsing H. J; Russell activities despite paying itself over $900,149. for the 
salary and benefits of two i~rdividuals dedicated solely to providing CSS 
Prop-am oversight arid monitoring. 

We agree with this finding. MDHA is restructuring the entire agency to 
implement sound managcmcnt practices and better manage the oversight of 



contracts. The HOPE VI office has already been restmcturcd and sound 
management practices are being implemented. 

m Finding No. 4: H. J. R~ussell did not inzplernent an gfecfive monitorirrg function 
overseeing CSS Program service pro viclers despite receiving over $9213,000 in 
pdyments to provide dllministrative and program maitagement services, some 
portion of which if shoicld have dedicated to providing the required.function. 

We agree with this finding. MDIIA issued H..1. Kussell a Notice of Non-Rencwal 
and Noticc to Cure on Augusl 11, 2006 demanding that five critical categories of 
documentation that remain outstanding hc submitted by H.J. Russell within 
speciiic deadlines. MIIHA is also reviewing its invoicing and payment records. 
If fees were paid inconsistent with the contract terms for these services, MDHA 
wiH require H.J. Kussell to repay accordingly. As a notc, we are aware, through 
direct comn~unication with DHS and olher service providers that former Scott 
Carver residents did receive many of the intended services and relocation did 
occur. In early 2006 we corrected the problem identified in this finding by 
requiring contract compliant backup document to justify scrvicc provider 
expenses. 

Finding No. 5 :  MDHA paid DHSfor inadequate case managenzenl services. 

Please see DHS memorandum for an explanation of case management and other 
direct services provided by DHS. (Attachment C) From the perspective of the 
HOPE VI program objectives which include fostering sclf sufficic~~cy to enable 
former residents to qualiljr for homeownership, it appears that the community 
supporlive services have bccn cffcctive. In spite of the lack of a database which is 
discussed in Finding No.7, to date, 29 Sormer Scott Carver h i l i e s  have 
purchased homes and 14 have entered into prc-sales agrccmcnts for homes being 
built in Phase 1 by Habitat for Humanity. 

4 Finding No. 6:  MDHA puid $212,597,for H..JRu~sell to develop a datnbase brll 
irzstead received a spreadsh eeh 

We agree with this finding. MDHA isslled H.J. Russell a Notice of hTon-Renewal 
and Notice to Cure on August 11, 2006 demanding that five crilical categories of 
documentation that remain outstanding be submitted by H.J. Russell within 
specific deadlines. MDIIA is also reviewing its invoicing and payment records. 
If fees were paid inconsistent with the contract terms for this database, MDHA 
will require H.J. Russell to repay accordingly. 

Finding No. 7: The ubsence of a fuitctional CSS database it ad adverse 
r~percussions throirglrout the entire@ of the CSS Program, and t/z e even larger 
HOPE P 7  Revitnlizatiotz Program. 



DTRECTOR'S OFFICE R 

We agree with this finding and have referred this to the County Attorney's Office 
for rcmediation. 

Finding No. 8: MDHA approved and H.J. Russell waspaid, $163,536 for 
Milestone 5 tlirough 8, obseat any supportive documer~tafiorz inrlicarirrg 
performarrce of milesfone completiorr. 

The information to address this finding is not in our files. MDIIA issued H.J. 
Russell a Notice of Nan-Renewal and Natict: to Cure on August 11, 2006 
demanding that five critical categories of documentation that rcmain outstanding 
be submittcd by W,J .  Russell within specific deadlines. MDHA is aIso reviewing 
its invoicing and payment records. If fccs wcrc paid inconsistent with the contract 
tcrms for these services, MDIIA will require H,J. Russell to repay accordingIy, 

Finding Nu. 9: MDHA personnel ntanipulated data: reported to I1.J. Russell lo 
show conformity with the 80% completion goal ofMileslone 8. 

From the information presented in the OIG report, it appears that the finding may 
be correct, however, we would likc thc opportunity to invcstigatc this fixrthcr to 
determine the intent of the invoicc modification. 

Finding No, 10: Several years later, there is still no concurrence bdween 
MDHA and H.J. Russell of how the CSS Program performance mileslnnes nre 
ro be measured. 

Due to the inadequate contract administration, we agree with this finding. MDHA 
issued 1I.J. Russell a Notice of Non-Renewal and Notice to Cure on August 11, 
2006 demanding that five critical categories of documentation that remain 
outstanding be submitted by H.J. Russell within specific deadlines. MDHA is 
reviewing contract correspondence and will establish milestones, to the extent 
possible, as they will be necessary to reconcile the contract close-out. 

Finding KO. 1 1 : H. J Russell irzclrcded cliellts receiving other services-not part 
of the CSS program-towards iLv 80% goal. 

We believe that this finding is related to Finding No. loand will be addressed by 
MDHA during the H.J. Russell contract close-out process. 

Finding No 12: MDHX did not complete a key CSS Work Plan and USHUD 
requirement to contracf far a MDHRP evnluatnr. 

We agree with this finding. MLIF1.A will consult with HUT) to determine if an 
evaIuator is still a requircrnent at this point in the program implementation. If one 
is required, MDHA shall comply. 
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Finding No. 13: MDHA approved Supplemental Agreement No. 2 ullowing 
H.1  Russell to restructure $255,052 of milesfone-base payments as period- 
based payments and ?oJrani-load the paymetat schedule by $92,722 for work not 
ihn e. 

We agree that Supplemental Agrcenlcnt No. 2 allowed for restructuring of 
payments. MDHA issued 11.J. Russell a Notice of Non-Renewal and Notice to 
Cure on August 1 1, 2006 demanding that five critical categories of documentation 
that remain outstanding be submitted by H.J. Russell within specific deadlines. 
MDHA is also reviewing its invoicing and payment reco~ds. If fees were paid 
inconsistent with the contract terms for these services, MDHA will requirc H.S. 
Russell to t epay accordingly. 

Finding No. 14: H.J. Russell did not provide contrachtally reqiiired progress 
sclt edides tlr rrt were to have been sttpportive of $1,5311,308 of period-bused 
p u y ~ e ~ l r s .  

H. J. Russell provided monthly reporting howcvcr thcy did not provide the bar 
charts progress schedule. MDIIA issued H.J. Russell a Notice of Non-Rcncwal 
and Notice to Cure on August 11, 2006 demanding that five critical categories of 
documentation that remain outstanding be submitt~d by H.J. Russell within 
specific deadlines. MYHA is also reviewing its invoicing and payment records. 
If fees were paid inconsistent with the contract terms for these services, MDHA 
will require H.J. Russell to repay accordingly. 

Finding No. 15: MDHA did trot limely submit for BCC ratification cite originnl 
conlracf, the hvo supplenzentn f agreements und the fjrst eigh f charrge order 
arfrien rlumt. 

MDHA staff was advised by 8 e  County Attorneys Office that staff was 
authorized to make any and all contract changcs required to complete Ihe HOPE 
VI project. This direction was revised in January, 2006. 



ATTACHMENT 
Office of the County Manager 

1 11 N W  1 st Street Suite 2910 
Miami, Florida 331 28-1 994 

T 305-375-531 1 F 305-375-1 262 

ADA Courdin~iun 

Agenda toordinalion 

Ar I  ln Public Placer Mr. Paul Perdue 
Audil and Managrmenl Servirer 

Aviation H.J. Russell & Campany 
Buildin8 Code Curnpliance 

504 Fair Street, SW 
Building Atlanta, Georgia 3031 3 

Burlnns Ocveloprncnl 

caplh, Impmwmcdr Re: Notice of Non-Renewal of Contract 
Cillzen'r lndepcndent Transpodation Tfurl 

Comrnunlcati~nr Dear Mr. Perdue: 
Community AFt~on Agency 

c=rnrnuni,y b Economic ~ m ~ u p m a n i  Pursuant to Article 5 of HOPE V1 Program Manager Contract NO. 251, executed 
c ~ - ~ n i k ~ n e b i l ~ n ~  August 16, 2001, Miami-Dade County (hereinafter the "County") has the sole 

~ o n 5 u m e r ~ r v i - s  discretion to renew the Contract for a two (2) year period on a year-to-year basis. 
c O r m i * n s ~ R t h a b A 1 i q ~ ~  The County has determined that it is not in its best interest to renew H.J. Russell 

Counl~idcHcstlhwrePIJnning and Company's (hereinafler the "H.J. Russell") Contract, and therefare exercises 
Cullunl Maits Arlicle 5 rights of non-renewal. 

Eleclmm 

Emepncy  Managcmcnl 

E~nptqw Rrtalion> 
In accordance with Article 36 e,  the County requests that all reports, plan 

fnhrpr~seT&nology Scrvbz.5 
surveys, information documents, tapes and recordings, maps, electronic files, 

Env~ronmental h o m e r  Managemmi 
other data and procedures, developed, prepared, assembled or completed by 

Fstr Empluymenl Pracl~ccr H.J. Russell be delivered to the County by August 16, 2006. In particular, the 
Financt following critical documents remain outstanding and must be delivered to the 

nre Ktr~ue HOPE VI Office by this date: 
General S e ~ i c e r  Mml f l i r lnc~ t I  

I-lourrng Agency 

i-lo~~rng Finance Aulhoriv 

Human Stwices 

tndtpendenl Review Rnel 

hleroatlonal Trade Conmrliurn 

luvmrle As5ersmcnl Ccnlcr 

Mdlol Eraminc~ 

MctrqoiiUn Flann~ng Org~rriwlion 

R,k and Recreatioi* 

Planning and Zwbg 

mri.2 
Rocu#emrd 

P r e p n y  App~airen 

Vublc libraw S p a m  

PuMic Works 

Lk N a i g h b r h a d  P a h  

U h n  RevilafiutionTark FQW 

Via- Mucum and Gadcnr 

Water and Sewer 

1. Pursuant to Addenda 1 & 2 of the Contract, H. J, Russell was engaged to 
administer the County's Beautification Program. As required by Article 9 
of the Contract, in order for the County to reimburse H.J. Russell, "all 
invoices shall be taken from the books of account kept by the Contrador, 
shall be supported by copies of payroll distribution, receipt bills, or other 
documents reasonably required by the County and shall show the 
County's contract number." Tq date, many requests have been made by 
MDHA to H.J. Russell to provide complete supporting documentation for 
each invoice submitted to MDHA that justifies the expenses on each 
home that benefited from the Beautification Program. 

2. Pursuant to the Contract and ~ddenda 3 8 4, H.J. Russell was engaged 
ta provide oversight and administration of the Community and Supportive 
Services (CSS) Program. Pursuant to Article 9 and 29 of the Contract, the 
County and the Miami-Dade 0mce of the Inspector General requested 
that H. J. Russell provide complete supporting documentation to justify 
the expenses for invoices submitted to MDHA. 

3. Pursuant the Contract, Appendix A, Scope of Services, Section 2-.6 Self- 
Sufficiency and Supportive Services, as Program Manager, H.J. Russell 
is responsible for creating and maintaining a CSS database. Ta date, W.J. 
Russell has not provided the County with this database. 
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4. Pursuant to Addendum 6, executed on August 16, 2004, and the 
accompanying Memorandum of Understanding executed on September 
21, 2004, H.J. Russell was engaged to  administer the Single Family 

(Detached) Rehabijitation Loan Program. The County's records indicate 
that almost half of the administrative, engineering and recruitment fees 
(approximately $175,000) have been expended for the Rehabilitation 
Program and approximately $1 18,000 for completed projects from an 
allawable $2,000,000.00. Since the execution of this Addendum more 
funds have been expended on administrative activities than actual 
construction rehabilitation and only a handful of homes have been 
rehabilitated. Pursuant to Article 17 of the Contract, the County has the 
right to access and examine all books, documents, and records pertaining 
to any aspect of the Contract. Therefore and nohvithstandlng any 
previous request for documentation, the County hereby exercises its right 
to access and examine of books, documents, and records. In the 
alternative, H.J. Russell can prov~de ail related documentation pursuant to 
Article 36 e. 

5. Pursuant to Supplemental Agreement No. of the Contract executed on 
May 10, 2002, H.J. Russell is required to submit Bar Chart Timelines with 
its monthly progress reports. To date, these have not been provided to 
the County. 

H.J. Russell's failure to comply with the Contract shall be deemed an Event of 
Default under Article 24. Thus, if H.J. Russell fails to submit ail required 
documents and other records to the County by August 16Ih, then please consider 
this letter t~ serve as the County's Default Notice as required by Article 25. 
Pursuant to that article H.J. Russell shall have an additional twenty-four (24) 
days to cure the.default. If any deficiencies are not cured within this time, the 
County shall avail itself of any or all of the remedies set forth in Article 26. 

We look forward to working with you to close out your contract. 
A kdk 
C thia W. Curry 
Snior Advisor/lnterim Director 

c: George Burgess, County Manager 
Terrence Smith, Assistant Cqunty ~ i o r n e ~  
Elizabeth Ogden, R.A., Director, Housing, Planning 81 ~ e v e l o ~ m e n t  
Norma Armstrong, Procurement Contract Officer 
Jerome Russell, President, H. J. Russell 
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M f A M P W  
Memorandum ma a 

~ a t a :  A U ~ U S ~  7,2006 . -- .- . .. . .- 

To: ATTACHMENT 6 

From: 
Ading Dlrector 
Miami-Dackt County Department of Human Servicea 

Subject: DHS NOPE V1 ComrnunLy Supportive Servi#~ Ptgm.m 

In Augwt 1999, Mimmi-Dade Housing Agency (h4Dk-W) m s  at~rarded a US HUD HOPE VX 
R ~ v i t a l i ~ t i o n  Grmt for $35 million fir the m i t d i z a t i ~ n  of the Soon Idomas nnd k t r  Hmcs 1-1ublic 
housing sites fbr vcry low ru low income familit~s. Miami-Dab Counry Dopamefit of Human Services 
(DHS) was contracted in 2002 to provide, thaowh an isttrckpartmental agrement, hman services 
suppm us residents of both projects. This wo~am is d e s i ~ d  ro 4wrk with the MDHA m assist 
residents of Scott: Homes and C m e r  dmos tan hccme sc l ! f -~~c iat t .  HOPE VI assists residents of 
thege housing &velopments lo  obtain outreach, c~mmunily suppfidvo scnrices, job mining skihi, high 
schbd or bqujdrnt cduostion, ccanomic devdopent, homc-mtsinremncc mhnagaarent md om~lcship 
dcvdopmcot, job search, plltcement, md retdon. 

DHS' HOPE VI Community Suppanive Servima PCo~ram staff assisted residents in Scatt I-Iurnas 1754 
pubic housing units) md Carver H m t s  1% pubiic housing wits), by providirlg c a w l i n g  md 
rd&on sowices to the existing residents rind continued ongoing supportive swiecs to zhesc fmiilies. 
Services incllLdc outreach, comprehmive assesmenr md eva lu~on ,  formularion of an Indivjdwlized 
Scrvice Plan, cwe management. wmmbnity supportive services, job mining, tcschid~vocationnl 
tmjning. high school @ v a l ~ ~ ~ ~ y  sducation, employment prcpar~iiodpl acemeat, horne~wnership 
counseling, yo& activities, elderly acrviws, 4 motivational wmsclhg. These human s ~ i c e s  were 
coordhmted with the MDRA as part of Iht Agency's Redevel~pent Plan for the two howing 
dcveloprnats, Bceausc of t'nc rnagaitude oftha project, DHS hs bccn contracrad for bth phases. 

P k  I of DHS' HOPE VI Carnmuaity Supportive Sbwicw Prp- was associaied with social sewices 
supparl requirtd for the rclwtion of rajdenrs in ordm f i r  the dtmolilion of cxisti~rg uni~s, addrrional 
site. irn~ovcmmts, renovations to existing faaitics, installation nf new i n f r a s h c t ~ o  and consbct i~n 
~f new units. As a result of DHS' efforts, 152 residents af the Scott H o w  ;md Carver Homes were 
~ i s t e d  with dirccr relocation to Secfia 8 housing, Phase I begun in July 2002 .through Ih~ernbcr 
2W5. Staff of 10 e m p l o ~ c s  hcIudcd: 1 Socx  Services Supeflisor, 1 Qficc  Suppurt Specialist 11, and 
8 Community Fmily Smicc Worlc.~s. h D H A  rihbrrrscd the UephmY fof Phase Z as follows: 
JuIy ZOO2 through December 2002 - $130,000; January 2003 December 2003 - $432,577: 
January 2004 though Dbcernbw 2004 - 5505.915 and January 2005 through December 2095 - $546,000 
for a toral of $1,614,492. Phase I, was c o l l l g l d  and the Department: met all ib Corrftactual abligztiom 
by providing trackiw of approximately 651 fonherlcutrcdt Seon and Carver cliats (19 t~ 64 yeas of 
age) t b u g h  monthty contacts. Clients were provided a~t~ach,  csmprchensiuc assssmcnt and 
Naluatioh, formulntion of an Lzdividual~d Scmice P l q  rcferml for suppoAvc sGnrices (i.c, 
?ransportaxion, child c m .  etc.), employment, job M n g ,  education, cmdit history rep& and home. 
ownmkip responsibility lraidin; Tltc prpfile of h e  midcots of public housing (MDHA 



Dernagrapb~~: MIS ~iU$sjon, Housin~ Authority Il)ah System) shows that 92 percent ~f the h o d  of 
households r v m  single women; bcad of households between 20 m ~ d  40 years OF age represent '72 p-nt 
of the populatioa; the m d a n  nllmbcr of d&pendmts per howclold is 3.8; and tht perccntagc of 
residents with no tr&g or skius is 63 m t .  

The followbp; is a breakdown of individuals sewed by scrvice ~dbgory  dwing Phase 1-July 2002 
through December 2005: 

N m W  
Scmd 

1 3 6  

6 5  1 

65 1 

1 ,@9 

180 a 

204 
-" 

46 

239 

r Sarvi~as 

Outreach 

Comprchewsive 
Assossmcnt and 
Evduation, Including 
I d v i d u a l i x d  Service 
P l m  
Case ~ g c m e n t  

C o ~ u n i ~  
Supportive Services 

Job Training, 
TccluhUVocntiond 

. Training 
GTigh S h o I  ' 

Equivalence 
Educatibn 
ff omao~~ership 
Counscling/Crrdit 
History Repair 
Youth Activities 

Dcscriprion 
I 

- .  
Nwbw of midints of Shc Scan and Cmer Homes Projects 
provided inbmation on the Revitalization E'rojcct and h e  

availability of w c j d  S(:TY~W thro~gh the DHS ROPE VT- 
Cbmunity Suppoqive Scn5ccs Program. 
Wmbtr of residents requeSting socia1 services requiring the 
d&dopmcnt of an 'individ~ized Servicc Plan to identify 
e d ~ d o n d  lwel, m e r  goals, homco~ncrsbip gotentid, c ~ d i t  
hiS~ry, supportive services nceds (i.6. tzansportation, child care, 
arc,) + 

E&b w o r k  was k p e d  a caseIoad of approximately 81 
miidtm(s for intensive monitoring of thc Lndividunlizcd S&ee 
Plans. Number of reddnts assisted with cvidon notices, 
Seciion 8 lost wouch~,  landlord knmt issues, Q-ampdalion, 
child cart, domestic viokmx, r n e d  health, ~ubsmce abuse, 
pajrenhn nnd otha crisis is lsex- 
Number of midents provided: 
Trmsport3lion: bus passes provided for transportati~n tu and 
from referrals arid carployment servjces. 
Child Care: fmilics rcfemd f ~ r  mbsidizod c11ilrli mre. 
Numbw of x'esdcnb m f d  to nunin&, ca~pmtry skills, b& 
rdlers, ere. skills training. 

Number of residents cnrollcd in coursework to ebb a high 
school diploma or GED equivalency. 

Number of rasidcnrs enrolled in homeomcrship trainhg and who 
wrnpldcd brneownerrihjp cowelin6f through HOPE VT. 

J L1 

Nuhbm of youth 14 ' ro 21 ' pr~vidcd ref%mtls to 
rcc'@tionakdh*rnl activitie~, i n c b d i ~ g  mcntorship a&vitics, 

El&rly Sewices 

Motivntional 
Counseling 

.- 
Job Placement 

Pamers included: Boys and Girls. Club of Miami, Urban 
of Greater Miami, 8eIafontc Tdcolcy, MADb Dads, ~ I G .  

-2 - 
Nuhbcr of elderly r c s h t s  ED+ provided rdocarion, special 
actiVities, and m p o m t i o n  to healrh and social senicm. 
N&kr of residents pmicipating in Homebuyers Club tbt  w m  
pm'yidcd with inrdmatEon on rhe real ~ t a t c  rnarkct *dnd the 
benefits of investing i~ homoownership. 350 
~ r i m b ~  of =side& p k d  irr unsubsidiaed empl&ent. 3 7 2  

2 
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In Phase 2, RHS continues providing in nccadanct with US Hw Return Policy, first fo-r rc$~dents 
witb homaowacrship, employment w d  job aoj.qing hlls ~onsistent with the goals estn2llished ia the 
DHS HOPE VJ ComnlUni~ Supporrive S&ces Inlcrdepaalmenlal Agreement for the two housing 
ptoject. DHS will continue to work with tbe residents lo f a o i 1 i ~ ~  that Ihc pcrccntage of ftidlies 
&sing &ces does nor acctd 210 percent of tha actual nmba of climls served through year d i n g  
2004. Access to thr= entire continuum of Comity human smiccs i s  providd To the residents as part of 
the interdepartmental agreement. P h  J1 continuation h d i n g  is $549.103, This covers the cast of 10 
direct saruiw staff. The Social Senriocs S q x d s o r  1, in Phast 12, k respmsible far d i r d n g  the daily 
opcmtians of the DHS' HOPE VI Communiy Supportive Services Udt  and harrdlcs dimcult cases. The 
Office Supper Spccidi$EI collccts the d m  and Wtch HOPE VI residents and the Unit's pcrfomimce. 
l M  remaining 8 Comui ty  Family Service Workcrs art pmvjdipg individual and group counseling, 
w s  management and referral for suppnrtivc services (i.c. transprtnti~n, child care, ew.), fimcial 
management supprt, credit repsir sorvfces, job training skills, rc feds  for high school or equivalent 
&cation, economic develapmcnt. h c 4 a t t t b a n c e  managcrnenl and ownetship skills dwebpmt,  
job semh, placement, and rcmtim In addition, DHS HOPE V1 Community S u ~ o r t i v c  Servi~s i.q 
providing conscntrated services M elderly residents who arc age 6W by providing hommwnemhip 
mhbe;, mdiz history ITMY, dweIopment of an Ind~trldualized Scwice Plan, and iranspa-sn to 
heahh, sbcial services and o t k  special, activities. Ac~;ess @ the r)epwtmds Elderly, Disability and 
Vetmans Scnieeg Division dlows midcnts rcfetral ta c d ~ ~ r a l l y  s e n s i d ~  adult day w, specia\W 
senior centers, meals, recraat~on, hcalth suppot, hanspomtion, home care and care plming scrvir;cs. 

The following i s  is bbrakdom of individuds s w e d  by service cattg~cy d u d g  the first six month of 
Phase 11- J m w y  1,2006 through June 30,2006: 

Phnse U Services 

Tracking 

Individual and Gmup 
Counseling 

Dacriptian 

N u m k  of former rcsidcnt that the DHS roseaotrtd and located 

prevention, etc. 
Number of former rcsidknts requirhp: lndividunlizcd 

tbc 1st plpcs of r~idency and ongagcd ia the Phnsc II podon of 
tbe Wabilitation Prcrjcc~ ' 

Numbcr of' formex midanti provided with indiddud and group 
camscling on parenting skills, domestic vioIenee prevention, 
sefe~tion of q d t y  ~ubsidized child care, mb.mance abuse 

P W  based on necds including &sis&cc with eriortorl notices, 
Scccion 8 lost vouckrs, lmdlozd t a u t  issues, transportation, 
child care, damtstic uiuIence, mental health, subsIancc abux, 

1,116 

I ~uppv~v;Scrvicts T~;mspumtibn: bus qprovi~ed for transportadon to and 
fiom ref~ermls and mployxnent scruices. I J60 I 
Child Carc; families reforred for subsidiicd child carc. 

~ o b  T h i n i i i  Number of fomer residmts rci-lrrd tb nursing, cmpcnfzy skills, 
TechnicdTvocational bm& tell-, 'ctc. skills tm5ning. 
Training 
High School Number of former residen~ enroiled in coursc~mk to obtain a 

3 
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-- 
' Economic 
Developnocnt Smites 

Horn= Maintmmcc ' 

Nmbcr ~f f m e r  rcsidmts parLicipating in cn.treprencwid 
aaitdng t h ~ u g h  Tools for Change end Florida Memoriat Collegc 
E n k e p m n d  P m p m  ~ a r e d  to mining  former residcnts in 
developing businesdRnancisl plsms and obt;dng funding for 
pcmnal bwhcm or home.. , 
N w b c r  of former msiden~ campfeting the 8 hour course on 

Management and 
clvmmhip Skills 

1 Dwc I opment 

specific housekeeping tcphniqucs and om MDHA h m c  
mainrenance standards. la addi.tiwr, number of fox me^ residents 
with hameouvnc~ship cowscling geared IU pcepdng the 
individuals f ir  mcnfual h ~ t a ~ e r s h i p  includinr: how to 0bta.ix-1 

Y oultb ~ctivities 

Wdady S~rvices 

- 
down papmmtdoans towards hme pGchscs. 
Nun& o f  you& 14 to 22 providcd r c f d q  ' to 
recmhnal/cultzrr acrivitiea, including rnmtorSip activities, 
Pmess included: Boys and Gr1s Mub of Mianli, Urban League 
of Greater Minmi, Bdafontc Talmlcy, ctc. 
Numbu of former sldaly; nsidms 

Moti va tianid 
CounscIing 

I as a direct result of htemention services by BMS BOPE Vi 
Cornunity Supportive Scrviccs. There am an additional 9 I I 

280 

Number af fomet residmits participating in wackly Hmebuym 
Club that wtrc ptbvided ~ t h  informstion an the rcd state 

Home lSHmarship 

1 fwmm residents in the process of obtaining homeo-shi 
Job Pla - ---- ---- ", --.vm.-. 

lays. --- cement I Numbs of former tasidcnts d a d  in ~ b ~ i d k e d  m n l n w n h G -  -- 

market md thc banefits qf id~e.sting in homeownership- 
Number of fbrmer midents that bave s~hicrcd b ~ m c  oworship 

Job Retention \ Numbex gf € Q ~ H  residents mtdim ernphymcht: after 18E 

This p m m h i p ,  kWcen the MDHA and DHS has allowed for a oontinuum of services thak has 
assisted phlir:  howJng residents in moving from dependency to  ~clf-suff ic i~y.  

2210 

w: Mae D. Bryant, Ph.D., AssMmt County Manager 

I 



Date: August 16, 2006 
Memorandum m 

To: Mae D. Bryant, Ph.D., 
Assistant County Manager 

From: E. Carolina Montoya, Psy.D. 
Acting Director 
Miami-Dade County 

Subject: Response to OIG Draft Report ,/ 

ATTACHMENT C 

This memo provides the Department of Human Services' response to departmental-related issues in the 
OIG Draft Report- (IG05-141A) submitted to Ms. Cynthia W. Curry, Seniur Advisor/ MDHA 
Management Team, County Manager's Office. We have presented each paragraph as written on pages 
17-19 of the report and provided a response accordingly. No response has been provided for paragraph 
#5 as this did not relate to  DHS. 

FINDING No. 5 :  MDHA paid DBS $1,695,914 far inadequate case managemcnt services, 

1. O1G Findings/Comments 
MDHA paid DHS, through an inter-departmental agreement, $1,695,914 (41% of the total amount paid 
for the CSS Program administration) from June 2002 through June 30, 2006, to provide case 
management services to the HOPE VI ScottlCarver Homes residents. DHS used this money to h n d  a 
HOPE VI CSS Unit comprised of eight (8) case managers, a supervisor and clerical/support staff, as per 
the calcndar year 2005 agreement, to provide case management services to the ScotVCarver Homes 
residents. Types of residents included "head of households", "employable residents", all youth younger 
than 1 9 and the elder1 y. 

DHS Response/Commcnts 
Phase I of the DHS HOPE VI Community Supportive Services Program was associated with social 
services support required for the relocation of the Scotb'Carver Ilornes residents in order to begin the 
demolition of existing units, additional site improvements, reriovations to existing facilities, installation 
of new infrastructure and construction of new units, As a result of DHS' cfforts, 152 residents were 
assisted with direct relocation to Section 8 housing. Phase I began in July 2002 through December 2005 
with a staff of ten employees as describcd above. MDHA reirnburscd DHS for Phase I as follows: July 
2002 through December 2002 - $130,000; January 2003 through December 2003 - $432,257; January 
2004 thorough December 2004 - $505,915; and January 2005 through December 2005- $546,000 for a 
total; of $ I ,6 14,492. 

2. 01G Findin~s/Cornrneuts 
We were unable to ascertain that DHS files authoritatively documcntcd the level of services provided to 
all Scott~Carver Homes residents, as reported by DI-IS in its pcriodic reports. Typically, a caseworker's 
hand written notations were all that documented a resident's use of services. There most often was no 
indication that the caseworker ever followed-up with the service provider to confirm that the resident 
successfully completed a program (erg., job training) or how often a resident used a program (e.g., child 
or medical care). This additional step to confirm with the provider would have added a desirabIe degree 
of credibility to the DHS-reported results. 
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UHS R~sponsefCornments 
While we are unclear as to what "authoritatively documented the level of services" means, all client 
contacts were properly reflected and documented in thc progress notes contained in each client file to 
include the achievement of individualized service goals, referrals, queries for services and results of case 
management efforts, in accordance with established DHS HOPE IV Community Supportive Services 
(CSS) Program policies and procedures. CSS Counselors follow-up on referrals within seven (7) 
working days to ascertain that the client accessed the services. 'Shc Counselor documents the outcome 
o r  the referral in the progxess notes, If the client did not rcceive the services, iirrther contacts ate made 
with the client to determine if additional assistance is required in order to access the required services. 
1f the community agency receiving the referral returns the referral form indicating the outcome of the 
referral, this document will be filed in the client's filc as stipulated in the HOPE VI Community 
Supportive Services Policies and Procedures. 

2. OIG Findines/Comments 
Although not entirely the fault of DHS, but a procedural shortcoming, nonetheless, was that DHS did 
not review the service provider invoices. As the referring agency, DHS was in thc best position to know 
the expected lcvel of services based on its referrals, and the  actual level of scrvices provided based on its 
follow-up interviews with the residents, and, thus, best equipped to assess provider's invoiced amounts 
for accuracy and cornpletencss. This would have been a logical and prudent stcp for DHS to take, if no 
other reason than to confirm its own data, 

DHS Kesponse/Commen ts  
The scope of services contained in the interdepartmental agreement does not impose on DHS the 
responsibility to monitor or verify thc invoices of other service providers. DHS as the case management 
service provider, is not in the audit and fiscal position to determine the validity of the invoices. 
However, DHS has the documentation available for an auditing agency to revicw and reconcile invoices. 

3. OIG Findin~s/Comments 
DHS, among other responsibilities is required to provide tracking of CSS enrolled individuals through 
monthly contact and to offer case management and referral for CSS Program eligible families that agree 
to participate in the program to recruit, design and deliver elderly services to 60-plus HOPE VI 
residents. In fact, thirteen percent (13%) of MDHA's payments to DHS fund its elderly services 
program. DHS is required to provide periodic reports of its activities, 

DHS Rcsponse/Commcnts 
DHS met all their contractual obligation during Phase I of the HOPE VI Rehabilitation Project as 
indicated in various audits/monitorings conducted by US HUD, As specified jn the DHS HOPE VI CSS 
Propam policies and procedures manual, mandatory monthly and quarterly programmatic reports were 
submitted to the Miami-Dade Housing Agency. The monthly reports provide the data elements to 
evduate program outcomes and compliance with contractual obligations. The attached HOPE VI 
Community Supportive Services (CSS Unit) Revitalization Program Quarterly and Monthly Reports, 
capture the monthlyiquarterly performance in the service categories, as required by the 
interdepartmental agreement. The interdepartmental agreement between DHS and the Miami-Dade 
Housing Agency did not provide for specific objectives for the elderly. The eIderly were provided 
services as needed, 
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4. OIG .Findin~s/Comments 
We believe that we can reasonably impute that DHS was to provide and document the entire spectrum of 
services used by the ~ c o ~ ~ a r v e r  ~ o m e s  residcntsifarnily membersktc., including counseling sessions 
(in-office or in-home) and referrals that were provided as part of a slructured, cornprehcnsive supportive 
services program. Onc important function should have been to conduct and document its follow-up 
efforts with the service providers and residents confirming their actual participation and use of services. 

DHS ResponselComments 
DHS followed departmental HOPE IV policies and procedures, in keeping with the requirements as 
outlined in the interdepartmental agreement. Afl client contacts, including the full spectnun of services 
provided to the ScottICarver rcsidents. All actions are documented in the client files to include: CSS 
caseload tracking, case management, relocation, employment preparation, placement and retention, 
support services, referrals and follow-ups. 

6. 01G Findinp;s/Comments 
As discussed elsewhere in this report, the number of HOHs is still under dispute by MDHA and H.J. 
Russell. Only DIIS reports employabIe residents but they do not correlate this count to the HOH count. 
In either case, DHS files should contain the authoritative source documents supporting the reported 
headcounts, services provided and othcr data should have been contained in the CSS database. 
Notwithstanding that the CSS database was never developed, DHS iiles still should be complete. In the 
absence of the CSS database, DHS used an Excel spreadsheet that was similar to the one by H.J. Russell, 
to track case management activities. As is the case with H.J. Russell's spreadsheet, this tool is 
insufficient to provide accurate, timely and current information about the totality of services provided to 
the residents. 

DHS ResponselComments 
DHS was not provided with information in order to conduct reconciliation against MDHA information 
by either MDHS or H.J. Russell. In thc absence of a CSS database, DHS rec&ded all services provided 
in Excel spreadsheets as a basic means of compiling information. Thc spreadsheets were used to 
provide the required monthly and quarterly service reports. If a dalabase is provided, DHS is in the 
position to enter any and all client information and levcl of services provided since program inception. 
The "authoritative document" used by DHS to determine the delivery of service are contained in the 
clicnt case files, according to DHS/E-IOPE IV policies an procedures. 

7. OIG Findin~s/Comments 
Critical to the success of any supportive services program is the follow-up work by the caseworker. 
Telephone calls and in-person interviews are integral to this process but they should be supported by 
other caseworker actions to verify the resident-reported information, In particular, caseworkers should 
follow-up with the service provide to confirm the level of services actually provided or even if the 
resident appeared at the service provider location. We examined the 128 referrals contained in our 30 
sample case files and found that only 4 referrals were completed and retuned by the service providers 
and that only 2 of them indicated that the residcnts received the referred services. There is no evidence 
that DIIS caseworkers contacted the service providers to check on the status of the referrals. 
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DHS Response/Commenats 
In keeping with national "best practices", specifically the standards estabIished by thc national Council 
on ~ccreditation (COA) and- the National Association of Social Workers (NASW), DHS staff 
documents all client contacts and referrals to support thc level of services provided. DHS/HOPE IV 
policies and procedures require that documentation be reflected in the client case file. All referrals are 
made on a referral form, but also documented in the case file. The rerenal form is forwarded to the 
senice provider, who is expected to return the completed referral form. In the absence of a returned 
referral from the service provider, DHS staff will document the disposition of the referral. DHS staff 
has no control over other provider's ability to complete and return the referrals, We realize that only 30 
cases of the possible 1,200 clients that have becn served sincc program inception were checked. This 
number represents 0.02% of the total number of clients served and remains an insufficient amount of 
files to determine the level and accuracy of services provided. 

8. OIG Findin~s/Cornments 
The OIG finds that the DHS HOPE VI CSS case management unit provided inadequate case 
management services. Moreover, thc statistics supporting these activities do not correlate with other 
related data contained in the reports prepared and published by MDHA and H.J. Russell. We believe 
that case management services should have involved much mare effort than reporting periodic 
caseworker's contacts and preparing referrals to the ScoltlCarver Homes residents. Unfortunately, that 
is what DIIS provided for $1,695,914. The 01G suggests that MDHA expeditiously follow up with 
DHS about the level of service that it has been providing to thc residents. 

DHS Response/Commcnts 
DHS does not support the opinion that the case managemcnt scwiccs provided wcrc inadequate. DHS 
can substantiate the USE of the $1,695,914, to fund the direcl service stafc and their work is principaIly 
documented in the client case tiles. Ancillary operational expenses for the program were provided in- 
kind. Statistics drawn from the case files are consistent with the level of services agreed upon in the 
interdepartmenta1 agreement. Since program inception, DHS' HOPE VI CSS program staff assisted 850 
Scott/Carver Homes residents by providing counseling, relocation services and continued supportive 
services to these families. Services incIuded outreach, comprehensive assessment and evaluation, 
formulation of Individualized Services Plans, ongoing case management, referrals to community 
supportive services, job training, technicallvocational training, high school equivalency education, 
employment preparatiodplacement, homeownership counseling, youth activities, elderly services, and 
motivational counseling. 

Because of the magnitude of this project DHS was contracted for Phase I and 11 of the project. Phase I 
of DHS' HOPE VI CSS Program was associated with social services support required for the relocation 
of residents in order for the demolition of existing units, additional site improvement, renovation of 
existing facilities, installation of new infrastructure and construction of new units. As a result of DHS' 
efforts, 152 residents of the ScotVCstrver Homes were assisted with direct relocation to Section 8 
housing. Phase I began in July 2002 through December 2005. Phasc I was completed and DHS met all 
its contractua1 obligations by providing outreach services to 1,236 clients and tracking of approximately 
65 1 former/current ScottKarver Homes clients (19 to 64 years of age) through monthly contacts, 

In Phase 11, DHS continued to provide services in accordance with the US HUD Return policy, first 
former residents with homcownership, employment and job training skills consistent with the goals 



established in rhc DHS HOPE VI Community Supportive Services interdepartmental agreement. DHS 
continues to work with the residents to facilitate that the perccntage of families refusing services does 
not exceed 20% of the actual number of clients served to year ending 2004. Access to the entire 
continuum of County human services is provided to the residents as part of the interdepartmental 
agreement. During Phase 11, a total of I ,I 16 former residents have been researched and located to their 
last place of residency. 

Cc: Phyllis Tynes-Saunders, DHS 
Maritza Alonso, DHS 
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Mark P. Schnapp 
Tel. (305) 579-0541 
Fax (305) 579-0717 
schnapprn@gtlaw corn 

August 23,2006 

Via Hand Deliverv 

Christopher R. Mazzclla 
Inspector General 
Miami-Dade County 
19 West Flagler Street, Suite 220 
Miami, FL 33130 

Re: OIG Draft Report-lGO5-141A 

Dear Mr. Mazzella: 

This firm is counsel to H.J. Russell & Company ("Russell") and we are responding to the Draft 
Audit Report (the "Report") of the Office of the Inspector General ("OTG"), dated August 9, 
2006, regarding the Professional Services Agreement between Russell and the Miami-Dade 
Housing Agency ("MDHA") for the HOPE VI Revitalization Program. 

INTRODUCTION 

For more than 50 years, Russell has been a leader in the construction and real estate development 
industries. It is the largest minority-owned real estate and construction company-and the fourth 
largest minority-owned business of any kind-in the United States. Russell has pursued its twin 
goals of excellent service to its clients and model corporate citizenship. 

Russell has a proven track record managing HOPE VI projects around the United States. It was 
selected for Miami-Dade County's project because of its previous success. Russell has worked 
diligently and in good faith with its client, MDHA, to achieve positive results in all phases of the 
HOPE VI program. Russell met its obligations with respect to the Community Support Services 
Program ("CSS"), monitoring and communicating to MDHA the progress of residents associated 
with the program. MDHA reviewed and approved each step of Russell's progress and 
achievement. MDHA accepted and ratified modifications to the goals and visions of the 
program, including the means and methods of measuring their achievement. Each step of the 
program was documented with invoices and reports that were reviewed, approved and accepted 
by MDHA. 

During the course of its contract with MDHA, Russell was in constant contact with its client-in 
writing, by telephone and in person-and the reporting relationship was defined through a 
consistent pattern of practice and course of performance of HOPE VI Contract No. 25 1 (the 
"Contract") according to the client's wishes. Russell was completely accessible to its client. 
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Miami-Dude County 
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When MDHA wanted to verify any aspect of the CSS program, it literally need only run across 
the hall. For over a year, MDHA allocated space within its own office to Russell in order to 
facilitate direct communication between client and contractor. Additionally, Russell's field 
office was located on property owned by MDHA until mid July 2006. 

The Report's over-arching claim that MDHA approved invoices with inadequate documentation 
from Russell is belied by the fact that MDHA witnessed Russell's performance every single day 
and approved of that performance at each stage of the project. Russell did not operate in a 
vacuum, free from the oversight of its client and the public. Rather, Russell was in daily contact 
with representatives from MDI-IA who were an integral part of the day-to-day decision-making 
team. In that regard, Russell has been performing with the full direction and approval of its 
client. 

Russell's expectation with regard to the CSS program was to provide its client with assistance 
"in the day-to-day coordination, oversight, and management of all [HOPE VI Revitalization 
Plan] activities," and "to "act under the supervision of MDHA staff in the procurement, 
supervision and coordination of the supportive service providers." Appendix A to the Contract, 
$ 2.2 ("General Responsibilities") and 2.6 ("Self-Sufficiency and Supportive Services"). 

Russell respectfully, but unequivocaIIy, objects to each and every Finding of the Report as it 
relates to Russell. The Report's fifteen Findings can be distilled into two distinct categories: 

Issues surrounding Russell's administration of the CSS: These Findings relate to 
Russell's documentation of its milestone achievements (Findings 8, 10 and 11); Russell's 
entitlement to certain period-based payments (Findings 2, 4, 13 and 14); and Russell's 
obligation to produce a CSS database (Findings 6 and 7). 

Failures on the part of MDHA (Findings 1, 3, 5 ,  9, 12 and 15): These Findings focus on 
MDHA's internal disarray, which cannot be attributed to  uss sell.' 

As this Response details, Russell performed as required under the Contract; where performance 
did not meet the precise specifications of the Contract, it satisfied the spirit of the Contract, and 
MDHA waived strict compliance and any right to relief asserted in the Report, by expressly and 
repeatedly approving Russell's performance under the Contract, accepting said performance and 
consenting to pay Russell for its specific performance under the Contract. 

Many of the OIG's Findings concerning Russell are based upon flawed and/or incomplete 
information supplied by MDHA. The simple fact is, Russell would not receive payment from 
MDHA had it failed to execute its contractual obligations to its client's satisfaction. 

I Finding No. 1 (Table 2) states that 85 cents out of every dollar spent by MDHA was expended on 
administrative services. This finding may be misinterpreted, because the 85% ratio includes expenses that were not 
strictly administrative. For example, it includes the salaries of DHS case workers and other support staff who 
provided direct services to CSS clients. 
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DISCUSSION 

1. Milestone Documentation 

The Report asserts that Russell did not adequately document its entitlement to certain 
performance-based payments (Milestones 5 through 8, as identified in the Exhibit C-4 of the 
Contract), could not agree with MDHA on how CSS milestones should be measured, and 
included non-CSS individuals in its Milestone 8 reporting. Milestones 5 through 8 require 
Russell to provide support services (e.g., education, vocational training, employment counseling, 
etc.) to 20%, 40%, 60% and 80% of residents, respectively, before being entitled to payment 
under the Contract. Findings 8, 10 and 11 question whether Russell can prove it met these goals. 
Russell objects to these findings, because it has met the individual Milestones. 

A. Milestone Achievement Documented 

Russell submitted invoices to MDHA for Milestones 5 through 8. Contrary to the suggestions in 
the Report, RusseII also produced documentation to support its invoices and spreadsheets. 
MDHA conditioned payment of the invoices on its satisfaction with the backup documentation 
provided. 

Before Russell received payment for reaching the respective milestones, its invoices were 
systematically reviewed and approved by no less than three MDHA officials. On more than one 
occasion, MDHA requested that Russell provide supplemental documentation, including: a 
listing of the names and status of the residents and former residents who were either enrolled in a 
self-sufficiency program, had completed a self-sufficiency program or were currently employed; 
and the specific programs in which they were enrolled. MDHA has been adamant in receiving 
backup documentation before paying invoices, The MDFIA employee referred to in the Report 
was particularly meticulous in his auditing of Russell's submissions and would not have signed 
off on unsupported invoices. 

B. Milestone Measurements Legitimate 

The Report takes issue with the inclusion of Family Self-Sufficiency Program ("FSSP") 
p.articipants toward CSS milestones. The implication that participation in the programs is 
mutually exclusive directly contradicts the relationship they maintain: HOPE VI's CSS and the 
County's FSSP are interlocking and overlapping programs. ... from OIG report, p. 33: "we do 
know that the FSSP is an on-going MDHA-sponsored program that was operating before and 
then concurrently with the HOPE V1 CSS Program and is an integral part to the entirety of the 
HOPE VI Revitalization Program." From the outset, this inclusion was rationally based and 
always disclosed to MDHA. For example, the milestone descriptions on billing Exhibit C-4 
document the progress of the residents formerly on welfare, who are "now enrolled in self- 
sufficiency program, now have completed a self-sufficiency program, or now employed." 
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Russell consistently worked cooperatively with MDHA to enroll residents in the FSSP, and 
actively assisted the County in its administration of the program. This information was not new 
to anyone at MDHA. The fact that Russell regularly registered individuals for this program was 
presented at many of the Community Task Force meetings. For example, the Home Ownership 
Program, administered by Russell as part of the CSS program required enrollment in FSSP. 
Therefore, to exclude FSSP participants from Russell's milestone tally would be completely 
unjustified. Simply put, it is illogical to imply that an individual's participation in FSSP would 
invalidate his inclusion in CSS. Moreover, Russell documented this information in many of its 
monthly status reports. 

The Report alleges that Russell "thwarted the O1GYs review of the records analyzed by MDHA 
personnel because it took its records back after the OIG had met with MDHA personnel." 
(Report at p. 31.) This is an unfair characterization of the events that transpired. The initial 
report submitted to the OIG-through MDHA-for CSS services provided was incomplete. 
When, in a meeting with MDHA and the OIG, the CSS records were requested, Russell stated 
that it was giving the MDHA a partial production of original records, because the request did not 
allow ample time to copy all of the documents from Russell's files. Russell received assurance 
that it would be allowed to retrieve those originals for copying, and to supplement them with the 
remainder of the documentation requested. The suggestion that such supplementation 
undermined the OIG's audit is unwarranted, because supplementation was expressly agreed to at 
this meeting. 

11, Periodic Payments 

-4. Addendum No. 4 Entirely Appropriate 

The Report asserts that the fees paid to Russell pursuant to Addendum No. 4 to the Contract were 
duplicative of fees already paid for the same administrative services. This is incorrect. Russell 
received $299,857.00 under addendum No. 4 because, at the time the original Contract was 
executed, there was no way of knowing the magnitude of the administrative work that would be 
required. At that point, neither Russell nor MDHA had identified the number of service 
providers, who they were and the extent to which Russell's involvement with them would be 
required. 

Section 2.6 ("CSS Master Budget") of Appendix A to the Contract states: 

The Contractor will also prepare, and submit for approval to 
MDHA, the CSS Master Budget Sources and Uses of Funds for the 
HOPE VI CSS Work Plan, and the cost of all the supportive 
services required to implement it. After approval . . . the 
Contractor will select the required service providers. . . . The CSS 
Master B u d ~ e t  will then be revised to reflect the costs of the 
selected service providers and submitted for approval to MDHA. 
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(Emphasis supplied.) The parties to the Contract understood that it specifically contemplated the 
authorization of revisions to the budget to account for unexpected costs. 

The CSS services required for this project were much more extensive than identifying and 
managing the Services providers. This became a reality only after Russell was on board and 
working with MDHA. Once Russell's management of the CSS Program began, it became clear 
that its budget was inadequate to deliver the required services properly. The revised budget was 
discussed with MDHA, agreed upon, and submitted to HUD for approval before Addendum No. 
4 was submitted and approved by MDHA. 

MDHA elected to make countless revisions to the format in which the HOPE VI project was to 
proceed, There were significant changes to the basic implementation concept of planning and 
building the new community. Correspondingly, the level of Russell's involvement with its CSS 
clients mushroomed beyond what was originally anticipated by either Russell or MDHA. This 
created much more front-end CSS work due to the continuous planning and implementation 
interruptions. 

Each new planning concept garnered (often unflattering) media coverage, created a negative 
reaction in the community and necessitated weeks of additional planning and community 
meetings, letters, visits, etc. before planning was allowed to continue. Russell, as Project 
Manager, had to absorb these costs through extensive community outreach. 

B. Russell's Oversight of CSS 

The Report asserts Russell neglected its duty to audit the CSS service providers. This is 
incorrect. Russell maintains close contact with each service provider, in every aspect of the 
project. Before submitting for payment, Russel1 reviewed every invoice from each CSS service 
provider and contractor. Russell staff and management developed an effective audit system, 
whereby they reviewed all bills for accuracy and conducted a detailed review of the provider's 
documentation to reconcile them with the expectations established by the individual contracts. 
This established auditing policy was a customary practice for Russell, and numerous instances of 
adjustments to providers' bills prior to submission to MDHA. 

The invoices and back-up information provided to MDHA demonstrate that all invoices were 
provided with information representing monthly performance expectations from those providers 
and actual amounts paid based on performance. 

C. Supplemental Aareement No. 2 Entirely Appropriate 

The Report suggests that there was no compelling reason for MDHA to restructure the payment 
schedules, which occurred pursuant to Supplemental Agreement No. 2. This is incorrect. 
Supplemental Agreement No. 2 modifies the 50/50 original payment allocation for period-based 
progress payments to a 60140 allocation. The period-based and performance-based payments 
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were revised in order to accommodate critical, unexpected, additional work in the program. The 
rationale was evident when, after the program had been running for approximately one year, 
Russell analyzed the available financials, which demonstrated that MDHA's payments were not 
keeping pace with Russell's cash outlays. Essentially, Russell was operating at a loss, and the 
slight modification of its payment schedules rectified the problem. 

Moreover, Supplemental Agreement No. 2 was fully vetted during meetings with HUD 
representatives, where Russell and MDHA jointly presented the proposed modification. HUD 
reviewed and approved the schedule restructuring. The agreement was prepared by the County 
and ratified by the Board of County Commissioners. 

D. Russell's Monthly Summaries Fully Briefed Progress Schedules for MDHA 

The Report complains that Russell did not provide "bar charts" detailing its progress schedule. 
Russell's client, MDHA, made the decision that the progress updates should be presented in an 
alternate format. 

At the outset of the program, Russell provided a comprehensive project schedule to MDHA on at 
least two separate occasions. In addition to that, Russell submitted a 15-page detailed HOPE VI 
Project Work Plan for review and approval by the client. Russell provided these items to the 
HOPE VI Director. However, the Director indicated a preference for a scaled-down "executive 
summary" version of the detailed timeline charts, and Russell commenced submitting simpler 
Executive Summary reports to satisfy its HOPE VI responsibilities. Since there was daily 
contact between Russell and MDHA, this appeared to be a reasonable request. Russell objects to 
the Report's questioning of the decision to conform its presentation of the schedules to the 
preferences of its client, MDHA. In any event, Russell provided progress updates, albeit in a 
different format, which were deemed acceptable by County officials. 

In Finding No. 14, the Report misapprehends the description of Stage 5 in Exhibit C-3 to the 
Contract. Specifically, Stage 5 covers the period up to "completion of site-work and 
construction" for a maximum of 48 months. Russell commenced site-work engineering and 
building construction plans and specifications in 2002. As a result of the many changes to the 
implementation process, as described below, this phase has continued for many more months 
than originally anticipated. During this time, MDHA paid Russell for the continuous redesign 
and planning of the project, including: oversight of numerous upgrades to the Rental Term 
Sheets developed by the financial analyst; repeated modifications to engineering plans; planning 
and implementation of the demolition and infrastructure installation phases; development and 
submission of draft RFPs for developers and other subcontractors; oversight and development of 
the Developers' Forum; and identification of participants and developing a plan for the Small 
Contractor Inclusion Project. These activities have required the continuous and sustained efforts 
of Russell's management and staff. The Report's allegation that Russell has been paid for 
"virtually no construction" is based upon a fundamental misunderstanding of the construction 
industry. 
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111. Database 

In Findings 6 and 7, the Report asserts that MDHA paid Russell to produce and deliver a CSS 
database, that Russell failed to do so and that this failure has had "adverse repercussions" on 
both the CSS program and HOPE VI in its entirety. Russell objects to these findings, 
particularly since MDHA was kept constantly apprised of the progress of the CSS program, at a 
minimum through Russell's monthly reports, MDHA requested additional milestone 
documentation from Russell, and would not and did not pay Russell's invoices until it was 
satisfied that the information was sufficient. 

The Report's principal complaint that Russeli reported the progress of the CSS program in the 
form of a "spreadsheet," and that this did not constitute the "database" contemplated by the 
Contract. This distinction is one of linrruistics, form over substance. Moreover, MDHA ratified 
Russell's performance through its own course of conduct over the course of four years. The 
spreadsheets therefore met the requirements of the contract.' 

The CSS information submitted to the MDHA was retained in the same format as received from 
DHS. MDHA contracted directly with DHS to provide case management services and informed 
Russell from the very start of this project that the quarterly HUD reports required under the 
Contract were not to be submitted by Russell, but would be submitted by MDHA with 
information received from both DHS and Russell. From the outset, MDHA accepted Russell's 
spreadsheet, and did not request that Russell report its CSS information in a different medium. 
The MDHA CSS Director originally worked closely with Russell's on-site Project Manager, and 
for the past year or more has worked directly with Russeli's CSS Coordinator. For the past four 
years, MDHA officials have accepted the spreadsheet format without complaint, approving its 
content as containing all the information they had requested, and effectively using it to develop 
and submit the required I-IUD quarterly reports. 

MDHA had a duty to provide Russell with expert guidance in the development of the CSS 
database. MDHA chose not to do so. Had its client fulfilled its obligation to "contract with an 
independent institution to act as the evaluator of the [Revitalization Program]," Russell would 
have been able to "work closely with. and receive guidance from, the Evaluator in the creation of 
the CSS database," and logically would have received notice of any additional expectations. See 
Appendix A to the Contract, at § 2.6 (emphasis in original). Russell conducted extensive 
research into local providers capable of serving as the evaluator and presented its findings in a 
series of meetings with MDHA officials, who ultimately chose not to hire anyone. Any alleged 
shortcomings in the database are directly attributable to MDHA's refusal to engage an 
independent evaluator, despite RusseIl's efforts. 

- 

2 Section 2.6 of Appendix A to the Contract, which specifies the requirements for the database, does not 
specify a particular reporting format. 
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MDHA received the CSS information as part of Russell's monthly reports, and Russell 
repeatedly received compliments for the breadth and accuracy of information supplied by the 
CSS spreadsheet. Russell was not directed or advised to reformat its database or to provide it in 
an electronic medium. In fact, it was not until Russell's representatives were interviewed as part 
of the OIG's investigation that any suggestion of the spreadsheet's inadequacy surfaced. Russell 
therefore considered its CSS spreadsheet to be the database called for in the Contract. 

MDHA's acceptance of the product and services validated Russell's understanding that its 
spreadsheet was exactly what MDHA had requested. Further, it is difficult to understand the 
Report's suggestion that the fee paid for the creation of the database was unjustified. The 
monthly collection and analysis of the data compiled in the spreadsheet is a continuous process 
that has been ongoing for more than four years. The Report seems to suggest that producing a 
database is comprised of the singular act of developing a template into which information can be 
uploaded. However, the real work of database creation is much more Iabor intensive, involving 
persona1 contact with clients and service providers, as well as collection and analysis of data 
relating to the services provided. Russell has performed thrs obligation. 

The Report accuses Russell of "abdicating [its] contractual responsibility." More importantly, 
Russell's responsibility was to its client, to "act as a representative of [Miami-Dade] County, 
under the guidance and supervision of MDHA ... assisting MDHA in the day-to-day 
coordination, oversight, and management of all [Revitalization Program] activities." See 
Appendix A to the Contract, at 8 2.2 (emphasis supplied). Since the inception of the Contract, it 
has been Russell's understanding that it takes its orders directly from MDHA, notwithstanding 
conflicting terms elsewhere in the Contract. Because MDHA, through the express instructions of 
MDHA officials, took responsibility for preparing the quarterly HUD reports-with information 
received directly from DHS-it is improper to shift the burden for any inter-agency 
inefficiencies to Russell's database creation responsibility. 

Notwithstanding its position that the information provided satisfied its duty to report the progress 
of the CSS program, Russell is prepared to provide the data it has collected in another format, if 
requested by MDHA. The extensive work of accumulating the underlying information is exactly 
what Russell has undertaken for the past four years. 

IV. MDHA 

Russell incurred countless unexpected costs associated with MDHA's internal disorder, 
instability and inability to maintain positive interagency working relationships. Even as late as 
July 2005, MDHA had yet to finalize the specifications for the RFP for development of Phase I1 
of the project. As of today, MDHA has still not released that RFP to the public. Naturally, 
RusseIl's budget did not provide for these over-runs. However, at every turn, Russell was 
prepared to devote the full energies of its administrative staff to work on solutions as problems 
arose. Far from billing excessive administrative costs, MDHA-and the entire HOPE VI 
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community-received an excellent value f o ~  the comprehensive services that Russell delivered. 
Several of these issues bear individual mention. 

Decision to Forego a Construction Manager-At-Risk 

Russell originally budgeted all phases of the project to be handled by one prime contractor or 
developer (the "Construction Manager-At-Risk"). Instead of following this original model, 
MDHA decided to break the project down into many smaller pieces, in an effort to include 
smaller local contractors. MDHA's revised plans called for as many as four different demolition 
and construction packages. Russell correctly predicted that the revised model was a recipe for 
cost over-runs. 

Resident Lawsuit 

Prior to Russell's involvement with the project, residents of the Scott/Carver development filed a 
lawsuit to block HOPE VI. This resident lawsuit precipitated a crisis that nearly crippled the 
project, requiring unanticipated hours of additional time restoring MDHA's goodwill in the 
community. 

Russell conducted countless meetings with ScottjCarver residents, concerned community leaders 
and grassroots activists. Resident of the Scott/Carver development had a strong distrust of the 
MDHA and very few individuals within the MDHA could gain the trust and respect of the 
community at large. Russell took on this responsibility for MDHA and was able to bring enough 
calm to the cornnlunity for the team to move forward with the planning and implementation of 
the relocation activities. In addition to responding to MDHA's request that Russell take the lead 
in managing this unexpected segment of the project, Russell instituted a series of after-hours 
meetings with residents to keep them informed of the facts surrounding all HOPE VI activities. 

Modifications in Development Plan 

Once the redevelopment plan was modified and approved by MDHA, Russell and MDHA met 
with HUD. At this meeting, HUD identified several serious concerns and discussions resulting 
in conceptual changes to the redeveIopment plan, including elimination of the rent-to-own units 
and their replacement with an additional 40 public housing units. Over the past four years, 
multiple amendments have doubled the total number of public housing units-from 80 to 160- 
with correspondent increases in administrative costs. 

With each of these changes, additional work is required of every entity involved. The financial 
consultant has to completely rework the rental term sheet; Russell has to develop additional 
presentations for informing the community; MDHA has to provide additional justification for 
HUD's review and approval; and the architect has to make adjustments, just to name a few. 
These adjustments and/or modifications to the re-development plan cannot happen overnight. 
Decisions can be made during the course of a two-hour meeting, but the implementation of the 
changes can take weeks or months. 
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Problems with Relocation Services Provider 

There is an extreme shortage of public housing in Miami-Dade County. Consequently, 
ScottdCarver residents were loath to leave their current residences without proof that MDHA's 
relocation services provider would be successful securing new suitable housing. Partially due to 
the publicity surrounding the resident lawsuit, and due to historic antipathy toward County 
government, there was a complete breakdown of communication between the Scott/Carver 
residents and MDHA. Residents refused to move from their public housing units, legitimately 
fearing that relocation efforts would prove unsuccessful. Sirnultaneousiy, a confluence of the 
booming housing market, the stigma attached to affordable housing, MDHA's chosen relocation 
services provider, National Housing Group, was unable to find sufficient Section 8 housing to 
which residents could be relocated in a timely manner. Furthermore, the resident lawsuit 
exacerbated resident concerns about permanent displacement. MDHA therefore requested that 
Russell provide outreach to prospective landlords. Russell did not just work with National 
Housing as an overseer of their work but Russell coordinated a Section 8 outreach program to 
work with landlords in relaxing their stance against the program. Through Russell's consistent 
efforts as a liaison between residents and landlords, the relocation program proved to be a great 
success. 

CONCLUSION 

Russell stands by its reputation for excellence and its performance here. UTe submit that an 
objective determination of the facts would show that Russell was at all times responsive to 
MDHA and performed under the terms of the contract in accordance with the client's needs and 
requests. Russell has fulfiIled its obligations under the Contract and will continue to perform any 
remaining obligations in a professional manner. Should additional information become known, 
we reserve the right to supplement the official record. Thank you for your consideration. 

Sincerely, 

Mark P. tlapp &p Glenn A. Harris 
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HI.  Russell & Company 

Program Management & Conslruction Division 
r ,& --:&'u 

Supplemental Agreement NO@,? 

HOPE VI PROGRAM MANAGER CONTRACT NO. 251 

THIS Supplemcstal Agreement No. 5 to the flOPE V1 PROGRAMMANAGER CONTRACT 
8 NO. 25 1 ("Contract") i s  made and entercd into as of this* 3-?.7*day of ;-- c-&;ilc;-, ,2002, by and 

between H. J. Russell & Conipany, a Georgia Corporation ("Contractor") and Miami-Dnde County 
('County"), a political subdivision of the State of Florida, acting by and lhrough the Miami-Dade Mousing 
Agency ('MDIIA"). 

Whereas, on Septcrnber 16, 1999, the U. S. Dcpartrnent of Housrng and Urban Developmcni 
confirmed that the County, a c t~ng  th-ough the MIIFlA, has hecrl awarded a $35,000.000 HOPE VI 
Revitalizntjon Granl ("Granr") for tllc reiltallzntlon ol the J ~ r n e s  E: Scott Homes and Carvur Homes I'ubllc 
Housing Drvuloprne~ll ('.ScottiCarvc~ Hon~rs") located ~n the (.ouoly. uld 

Whereas, to implement the County's 2IOPE \'I Jiev~t;tl~zation Prosram fundcd by the Grant, the 
Cour~ty procured the sorviccs of a qualrfied IjOPE \'I 1'1ogtnl1i Marlager pmsuan! to appIicahle puhllc 
b~ddmg procedures; and 

Whercas. having selcctcci Con~ract[)i h r  this pltrposc, on .%ugusi 16. 2001. ~ l l c  C'ouniy el-itcrcd inio 
that  cei~ain I-IOPE Vi i'rogmnr hlausgcr C'i)ruract iuo. 2.i I (tlle "Ay~.ccmcnt') sclting fort11 tile scopc of  
scrviccs (sec Appendix .4: S ~ o p r  of Sen ~ccs )  to h r  p r ~ \ ~ i t l ~ . c l  hi rhc i 'o iuny by thr Contractoi-: 2nd 

W11ert.a~. the Contractor 2nd I11c Cotlntv unlit to nial;e cc'rALaln re\,isions lo O w  proyscss p:tg~nr~~ts 
descl-ibrd in the ilgrrcrnc~lt i11 F.shibir C'-.?; J1r1 i O < ~ - ~ ~ ; l h c i l  f'3\r~i11'1115 311d it1 Itxl~ihif ('-4: I ' C I ~ ~ I - I I T ~ ~ ~ ~ . - I ~ ~ L  
f'avmelits. 

Now, ' l ' l~creli~~e In tiu-tllc~.aucc of \he C'ontr;lctor's pcrlormai~cc of 11's oblig;~tiar~s ulidcr 11lc 

.4pl'ecmct1l. lhc (:oti~ity arrd thc I'otltr.;lclor- ;iy.ec t o  thc stipulations s ~ . t  li)r-th hcloi\.: 

Rcvisctl SE~IC[~UIC of Pl.ogrc?:h PPVIIIEII~S 
Iishibits ('-3 I'csiod-1i;lsc.d I'soycss a~id  C-1 I 'C~I.SOI~I~IJIIC~'-L~~ISC'CI 1'1.ogl c-ss l1a!~rnc~lrs in the ueli~cnt arc 
I P \ ~ S S ~  and s~~t rs t i t l~ t td  hy tllr attachrd 1islliblt.s ( ' -3 I'cI.~~cI-R:IsL.LI I'IDECCSS p a y ~ ~ l t ' ~ ~ t s - R c v i s ~ d  ;~nd  C-4 
~ ' ~ . I . ~ O I I I ~ ~ C C - R ~ S E ~ ~  ps!'rncllts-lic\.iscd. Thcsc si.~.isions also cllatlyc 1 1 1 ~  allocntion of p ~ o y ~ . u s s  pa!,mcnts 
hcsrb\lurr~ Pcrincl-based and Pcr- fol~~~la~lcr-b~srd  p ; i \ r ~ ~ ~ ' ~ ~ t s  ~ L ) I I I  'O'lil-iO'!~;l 10 OO'!;l--IO"Yr I espcctiv~'I~.. 



, 
----. 

I;"; WITNESS WHEREOF, the parties have set their hand this &?day of ~.+-.&/r-;, 2002. 

COUNTY CONTFUCTOR 
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File Name: SCOTT HOMES AND CARVER HOMES Introduced: 1213011 998 

Requester: Miami-Dade Housing Agency Cost: Final Action: 21211999 
Agenda Date: 21211 999 Agenda Item Number: 6G1A 

Notes: 
Title: RESOLUTION AUTHORIZING THE COUNTY MANAGER TO BEGIN THE REDEVELOPMENT OF SECTOR I OF SCOTT 

HOMES AND CARVER HOMES; PROCURE APPRAISALS; SUBMIT A DISPOSITION APPLICATION TO THE 
DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT; EXPEND SURTAX AND SHIP FUNDS; APPLY FOR, 
RECEIVE AND EXPEND 1999 HOPE VI GRANT FUNDS; ENTER INTO A CONTRACT WlTH A HOPE VI CONSULTANT; 
SOLICIT RELOCATtON SERVICES THROUGH THE COUNTY COMPETITIVE PROCESSES; SOLICIT A DEVELOPER 
THROUGH COUNTY COMPETITIVE PROCESSES; AND EXECUTE ANY NECESSARY AGREEMENTS 
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Sunset Provision: NO Effective Date: Expiration Date: 
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LEGISLATIVE HISTORY 
Acting Body Date Agenda Item Action Sent To Due Date Returned PassiFail 
Board o f  County Commissioners 21211999 6G1A Adopted P 

REPORT: Commissioner Rolle asked that the number of single fam~ly homes in this development be increased by the Miam- 
Dade County Hous~ng Department from 40 to 150, and that the residents from Scott Homes, Carver Homes, and the 
surrounding neighborhoods be Invited to community meetings to discuss the project design. 

County Manager 112211 999 Assgned County Attorney 112211999 
County Attorney 112211 999 Assigned Karon M. Coleman 
County Attorney 112011 999 Assigned County Manager's Office 
County Manager 1120/1999 Assgned Barbara Jordan 112111 999 
REPORT: ATTORNEY NEEDS TO HAVE FINANCING QUESTIONS ANSWERED BEFORE APPROVING 

County Attorney '111 511 999 Assgned Karon M Coleman 112011998 
REPORT: requestng changes to reso and answers to questions In memo 
County Manager j1811999 Assgned County Attorney 21211 999 
REPORT: 6G-HOUSING 

County Manager 1213011998 Assgned Barbara Jordan 
LEGISLATIVE TEXT 

TITLE 
RESOLUTION AUTHORIZING THE COUNTY MANAGER TO BEGIN THE REDEVELOPMENT OF SECTOR I OF SCOTT 
HOMES AND CARVER HOMES; PROCURE APPRAISALS; SUBMIT A DISPOSITION APPLICATION TO THE DEPARTMENT 
OF HOUSING AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT, EXPEND SURTAX AND SHIP FUNDS; APPLY FOR, RECEIVE AND EXPEND 
1999 HOPE VI GRANT FUNDS; ENTER INTOA CONTRACT WlTH A HOPE VI CONSULTANT; SOLICIT RELOCATION 
SERVICES THROUGH THE COUNTY COMPETITIVE PROCESSES, SOLICIT A DEVELOPER THROUGH COUNTY 
COMPETITIVE PROCESSES. AND EXECUTE ANY NECESSARY AGREEMENTS 

BODY 
WHEREAS, this Board desires to accomplish the purpose outlined 
in the accompanying memorandum, a copy of which is ncorporated 
heren by reference, 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE BOARD OF COUNTY 
COMMISSIONERS OF DADE COUNTY, FLORIDA, that this Board 
authorizes the County Manager to 

( I )  Procure appraisals of market value of Scott Homes and 
Carver Homes: two public housing developments whch are 
operated by Mami-Dade County, Florida; 

( 2 )  Submt applications to the United States Department of 
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Housing and Urban Development (USHUD) for the disposition of 
Scott Homes and Carver Homes, and to dispose of those properties 
following approval by USHUD; 

(3)  Allocate approximately $6,000.000 of Surtax and SHIP funds, 
as recommended by the Affordable Houslng Advisory Board 
(AHABj, to finance the redevelopment of Sector I of Scott Homes 
and Carver Homes, as well as the surrounding communlty: 

(4) Proceed with the design phase for the redevelopment of 
Sector I - Scott Homes, 

(5) Apply for, receive, and expend approximately $35,000.000 in 
funds from a 1999 HOPE VI grant from USHUD for the 
revitalization of Scott Homes and Carver Homes as well as the 
surrounding communrty; receive and expend any additional HOPE VI 
funds that become available: file and execute any amendments to 
the applcatlon on behalf of Miami-Dade County, Florida; and 
procure the services of a HOPE VI consultant to guide Miaml-Dade 
County in the preparation of said application: 

(6j  issue Requests for Proposals (RFP) andlor Request for 
Qualrflcations (RFQ), pursuant to County guidel~nes and 
ordinances with the Intent of f~nallzing the procurement of the 
following services, expertise, and partnershlp 

- Relocat~on services for residents, 

- An experienced, qualified developer to form a partnershlp 
wlth M~arni-Dade County through MDHA for the redevelopment of 
Scott Homes and Carver Homes, as well as the surrounding communlty; and 

(7) Execute any agreements necessary lo effectuate any of the 
purposes of this resolution following their approval by the 
County Attorney's office, and to exercise amendment, 
rnod~f~cation, renewal, cancellation, and termination clauses of 
such agreements 

HEADER 
To, Honorable Chairperson and Members Date 
Board of County Comm~ss~oners 

From. Merrett R. Stierhem Subject: 
County Manager Resolution Authorizing the County Manager's 
Action to Begln The Necessary Activities 
for tbe Redevelopment of Scott Homes 
and Carver Homes 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION 
it is recommended that the Board approve the attached resolution authorizing the County Manager to proceed with the activities 
that are necessary for the redevelopment of two County-owned public housing developments, Scott Homes and the adjacent 
Carver Homes, and the surrounding neighborhoodJcommunify 

MANAGER'S BACKGROUND 
Scott Homes (754 public housrng dwelling units) and Carver Homes (96 public housing dwelling units) are poorly designed, 
antiquated and in need of substantial rehabilitation. The annual subsidies for modernization of public housing received from the 
U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (USHUD) have been reduced in recent years due to congressional budget 
tightening, and the result~ng subsidies have been insufficient for the Miami-Dade Housing Agency(MDHA) to conduct any major 
rehabilitation programs at these developments. Three previous submittals by Miami-Dade County of competitive applications for 
HOPE VI rehabilitation grants have not been funded by USHUD. 
There is an immediate need to address and remedy the conditions at the two referenced developments. As such. authorization to 
perform the following activities is required in order to proceed with the redevelopment of Scott Homes and Carver Homes and the 
surrounding community. 
Authorization is hereby requested to. 

1 Procure appraisals of market values of Scott Homes and 
Carver Homes. These appra~sals are necessary to be able to 
complete the mandatedlrequired disposition applications to USHUD 
described below 
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2 Subm~t applications to USHUD for the dispositions of Scott 
Homes and Carver Homes. 

3. Allocate approximately $6,000,000 of surtax and SHlP funds 
as recommended by the Affordable Housing Advisory Board (AHAB), 
to finance the first phase of the redevelopment, referenced 
herein as Sector I-Scott Homes, and incorporated hereto as 
Exh~bit I This allocation will come from the pool of available 
funds accumulated during the tme elapsed between the t~me that 
funds are committed to the time that the funds are actually 
drawn out by the awardees. The use of funds from this pool would 
not affect the amount of moneys that can be committed to 
applicants requestng surtax, HOME or SHlP funds In forthcoming 
funding awards. The allocat~on of the approxmate $6,000,000 
from this pool of unused funds was recommended by the AHAB at 
their October 28, 1998 meeting. 

4. Proceed with the design phase of redevelopment of Sector I 
of Scott Homes 

Ths  first phase of the redevelopment will consist of the 
demol~tlon of the ex~stng 216 obsolete dwelling units in Sector 
1 of Scott Homes the southeast sector on the east s~de of NW 
22nd Ave. between NW 68th Street and NW 71st Street (see Exhbrt 
I I 

To replace the 21 6 obsolete units, 100 new townhouse units will 
be built on Sector I. Of these, 50 will be public hous~ng units 
and 50 will be pr~vateiy-owned, affordable housing rental units 
for low- and very- low-income families. In addition, and as part 
of this first phase, 40 s~ngle farn~ly homes, targeted for 
low-income home ownership, are to be built on acqured nfill 
lots surrounding Scott Homes and Carver Homes. 

The 216 familes presently residing in Sector I will be glven 
Section 8 vouchers andlor certificates for their relocation. The 
MDHA has an adequate number of certificates andlor vouchers 
in-hand for this purpose After the redevelopment is completed, 
relocated families will be given the option of returning to the 
newly constructed public housing or affordable housing rental 
units at Sector I of Scott Homes; or at the other three sectors 
of Scott Homes or Carver Homes, as these are completed and 
become available 

Residents of Scott Homes and Carver Homes have been advised of 
the proposed redevelopment and the proposed retocatron plan 
during meetings held on June 1, 1998 and June 1 5 ,  1998. 
Residents will also participate later in community charettes to 
help develop the design criteria for the project. 

The first phase of the redevelopment project will be an 
important part of and highlight Miaml-Dade County's future 
application lo USHUD for a HOPE VI grant. 

5. Apply for, receive, and expend approximately 935,000,000 in 
funds from a 1999 HOPE VI grant from USHUD for the 
rev~talization of Scott Homes and Carver Homes and their 
surrounding neighborhood Icommun~ty, and to procure the services 
of a HOPE VI consultant to gude Miami-Dade County in the 
preparation of its 1999 HOPE V application, and to prepare all 
documentation, research, graphics and reproduction requred 

6 .  Issue Requests for Proposals (RFP) andlor Requests for 
Qualifications (RFQ), pursuant to County guidelines and 
ordinances, with the intent of finalizing the procurement of the 
follow~ng services, expertise, and partnershp: 

6.1 Relocatron services for residents 

6.2 An experienced developer to be a contractual partner w~th 
Miarnl-Dade County through the Miami-Dade Housing Agency for 
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the administration and development of all pertinent activities 
including, but not l~m~ted  to, architecture and engineering. 
financing, accounting and cost control, legal matters, cost 
estimating cost engineering. surveying and site plan 
approvals, envronmental testing and remediation, soil 
testing and evaluaton, perm~ts and platting, dernolit~on and 
sitework, construction management, final inspections, punch 
lists and certficates of occupancy. 

The Affordable Housing Adv~sory Board at ~ t s  October 28 1998 
meeting, recommended a partnersh~p of this type as the most 
benef~c~al arrangement for the County 

The intent of the above described redevelopment project for 
Sector I of Scott Homes is to proceed with or without future 
HOPE VI funds. Furthermore. these efforts will be utilized as a 
model for smilar redevelopments to Include the three rernaning 
sectors of Scott Homes 
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BCC Resolution (R-132-06) ratifying H.J. Russell's 
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approving County Manager's recommendations 
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(Approved January 24,2006) 

August 24, 2006 
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File Number: 060089 
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Title: RESOLUTION RATIFYING H.J. RUSSELL 8 COMPANY'S (H.J. RUSSELL) PROFESSIONAL SERVICES AGREEMENT 

FOR PROGRAM MANAGEMENT SERVICES (CONTRACT 251) FOR THE SCOTTICARVER HOMES HOPE VI 
REVITALIZATION PROGRAM (PROGRAM) AND ADDENDA; WAIVING THE COMPETITIVE BIDDING PROCESS, 
APPROVING COUNTY MANAGER'S RECOMMENDATIONS FOR AWARD OF CONTRACT TO H.J. RUSSELL TO 
INCLUDE ADDITIONAL SERVICES REQUIRED TO COMPLETE THE PROGRAM, AUTHORlZiNG THE COUNTY 
MANAGER TO EXTEND CONTRACT NO 251 FOR TWO ADDITIONAL YEARS: AND AUTHORIZING THE COUNTY 
MANAGER TO ALLOCATE UP TO $830,000.00 FROM DOCUMENTARY SURTAX TO H.J. RUSSELL; AND 
AUTHORIZING THE COUNTY MANAGER TO NEGOTIATE, EXECUTE, AMEND, AND EXTEND SAID CONTRACT 

Indexes: HOPE VI PROGRAM Sponsors: NONE 
Sunset Provision: No Effective Date: Expiration Date: 
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LEGISLATIVE HISTORY 
Acting Body Date Agenda Action Sent To Due Date Returned PasslFail 

ltem 
Board of County 11241200614A2 Adopted P 
Commissioners 
County Manager 111912006 Addtions 1/24/2006 
Cornrnun~ty Empowermentlll7120064F Forwarded to BCC with a P 
& Econ Revitalization favorable recommendat~on 
Cmte. 
REPORT: Ass~stant County Manager Tony Crapp. Sr. read the foregoing proposed resolutron into the record. In response to 

Chairman Rolle's question regarding the length of time to rat@ this resolution, Mr Alphonso Brewster. Housing 
Agency Director, replied the County Attorney amended some of the contract language which delayed the process. He 
also indicated that he asked for assistance from HJ Russell & Co. to finalize the Hope V1 Redevelopment Project. In 
response to Chairman Role's question regarding HJ Russell & Co.'s architectural role in the Project, Mr. Brewster 
stated that HJ Russell & Co. would oversee the Project to ensure program compliance and that the County's Interest 
was protected. In response to Chairman Rolle's concerns w t h  HJ Russell 8 Co.'s capacity to perform the work due to 
other commitments with Miami Dade County, Mr Brewster ind~cated HJ Russell & Co, had the necessary resources to 
complete all projects. Hearing no further questions or comments, the Committee proceeded to vote on the forego~ng 
proposed resolution as presented 

County Attorney 111 012006 Assigned Terrence A Smith Ill 012006 
REPORT: "NED1' 

County Manager 111 012006 Assigned Tony Crapp 12121/2005111012006 
County Manager 111 012006 Assigned County Attorney 2/7/2006 
REPORT: MDHA (CEERC 111 7106) (REQ WAIVER FOR 1/24/06 K C ) -  PLEASE PROVIDE AnACHMENT FOR SCANNING 

PURPOSE; DEPT PROVIDED COPIES FOR DISTRIBUTION 
County Manager 111 012006 Referred Community 111 712006 

Empowerment & Econ 
Revitalization Cmte. 

LEGISLATIVE TEXT 

TITLE 
RESOLUTION RATIFYING H.J. RUSSELL & COMPANY'S (H J. RUSSELL} PROFESSIONAL SERVICES AGREEMENT FOR 
PROGRAM MANAGEMENT SERVICES (CONTRACT 251) FOR THE SCOTTICARVER HOMES HOPE VI REVITALIZATION 
PROGRAM (PROGRAM) AND ADDENDA, WAIVING THE COMPETITIVE BIDDING PROCESS. APPROVING COUNTY 
MANAGER'S RECOMMENDATIONS FOR AWARD OF CONTRACT TO H.J RUSSELL TO INCLUDE ADDITIONAL SERVICES 
REQUIRED TO COMPLETE THE PROGRAM, AUTHORIZING THE COUNTY MANAGER TO EXTEND CONTRACT NO. 251 
FOR TWO ADDlTlONAL YEARS; AND AUTHORIZING THE COUNTY MANAGER TO ALLOCATE UP TO $830,000.00 FROM 
DOCUMENTARY SURTAX TO H J. RUSSELL; AND AUTHORIZING THE COUNTY MANAGER TO NEGOTIATE, EXECUTE, 
AMEND, AND EXTEND SAID CONTRACT 
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BODY 
WHEREAS, this Board desires to accomplish the purposes outlined in the accompanying memorandum, a copy of whlch IS 

incorporated herein by reference. 

NOW. THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS OF MIAMI-DADE COUNTY 
FLORIDA, that this Board, 

Secl~on 1 Ratifies Contract No. 251 by and between Miami-Dade County and H.J. Russell and its Addenda 1 through 8. 
Section 2. Finds it is in the best interest of Mlami-Dade County to waive formal bid procedures pursuant to Section 4.03(0) of the 
Home Rule Charter and of the County Code by a two-thirds (213s) vote of the Board members present authorizes the County 
Manager to execute an Addendum to Contract No. 251, with the approval of the County Attorney's Office, for an amount not to 
exceed $830,000.00 for the necessary additional program management services required for completion of the ScottlCarver 
Homes HOPE VI Revitalization Program and to extend the term of the Contract No 251, through said addendum, for two 
additional years with two additional one-year options to extend the Contract at the sole discretion of the County. The County 
Manager is further authorrzed to allocate up to $830,000 00 from Documentar), Surtax funds to H.J. Russell to effectuate the 
purpose of this resolution 
Section 3. Authorizes the County Manager to execute any agreements, and addenda necessary to effectuate any of the purposes 
of this resolution, and to exercise amendment, modification, renewal, cancellation, and termination clauses of sa~d agreements 
and addenda. 

HEADER 
Date: 

To Honorable Chairperson and Members 
Board of County Commlss~oners 

From: George M. Burgess 
County Manager 

Subject- Resolution Ratify~ng Contract No. 251; Authorizing the County Manager to Waive Competitive Process and Award 
Contract to Amend H.J. Russell and Company's Professional Services Agreement to Include Additional Program Management 
Services Required to Complete the ScottlCarver Homes HOPE VI Revitalization Program, and Authorizing Up to $830,000 00 in 
Documentary Surtax Funds to H.J Russell 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION 
It is recommended that the Board of County Commissioners (Board) ratify the Professional Services Agreement for the 
ScottlCarver Homes HOPE VI program management services (Contract 251) behveen Miami-Dade County (County) and H.J. 
Russell & Company (H.J. Russell) It rs further recommended that the Board authorize the County Manager to waive the 
competitive process and award a contract through an addendum to Contract 251 to provide additional services to complete the 
HOPE VI Revilal~zat~on Program (Program) and to authorize the County Manager to allocate up to $830.000 00 in Documentary 
Surtax funds for these servlces 

MANAGER'S BACKGROUND 
On February 2, 1999, the Board in recognition of the need to remedy the conditions of ScotVCarver Homes adopted Resolut~on 
No R-139-99, which authorized the County Manager to commence the redevelopment of Sector I of Scott and Carver Homes In 
addltlon, the Board author~zed the County Manager to submit a HOPE VI appl~caton lo  the Un~ted States Department of Housing 
Urban Development (USHUD) for ScottICarver Homes, and if awarded, the Board granted authority to the County Manager to 
expend funds and execute any agreements that were necessary 

The County submitted its application lo USHUD and the County was awarded a $35 million HOPE VI grant. Following the award. 
the County executed a HOPE VI Grant Agreement with USIHUD that required the County to procure a program manager. The 
County's HOPE VI Rev~talization Plan, which was approved by USHUD, also reemphasizes the use of a program manager 

Based upon Resolution No R-139-99, the County through a competitive process solicited proposals for a program manager. The 
competitive process that was used complied with the County's procurement process and USHUD's procurement regulations. It 
was through this competltlve process that H.J Russell was selected and  Contract No. 251, wh~ch is attached hereto as Exhibit A, 
was executed. The original value of this contract was $2.55 million. H J. Russel was selected because the duly formed selection 
committee found the proposal responsive to the Request for Proposal. However, the Contract was not brought back to Ihe Board 
for ratification. 

As HOPE VI Progiam Manager, H.J. Russell's responsibilities include, but are not limited to, assisting MDHA in the day-to-day 
coordination, oversight, and managemenl of at1 Program activities, such as counseling and relocation of residents, master 
planning and design, site work and conslruction, self-sufficiency and supportive services. homeownership counseling, outreach to 
the community and partners, and the preparation of schedules, budgets, cost control and progress reports. H.J Russell's 
importance to the Program is demonstrated by the following milestones that have been achieved since the County was awarded 
the grant: 

First, the County, with the assistance of H.J. Russell, the HOPE VI Relocation Services Provider and the Miami-Dade Department 
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of Human Servces (DHS), has completed the counseling and relocat~on of the orlglnal826 households of Scott Homes and 
Carver Homes to other MDHA public housing developments or Section 8 rental units of their choice and continues to provide 
ongoing supportive services to these families such as job training, technical training, high school equivalency educat~on, 
employment preparationlplacement, homeownership counseling, youth activities, elder servtces, and motivational counseling. 
Individual case management for the resadents is being provided by DHS. Since the inception of the Program, 362 or~ginal 
residents have found employment, and 265 of those have been employed for over six months; 293 residents are enrolled In 
homeownersh~p counseling and 26 former ScotWCarver Homes residents have already purchased their own homes. This was all 
accomplished in spite of the considerable delays caused by the federal class action suit filed by the residents and other parties to 
stop the Program's implementation 

Second, H J. Russell assisted the County in achieving the overall financial plan for the Program under which Phase One IS now 
proceeding. T h s  financial plan will need to be mod~fied for the Phase 2 construction of 160 public housing units. The revised 
financial plan will consist of a m x  of HOPE VI funding, tax-exempt bonds offered by the Miami-Dade Housing F~nance Authority 
{HFA), and 4% low-~ncome housing tax credits (L1HTC). Rental Term Sheets and Homeownership Term Sheets for approval by 
USHUD are now being prepared for Phase Two 

Third, H.J. Russel assisted the County to ensure that all pre-development work (e.g, envronmental. asbestos and historical 
studles) has been completed and 538 of the orginal 850 dilapidated Scott Homes and Carver Homes units have been 
demolished. The remaning 312 unlts are scheduled for demolition during the first quarter of 2006. 

Finally, H.J. Russell is assisting the County to complete t s  Beautifcaton Project, which includes the beautification and 
rehabilitation of the homes of the community surrounding the Scott Homes and Carver Homes developments (defined as the area 
bounded by NW 62nd Street on the south, NW 79th Street on the north, 17th Avenue on the east, and 27th Avenue on the west.) 
To date, over 530 homes In this surrounding community have been landscaped and/or painted and 30 homes are in the process 
of be~ng substantially rehabilitated, w ~ t h  8 homes already having completed their substantial rehabilitation. All of the work has 
been performed by contractors from the communty competitvely chosen from a group of 46 minority contractors who became 
certified, through t ra~n~ng sponsored by the Program and provided by the Black Busness Association (BBA) as County 
Community Small Bustness Enterprises (CSBE) contractors 

In order to ach~eve these milestones it was necessary to make adjustments to the terms and condtions of Contract No 251. 
These changes are reflected In Addenda Nos. 1 through 8 (see Exhibit B). The combined total of these additional services is 
$981,179, the majority of which. $713,000, was allocated to the Beautif~cation and Rehabilitation Program. With these change 
orders the total value of H.J Russell's contract was increased from $2,550.530 ml l~on  to $3,531,709. Notw~thstand~ng these 
achievements and the work performed by H.J. Russell, there is additional program management work, consistent with the 
specified contract scope. wh~ch the County requires of H.J. Russell, but cannot accomplish under the present contract and the 
rerna~ning Program requirements. 

For construction ~mplementation purposes of the 41 1 new units, the program was divided into two phases. Phase One includes 
the design, development, site nfrastructure and construction of 57 single famlly homes In Sector I of Scott Homes. The 
surveying, platting, building construction and site work engineering plans and specifications for the 57 homes of Sector I have 
been competed The ste Infrastructure work is underway and scheduled for completon during February of 2006. Five of these 
57 homes will be completed by February, 2006 and the remaining 52 homes are scheduled to be started as soon as the s te work 
IS completed during February, 2006. 

Phase Two of the project consists of surveyng, platting, site work, and construclon of 160 public housing units and 194 
affordable homeownership units on the sites of Carver Homes and Sectors 11, Ill, V of Scott Homes. The 194 homeownership 
unts will be sold to low-ncome families using MOHAs Section 8 Homeownership Voucher Program andlor affordable, low- 
interest second mortgages offered by MDHA's Affordable Homeownership Program. The County intends to procure a developer 
to install the infrastructure for the sites In Phase Two and to construct the 194 homeownership units and the 160 public housing 
units. It is anticipated that a developer agreement will be executed by the summer of 2006 to complete Phase Two dur~ng the frst 
quarter of 2009. 

Based upon the forego~ng the following I S  a recommended three step plan of action: 

First, although Resouton No. R-139-99 provded broad author~ty to the County Manager to execute any necessary agreements; 
based upon the foregong history, it is recommended that the Board ratify Contract No. 251 along with its addenda Nos 1 through 
8. 

Second, because the implementation of a complex mixed-finance plan for Phase 2 will require services not originally 
contemplated in the original Contract, specfically, the urban s~te planning to obtain approval from the Mlarni-Dade Planning and 
Zonlng Department, and the Architectural Des~gn Review and Advisory Committee (ADRAC) of the Miami-Dade Housing Finance 
Authority, the formulation and monitoiing of Project Implementation Guidelines for both the procurement and supervision of the 
developer of Phase 2, the review and approval of constructon documents submitted by the developer and the preparation of 
construct~on cost estimates based on those documents, and the provision of all technical, f~nancal, and legal experttse related to 
the process for obtatn~ng tax-exempt bonds and 4% low-income hous~ng tax credits, t is recommended that the County Manager 
be authorized to waive the competitive process and further be authorzed to negotiate with H.J. Russell and to execute an 
addendum agreeable to both parties. Because Contract No. 251 will expire in August 2006, it is also recommended that the 
addendum extend Contract No. 251 far an additional three years (with two additional one-year options to extend the Contract at 
the sole discretion of the County}. In light of the delays caused by the above-referenced federal class action lawsuit, and the need 
to accompl~sh the Program's requirements, an extension is necessary. To cover both the costs of the above-mentioned additional 
services and the extension. it is further recommended that the County Manager be authorized to allocate up to $830,000.00 from 
Documentary Surtax funds. 



Legislative Maller 

Finally, it is recommended that the County Manager be authorized to execule any agreements, and addenda necessary to 
effectuate any of the purposes of this resolution, and to exercise amendment, modification, renewal, cancellation, and termination 
clauses of said agreements and addenda. 

Tony E. Crapp 
Ass~stant County Manager 

In order to view the Printjbla PDT Format you need to have Adobe's Acrobat Reader 0 Inrialled on your k41Get ~ ~ ~ b ~ f  
computer If you don't have it, click on the followng icon and you will be redirected to Adobe's website where you can 

download and install Acrobal Reader. 



Date: January 24, 2006 

To: Hnn w-able Chairman Joe A. Martinez and 

From: ./ 
George M. ~ u r ~ & s  
County Manager 

Memorandum mm 

Agenda I t e m  No. 14(A) (2) 

Subject: Resolution Ratifying Contract No. 251; Authorizing the County Manager to Waive 
Competitive Process and Award Contract to Amend H.J. Russell and Company's 
Professional Services Agreement to Include Additional Program Management 
Services Required to Complete the ScotVCarver Homes HOPE VI Revitalization 
Program; and Authorizing Up to $830,000.00 in Documentary Surtax Funds to H.J. 
Russell. 

RECOMMENDATION 

It is recommended that the Board of County Commissioners (Board) ratify the Professional 
Services Agreement for the ScoWCarver Homes HOPE VI program management services 
(Contract 251) between Miami-Dade County (County) and H.J. Russell & Company (H.J. 
Russell). It is further recommended that the Board authorize the County Manager to waive the 
competitive process and award a contract through an addendum to Contract 251 to provide 
additional services to complete the HOPE VI Revitalization Program (Program) and to 
authorize the County Manager to allocate up to $830,000.00 in Documentary Surtax funds for 
these senrices. 

BACKGROUND 

On February 2, 1999, the Board in recognition of the need to remedy the conditions of 
ScoWCarver Homes adopted Resolution No. R-139-99, which authorized the County Manager 
to commence the redevelopment of Sector I of Scott and Carver Homes. In addition, the 
Board authorized the County Manger to submit a HOPE VI application to the United States 
Department of Housing Urban Development (USHUD) for ScottlCarver Homes, and, if 
awarded, the Board granted authority to the County Manager to expend funds and execute any 
agreements that were necessary. 

The County submitted its application to USHUD and the County was awarded a $35 million 
HOPE VI grant. Following the award, the County executed a HOPE VI Grant Agreement with 
USHUD that required the County to procure a program manager. The County's HOPE VI 
Revitalization Plan, which was approved by USHUD, also reemphasizes the use of a program 
manager. 
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Based upon Resolution No. R-139-99, the County through a competitive process solicited 
proposals for a program manager. The competitive process that was used complied with the 
County's procurement process and USHUD's procurement regulations. It was through this 
competitive process that H.J. Russell was selected and Contract No. 251, which is attached 
hereto as Exhibit A, was executed. The original value of this contract was $2.55 million. H.J. 
Russell was selected because the duly formed selection committee found the proposal 
responsive to the Request for Proposal. However, the Contract was not brought back to the 
Board for ratification. 

As HOPE VI Program Manager, H.J. Russell's responsibjlities include, but are not limited to, 
assisting MDHA in the day-to-day coordination, oversight, and management of all Program 
activities, such as counseling and relocation of residents, master planning and design, site 
work and construction, self-sufficiency and supportive services, homeownership counseling, 
outreach to the community and partners, and the preparation of schedules, budgets, cost 
control and progress reports. H.J. Russell's importance to the Program is demonstrated by the 
following milestones that have been achieved since the County was awarded the grant: 

First, the County, with the assistance of H.J. Russell, the HOPE VI Relocation Services 
Provider and the Miami-Dade Department of Human Services (DHS), has completed the 
counseling and relocation of the original 826 households of Scott Homes and Carver Homes to 
other MDHA public housing developments or Section 8 rental units of their choice and continue 
to provide ongo~ng supportive services to these families such as job training, technical training, 
high school equivalency education, employment preparation/placement, homeownership 
counseling, youth activities, elder services, and motivational counseling. Individual case 
management for the residents is being provided by DHS. Since the inception of the Program, 
362 original residents have found employment, and 265 of those have been employed for over 
six months; 293 residents are enrolled in homeownership counseling and 26 former 
Scott/Carver Homes residents have already purchased their own homes. This was all 
accomplished in spite of the considerable delays caused by the federal class action suit filed 
by the residents and other parties to stop the Program's implementation. 

Second, H.J. Russell assisted the County in achieving the overall financial plan for the 
Program under which Phase One is now proceeding. This financial plan w~ l l  need to be 
modified for the Phase 2 construction of 160 public housing units. The revised financial plan 
will consist of a mix of HOPE V1 funding, tax-exempt bonds offered by the Miami-Dade 
Housing Finance Authority (HFAJ, and 4% low-income housing tax credits (LIHTC). Rental 
Term Sheets and Homeownership Term Sheets for approval by USHUD are now being 
prepared for Phase Two. 

Third, H.J. Russell assisted the County to ensure that all pre-development work (e.g. 
environmental, asbestos and historical studies) has been completed and 538 of the original 
850 dilapidated Scott Homes and Carver Homes units have been demolished. The remaining 
372 units are scheduled for demolition during the first quarter of 2006. 

Finally, H.J. Russell is assisting the County to complete its Beautification Project, which 
includes the beautification and rehabilitation of the homes of lhe community surrounding the 
Scott Homes and Carver Homes developments (defined as the area bounded by NW 62nd 
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Street on the south, NW 7gth Street on the north, 1 7 ' ~  Avenue on the east, and 27'h Avenue on 
the west.) To date, over 530 homes in this surrounding community have been landscaped 
and/or painted and 30 homes are in the process of being substantially rehabilitated, with 8 
homes having already completed their substantial rehabilitation. All of the work has been 
performed by contractors from the community competitively chosen from a group of 46 minority 
contractors who became certified, through training sponsored by the Program and provided by 
the Black Business Association (BBA), as County Community Small Business Enterprises 
(CSBE) contractors. 

In order to achieve these milestones it was necessary to make adjustments to the terms and 
conditions of Contract No. 251. These changes are reflected in Addenda Nos. 1 through 8. 
(see Exhibit 0). The combined total of these additional services is $981,179, the majority of 
which, $713,000, was allocated to the Beautification and Rehabilitation Program. With these 
change orders the total value of H.J. Russell's contract was increased from $2,550,530 rnilljon 
to $3,531,709. Notwithstanding these achievements and the work performed by H.J. Russell, 
there is additional program management work, consistent with the specified contract scope, 
which the County requires of H.J. Russell, but cannot accomplish under the present contract 
and the remaining Program requirements. 

For construction implementation purposes of the 41 1 new units, the program was divided into 
two phases. Phase One includes the design, development, site infrastructure and construction 
of 57 single family homes in Sector I of Scott Homes. The surveying, platting, building 
construction and site work engineer~ng plans and specifications far the 57 homes of Sector I 
have been completed. The site infrastructure work is underway and scheduled for completion 
during February of 2006. Five of these 57 homes will be completed by February, 2006 and the 
remainjng 52 homes are scheduled to be started as soon as the site work of is completed 
during February, 2006. 

Phase Two of the project consists of surveying, platting, site work, and construction of 460 
public housing units and 194 affordable homeownership units on the sites of Carver Homes 
and Sectors 11, 111, fV  of Scott Homes. The 194 homeownership units will be sold to low- 
income families using MDHA's Section 8 Homeownership Voucher Program andlor affordable, 
low-interest second mortgages offered by MDHA's Affordable Homeownership Program. The 
County intends to procure a developer to install the infrastructure for the sites in Phase Two 
and to construct the 194 homeownership units and the 160 public housing units. It is 
anticipated that a developer agreement will be executed by the summer of 2006 to complete 
Phase Two during the first quarter of 2009. 

Based upon the foregoing the following is a recommended three step plan of action: 

First, although Resolution No. R-139-99 provided broad authority to the County Manager to 
execute any necessary agreements, based upon the foregoing history it is recommended that 
the Board ratify Contract No. 251 along with its addenda Nos. I through 8. 

Second, because the implementation of a complex mixed-finance plan for Phase 2 will require 
services not originally contemplated ~n the original Contract; specifically, the urban site 
planning to obtain approval from the Miami-Dade Planning and Zoning Department, and the 
Architectural Design Review and Advisory Committee (ADRAC) of the Miami-Dade Housing 
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Finance Authority, the formulation and monitoring of Project lmplernentation Guidelines for 
both the procurement and supervision of the developer of Phase 2, the review and approval of 
construction documents submitted by the developer and the preparation of construction cost 
estimates based on those documents, and the provision of all technical, financial, and legal 
expertise related to the process for obtaining tax-exempt bonds and 4% low-income housing 
tax credits, it is recommended that the County Manager be authorized waive the competitive 
process and further authorize the County Manager to negotiate with H.J. Russell and to 
execute an addendum agreeable to both parties. It is also recommended that the addendum 
extend Contract No. 251 for an additional three years (with two additional one-year options to 
extend the Contract at the sole discretion of the County) because Contract No. 251 will expire 
in August 2006. In light of the delays caused by the above-referenced federal class action 
lawsuit and the need to accornpl~sh the Program's requirements an extension is necessary. To 
cover both the costs of the above-mentioned additional services and the extension, it is further 
recommended that the County Manager be authorized to allocate up to $830,000.00 from 
Documentary Surtax funds. 

Finally, it is recommended that the County Manager be authorized to execute any agreements, 
and addenda necessary to effectuate any of the purposes of this resolution, and to exercise 
amendment, modification, renewal, cancellation, and termination clauses of said agreements 
and addenda. 

Assistant County Manager 



MEMORANDUM 
(Revised) 

TO: Honorable Chairman Joc A. Martinez DATE: January 24, 2006 
and Membcrs, Board of County Commissioners 

FROM: hf&ay ~ . b t % n l  

Please note any items checked. 

"4-Day Rule" ("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 illcreases expenditures without balancing budget 

Budget required 

Statement of fiscal impact required 

Bid waiver requiring County hlanager's written recommendation 

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

llousekeeping item (no policy decision required) 

No committee review 



Approved Mavor 
Velo 

-- -. -- 

0\ ci-ride 
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RESOLUTION NO. 

RESOLUTION RATIFYING H.J. RUSSELL & COMPANY'S (H .J. 
RUSSELL) PROFESSIONAL SERVICES AGREEMENT FOR 
PROGRAM MANAGEMENT SERVICES (CONTRACT 251) FOR 
THE SCOTT/CARVER HOMES HOPE VI REVITALIZATION 
PROGRAM (PROGRAM) AND ADDENDA; WAIVING THE 
COMPETITIVE BIDDING PROCESS, APPROVING COUNTY 
MANAGER'S RECOMMENDATIONS FOR AWARD OF 
CONTRACT TO H.J. RUSSELL TO INCLUDE ADDITIONAL 
SERVICES REQUIRED TO COMPLETE THE PROGRAM; 
AUTHORIZING THE COUNTY MANAGER TO EXTEND 
CONTRACT NO. 251 FOR TWO ADDITIONAL YEARS; AND 
AUTHORIZING THE COUNTY MANAGER 70 ALLOCATE UP TO 
$830,000.00 FROM DOCUMENTARY SURTAX TO H.J. 
RUSSELL; AND AUTHORIZING THE COUNTY MANAGER TO 
NEGOTIATE, EXECUTE, AMEND, AND EXTEND SAID 
CONTRACT 

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; 

Section 1. Ratifies Contract No. 251 by and between Miami-Dade County and H.J. 

Russell and its Addenda 7 through 8. 

Section 2. Finds it is in the best interest of Miami-Dade County to waive formal bid 

procedures pursuant ta Section 4.03(D) of the Home Rule Charter and of the County Code 
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by a two-thirds (213s) vote of the Board members present authorizes the County Manager to 

execute an Addendum to Contract No. 251, with the approval of the County Attorney's Office, 

for an amount not to exceed $830,000.00 for the necessary additional program management 

services required for completion of the ScoWCarver Homes HOPE VI Revitalization Program 

and to extend the term of the Contract No. 251, through said addendum, for two additional 

years with two additional one-year options to extend the Cantract at the sole discretion of the 

County. The County Manager is further authorized to allocate up to $830,000.00 from 

Documentary Surtax funds to H.J. Russell to effectuate the purpose of this resolution. 

Section 3. Authorizes the County Manager to execute any agreements, and 

addenda necessary to effectuate any of the purposes of this resolution, and to exercise 

amendment, modification, renewal, cancellation, and termination clauses of said agreements 

and addenda. 
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The foregoing resolution was offered by Commissioner 

who moved its adoption. The motion was seconded by Commissioner 

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

Joe A. Martinez, Chairman 
Dennis C. Moss, Vice-Chairman 

Bruno A. Barreiro Jose "Pepe" Diaz 
Audrey M. Edmonson Carlos A. Gimenez 
Sally A. Heyman Barbara J. Jordan 
Dorrin D. Rolle Natacha Seijas 
Katy Sorenson Rebeca Sosa 
Sen. Javier D. Souto 

The Chairperson thereupon declared the resolution duly passed and adopted 

this day of January, 2006. This Resolution and contract, if not vetoed, shall 

become effective in accordance with Resolution No. R-377-04. 

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

HARVEY RUVIN, CLERK 

Approved by County Attorney a? By: 
to form and legal sufficiency. ---- Deputy Clerk 

Terrence A. Smith 


