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Mr. Christopher Mazzella

Office of the Inspector General
19 West Flagler Street, Suite 220
Miami, Florida 33130

Dear Mr, Mazzella:

Miami-Dade Transit (MDT) has reviewed the Office of the Inspector General’s
(01G's) Audit Draft Report IG 07-09A regarding MDT's agreement with the Miami-

Dade Empowerment Trust (MDET) to jointly develop the 7 Avenue Transit Village
Project.

MDT shares all of the concerns expressed in the report, and in fact, it was those
same concerns that prompted us to request the OIG's review and
recommendations. We concur with the recommendations cited in the report.

MDT will implement those recommendations as follows:

« Invoices dated prior to the execution of the Memorandum of
Understanding (MOU) between MDT and MDET will not be paid

« Invoices for work performed prior to the date of the execution of
the MOU will not be paid

« Invoices currently submitted without adequate support justification
will not be paid until verifiable documentation is submitted in
accordance with the MOU and as required by the Federal Transit
Administration

« Expenses not clearly identified as transit-related expenses or shared
joint development expenses will not be paid

We agree with the OIG's concerns regarding the contingency in the project
budget, MDT will meet with MDET to further discuss this issue.

Thank you for your thorough review and findings. We look forward to receiving
the Final Audit Report.

Sincerely,

arpal Kapoor
Director

cc: George M. Burgess, County Manager
Ysela Llort, Assistant County Manager
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Attorneys at Law

July 27, 2007

Christopher R. Mazzella

Inspector General O R
Office of the Inspector General I G I N A L
19 West Flager Street
Suite 220
Miami, Florida 33130

iami, Florida 33 Referenced Exhibit A — L are not

RE: Draft Audit Report — 1G07-094 attached to this Final Report but are
. available for viewing by contacting  —

Dear Mr. Mazella: O1G =

This firm has been retained by the Miami Dade Empowerment Trust (MDET) in
connection with the response to the above referenced drafl audit report (hereinatier
referred to as the “draft™), Iniially, let me convey my client’s gratitude at the extension
of time through the close of husiness on July 27, 2007 in which to provide the respunse.

The draft examines the project known as the 7" Avenue Transit Village Projset
(“the project”™). The drafi references three general areas of examination: (1) the selection
process resulting in Red Rock Global, L1.C (RRG) being selected as the project manager;
(2) the reimbursement requests relating to RRG. and in particular the documentation or
lack thereof: and (3) “other" business between RRG and MDET

We note that the Office of the Inspector General (O1G) did not review the “other™
business between MDET and RRG. (See. Drafi at 5). Nonetheless the O1G makes
reference 1o other business dealings and suggesis, based on “certain evidence” oblained
during the normal course of the audit of the project that RG has defaulted on certain loan
payments to MDET. While the OIG™s comments in this regard are somewhat mollificd
by the caveat that it has not conducted a full review, the inclusion of the information is
prejudicial to the MDET as it infers some insider relationship between the two entities
that does not exist and which, upon full and complete review will be established. As g
consequence the MDET respectfullv requests that this portion of the drafi be stricken in
its entirety and addressed only at such time as the O1G has had an opportunity to fully
and fairly review all information relevant 1o these matters and reached whatever
conclusions and recommendations it deems appropriate - at which time the MDET can
and will provide the appropriate response.’

Fall % . i P i ‘
We submit, however, that when all the relevant fucts and circumstances are reviewed 1t will become ciear
that RRG is not in reality in aggregate arrears to the MDET.
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In response to the remainder of the draft report, we have organized our response
to address factual errors contained within the response as well as substantive comments
and presentation to the conclusions and recommendations of the O1G. Relevant
documents and exhibits are attached to this response. In order to expedite transmission of
the response, we have forwarded it via electronic mail to the OlG. A hard copy of the
response, with attachments. has been forwarded via Federal Express.

Relevant Facts

The OIG notes in its draft that RRG was “chosen™ as the development partner for
the project without submission without utilization of a selection process based on an
assessment of competitive quality and price. See, Drafi ar 2. While the OIG’s
conclusion is correct from a technical standpoint, it is a technical infraction and one
which would have reached the same inevitable result had a selection process been
utilized. To be sure, that does not excuse the technical failure, but it does ameliorate the
resull and does away with the patina of insider dealings that may be taken from the draft.

On or about May 27, 2004 the MDET Board of Directors passed Resolution No.
05-07-2004, which was approved by and initialed as to form and legal sufficiency by the
County Attorney. (Exhibit A). That resolution approved the implementation of a Joint
Developers Pool (“Pool™)as detailed in the memorandum attached to the memorandum,
and incorporated by referenced therein.  The Pool was to consist of three to five
developers for use in non-recurring projects in the categories of affordable housing, infill
housing, industrial and commercial development. and community based public purpose
real estate projects.

The resolution also explicitly set forth that “[m]embership in the Pool is a
prerequisite for obtaining opportunities to present proposals for projects selected for this
Pool.” In other words if a given project — such as the project at issue here — was o be a
“Pool™ project the developer had to be a member of the Pool.

Purusant to the enabling resolution, the MEDT sent out a Request For
Qualifications (RFQ) No. 001-EZ-05-04 calling for proposals to be submitted the
prospective Pool developers no later than July 2. 2004, (Exhibit B).

Seven developers submitted qualifications. The approved selection process was
adhered 10 and each was ranked in numerical order. (Exhibit C). Afier completion of the
review process, the top three finishers were selected for the Pool: Redeveo (Exhibit D);
Housing Trust Company (Exhibit E) and RRG (Exhibit F).?

On or about December 16, 2004 the MDET Board approved Resolution No. 12-
09-2004 authorizing the MDET to participate in the Pool with three developers:
Redeveo, Housing Trust and RRG. The terms of the resolution, as before, were set forth

* It is interesting to note that Aundra Wallace, the current CEO and President of the MDET awarded the
highest scores to the Housing Trust.
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in the memoranda attached thereto and incorporated by reference therein. As before the
resolution was approved for form and substance by the County Attorney. (Exhibit G). In
the memoranda attached to the resolution made it explicitly clear that membership in the
Pool is a prerequisite for obtaining certain MDET work such as the project at issue. Asa
result the Pool was established with the three developers set forth above.

On or about December 5, 2005 the Miami-Dade Board of County Commissioners
approved Resolution R-1339-05 approving entry of an MOU between Miami-Dade
Transit and MDET for the development of the Project. (Exhibit H).

On or about January 11, 2006 MDT and MDET entered into a MOU regarding
negotiation of a Joint Development Agreement (JDA) for the Project. Relevant portions
include MDT’s responsibility for acquisition of the land for the project and MDET s
responsibilily for, among other things, pre-development plans — regardless of the source
of funding 1o MDET. On March 20, 2006 a Letter of Engagement (LOU) was executed
with an effective date of January 2, 2006 between MDET and RRG. (Composite Exhibit
I). The MOU required that MDET be able to provide MDT upon request all relevant
documentation for invoices, costs, expenses, elc. (See, Exhibit I, MOU ar 5). No request
for back up documentation for invoices or any line item thereon has ever been made by
MDT. At present no JDA exists and it future prospects for completion of the Project are
dim owing in large part to MDT"s inability thus far to make progress on the land
acquisition.

In addition, on March 20, 2006 RRG provided MDET with a package that
provided the estimates for the Initial Phase, including the costs for third party consultants
and experts (architectural design, parking design, construction management, ¢tc.). The
estimate for the Initial Phase to be at $996.826.00. (Exhibit J). It should be noted that
the terms of the Letter of Engagement between RRG and MDET specifically set forth the
Initial Phase duties to be undertaken by RRG. Moreover, the agreement expressly notes
that RRG had already performed work relative to preparation to the Initial Phase plans
and schematics for which it had not been compensated. More importantly, however, the
Letter of Engagement expressly notes that RRG agrees to defer its payment of such fees
(as distinguished from costs) as sel forth by the terms of the Letter of Engagement. There
are no provisions relative to production of documentation for costs and expenses in the
Letter of Engagement other than that they must be reasonable and comply with all
applicable laws. The understanding between all partics was that the compensation until
such time as a JDA was executed was to be a flat amount for fees and, in essence, a cap
on reimbursable expenses unless expenses above that amount were specifically approved
in writing.

A subsequent letter agreement between MDET and MDT dated June 1. 2006
agrees that costs for the initial pre-development phase (Initial Phase) would be carried by

MDET and that MDT would reimburse MDET for 50% of those fees and costs. (Exhibit
K).
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At all times relevant to the process of selecting the Pool developers Bryan K.
Finnie was the President and CEO of the MDET. Mr. Finnie announced his intention to
resign from MDET at a Board meeting on April 28, 2005. Atits next meeting on May
26, 2003 the Board asked Mr. Wallace, who at the time was the Vice President of the
MDET, to take over as President and CEOQ. Mr. Wallace assumed the position of
President and CEO of MDET on June 23, 2005.

The Selection Process

At the time of the selection of RRG from the Pool to participate in the Project the
other remaining Pool members were essentially unavailable. Redeveo was immediately
ruled out as a viable Pool candidate for this, or any other MDET project, immediately
afler Mr. Finni¢’s termination of employment with MDET owing to the fact that Mr,
Finnie accepted employment with Redevco immediately afier his resignation from
MEDT. The Housing Trust, which as noted above had been the highest scorer in Mr.
Wallace estimation in the Pool selection process, was contacted regarding the Project 1o
determine interest. Mr. Wallace reports that despite attempts to reach them, the Housing
Trust never returned his attempts to contact them, leaving them essentially unavailable.

Thus, faced with three Pool members, two of which were unavailable because of
the appearance of a conflict of interest or a total lack of responsiveness and interest,
MDET chose the third and final Pool developer — RRG. We do not suggest that this
selection, in retrospect, was technically accurate. However, when it appeared to Mr.
Wallace that the other Pool candidates were unavailable or uninterested in doing the
MDET work, the defaulted to the last developer left standing - RRG. It should be noted
that it is not as if RRG was woefully lacking in qualifications. As noted in the selection
process RRG came in third out of seven submissions. RRG's cumulative score of 74.50
15 within 10 points of the next highest developer (Housing Trust) and almost 20 points
above the next lowest developer.

Thus, while the selection process from Pool developers originally contemplated
by the above referenced resolutions was not carried out, as a practical matter the only
viable Pool member at the time pre-development work needed to begin on the Project
was RRG. We acknowledge a error and a failure of the process, but note emphatically
that it was not an action born of bad intent. It should also be noted that all concerned in
the conceptual stage of the Project wanted the Project “fast tracked.”

Documentation for Pay vy RRG

At the outset, we note that we have requested from RRG copies of the cancelled
checks evidencing their payment of third party vendors (such as the design and
architectural firms.) Again it must be noted that the fees for those individuals (as
distinguished from reimbursable expenses) was set at a flat fee during the Initial Phase of
pre-development. It should also be noted that there has never been a suggestion, nor
could there credibly be one, that the deliverables contemplated by the RRG and the
subcontractors during the Initial Phase were not met. Up until the point where continued
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work was preconditioned on progress in the acquisition of the land — which was the
responsibility of MDT - all deliverables were met. It should also be noted that those
deliverables were, in fact. utilized by MDT in its submissions to the Federal
Transportation Administration.

Additionally. it should be noted that RRG has provided some documentation of
reimbursable expenses. Unfortunately afler entities outside MDET reviewed its original
records the order in which the originals were kept, and the copies now in MDET's
possession are not in the same fashion as originally organized. While that is a natural and
expected result of any review by a third party, it does make it more cumbersome at this
Juncture to provide a detailed breakdown of the documentation that was provided. Most
importantly, however, it must be remembered that the [etter of Engagement did not call
for the submission of details as to time work owing to the flat fee arrangement. To the
extent that these matters are addressed in RRG's response to the O1G. MDET refers to
that response relevant 1o the documentation issue.

In addition MDET has prepared spread sheets reflecting the breakdown of the
pavments of the RRG invoices. (Exhibit L). As noted above and in the Letter of
Engagement, a large portion of the fees 10 RRG remain due and owing under the
deferment plan set forth in the Letter of Engagement. MDET is in the process of
discussions with MDT regarding its portion of payvment of RRG’s compensation te date,

Conclusion

MDET takes its role and mission in the community seriously. We acknowledge
that errors were made, albeit without any ill intent, or that betier checks and balances
might have been employed in this situation to ensure that there was no appearance of lack
of accountability for the public funds spent in the Initial Phase of the Project. However,
we stress that there was, in fact, no lack of accountability and that, in fact, the
deliverables were met and utilized. We appreciate the input of the O1G and have begun
the process of taken internal steps to add additional measures to ensure that there is not
even the appearance of lack of accountability,

Should you have any questions or require additional information, please do not

hesitate to contact me. :
-

A
Very truly yours, Y /
= : |L" :f'
R | . #
\ / Y aa
| ThetesaMB. Van 4

Enclosures
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Red Rgek ORIGINAL

WEAL ASTATE SERAVICES COMPANY

590 MEANS STREET » SUITENWEM = ATLANTA, GEORGIA 30318

TELEFHONE: (404) 815-181%
FACSIMILE: (404) 815-0399

TRANSMITTAL SHEET

TO): FROM:  MICHAEL TABB
CHRISTOPHER MAZZELLA muabb@redrockglobal.net
COMPANY: O1G MIAMI DADE CONFIRMATION: (404) 8151819
FACSIMILE: BAGES:

RE: O1G07-094

O URGENT OFoR REVIEW O PLEAZSE COMMENT O I'LEASE REPLY O PLEASE RECYCLE

MR CIRIMEN TS

Please find the attached response to the referenced draft audit of the 7" Avenue
Transit Village.

Enclosed are:

Response to points raised and guestions

MLK Transit Center and Carver Theater Conceptual Package
Final Conceptual Package

Final Development plan dated November 11, 2005

August 24, 2006 Transit Options for Phase |

b N -

Respectiully,
o ltems 2-5 are not attached to this
A N / Final Report but are available for
I () / / viewing by contacting the OIG,

Michael Tabb
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PIVRE W% DR AT s BIEFTRUR TS GIE Fa sy 8 THHE 5000 ST P e STHECTLY FROGTRIIEER. I 548 10N RLEavEDy TH
CILRTATE R R AL ARl 1T e T LT VATIEY, B MR EH VIR % DA s, %% WTTLE VEED OB L™ N8 W& %sl PO 4 WY OBTWT W)
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Red Rk,

WEAL RETERE Rl R COmEawY

July 26, 2007

Mr. Christopher Mazzella
Inspector General

Office of the Inspector General
Miami-Dade County

19 West Flagler Street, Suite 220
Miami, FL 33130

Re: Red Rock Global, LLC Response to OIG Draft Report - 1G07-09A
Dear Mr. Mazzella,

Thank you for providing a copy of OIG Draft Report - 1G07-09A. We appreciate
the opportunity to review and respond to this draft report. While we were not
interviewed as part of its preparation, we understand that the audit’s purpose was
initiated as a request to review the relationship between the Miami Dade Empowerment
Trust ("MDET") and the Miami Dade Transit ("MDT"). As a fee based development
partner and advisor to MDET, we have no contractual obligations with MDT,

For purposes of this response, several general points of clarification need to be
understood and considered when auditing the entire process to select Red Rock Global,
LLC (“RRG") as MDET's development partner and to understand the scope of work
completed to complete the discovery, conceptual and schematic phases of planning the
development of the 7t Avenue Transit Village (the “Project”).

Recurring Points:

I. RRG was selected by MDET in a competitive Joimt Development Pool RFP.  This
selection followed our being awarded an Empowerment Zone loan of $300,000, awarded
with the understanding that we would open and staff an office in Miami and suppon real
estate activities in Miami Dade County, We are extremely proud of this loun and
selection to the pool and made supporting the public entities of Miami Dade County or
top prierity. We understood the difficolty in entering new markets and were grateful for
the opportunity to support MDET. We also are realistic enough 1o know we needed to
work with local forms and ofien larger firms. We have sought qualified partnerships
whenever possible. We also understood the expectation being placed on s and the need
to occasionally “prove” ourselves. We have been willing to demonstrate our selves first
and spend our own money first 1o demonstrate our commitment; even when it was not

our project.

ra

The decision was made by MDET and MDT that the Project team needed certanty and
limitations to the cost of the initial work 1o get to a JDA, and that economic and
community challenges posed a high possibility tor scope and timing changes. It was the
group’s belief that the Project would move forward quickly with the Commission’s



authorization (o negotiate 4 JDA, It hecame desirable to have a fixed cost for pre-
development and schematic work that MDET and MDT statt could count on to be stnictly
followed. This is why both Directors™ agreed to the iniual budget. A scope was then set
and a priced hxed. This meant a ome and materials format was not contracted for and
therefore, not followed. The uncentainty and complexity of inter-agency and the
community political process caused all vendors (o agree to fixed fees versus a time and
matterial billing structure. Had this not been the Tormat followed, costs would have been
considerably higher, not to mention difficult to predict, An accurate budget, as presented
to the Commission, would have been compromised.

tal Developer Partner Fee — A Development Partner fee and  overhead  fee
(collectively the “Development Partner Fee™) both calculated based on the wial Project
vitlue, or (h) the total minimum monthly payment of 545302, whichever is greater. The
Development Partner Fee is estimated based upon the Project™s current scope and current
estimated total Project cost of $84.656.051: however this may vary prior 1o execution of
the formal JDA and Developer Services Agreement, based on the cost of land acquisition,
the refinement of the scope, and the receipt of an acceptable general contractor price
quote andfor other factors. The Trust shall be entitled to receive 575000 of the
Development Pariner Fee to offset its Project costs.

All deliverables have been provided 10 MDET. including several conceptual plans,
multiple schematic options for MDT, a full assemblage assessment and strategy, cost
estimates, code consultation and community imerviews. (Afler Atachment E)

In short, Red Rock Global, LCC continues to be willing to discuss any of these issues and is fully
supportive of the Miami Dade County, MDET and MDT. We have gone above and beyond the
typical efforts of service providers. repeatedly reaffirming our qualifications, our standards and
our intentions, We would ask that the OIG consider the complexity of this Project and the fact
that RRG did not create the Project or its vision, but instead was asked 1o and agreed 1o support it
RRG with its team of consultants have preformed all portions of the initial scope we were
retained to perform.

Regards,

g

Michael E. Tabb
Managing Principal

Red Rock Global, LLC



MIAMI-DADE COUNTY OFFICE OF THE INSPECTOR GENERAL
DRAFT Audit Report of Miami-Dade transit’s Agreement with the Miami-Dade
Empowerment Trust to Jointly Develop the 7" Avenue Transit Village Project

Results - MDET Selection Process

MDET staff did not comply with Trust Board Resolutions No. 05-07-2004, dated May 27, 2004,
which required MDET staff issue a Joint Development Proposal (JDP) to members of a joint
developers pool™ (POOL) and that a Selection Committee evaluate Pool member responses to the
IDP and recommend a joint development award based competitively on a proposal’s quality and
price. Rather, MDET"s President/CEO, in his recommendation memo to the MDET Board, dated
November 17, 2003, states that RRG was “chosen” to participate in the Project. We note that the
first RRG “proposal” tor this Project. which we ware are of, was the budget that it formally
submitted 1o MDET, dated March 20, 2006, which MDET, in turn, submitted to Transit on June
1, 2006.

In the spirit of our team relationship with MDET as stated in recurring point #1 above,
RRG actually began its support of MDET in April 2005, submitting its first draft of a
development plan in June 2005 (Attachment A).  This work was done withoul
compensation, purely for the purpose of demonstrating our commitment and capability,
with the understanding that if MDET was asked to support/join MDT in the Project, we
would be able to structure an agreement to be compensated.

At this time, RRG was supporting MDET in the conversation between MDT and MDET 1o
combine their department’s efforts to accomplish the District County Commissioner’s non-
profit and for profit objectives of using the Project as a catalyst for economic growth and
development.

Result’s MEDT/RRG Reimbursement Requests (i.e., payment requisitions)

Our audit reviewed the first three payment requisitions submitted by RRG and the $351.906 paid
by MDET.

MDET's invoice to Transit, dated June |, 2006, totaling $136,51541, lacks adequate
documentations to support the costs purportedly incurred by RRG that would justify its
reimbursement by Transit. MDET s support for its invoice to Transit was RRG's Invoice #3,
which totaled $273,030.82, and which was also coincidentally dated June 1, 2006. That invoice,
as well, lacks adequate documentation to suppon the costs purporiedly incurred that would justify
its payment by MDET. Accordingly, the OIG considers the invoiced amounts as questioned costs.

RRG's hillings followed the language in the agreement with MDET provided in recurring
item #2. RRG was asked to prepare its invoice and also the back up for MDET"s request
from MDT for reimbursement of its portion. Since we were the development partner
responsible for accomplishing the work, managing the sub-contractors, RRG was in the
hest position to present the separation of cost between MDET and MDT. That is why the
invoices are dated the same date and follow a similar format. It is important to note that
MDT staff asked MDET for an estimate of the division of cost between MDET and MDT,
and that this information was provided to MDET by RRG (Attachment B). This was the
agreed upon split thut RRG used to produce its billing.




Al this beginning stage of the Project, there was essentially no major division of activities
between MDT and MDET, hence the similar charge to both,

RRG's invoice #1 and #2, as submitted 10 MDET, are similarly beset by the lack of adequate
support justifying their payments. Accordingly, the OIG also consider the mvoiced amounts of
$48,639.71 (Invoice #1) and 531,64 1.13 (Invoice #2) as questioned cosis, In total, our questioned
costs amount 1o S353,311—100% of the amount already paid by MDET. Without adequate
supporting documentation or an “audit trail,” 0IG auditors could not validate that any of the
charges shown on the invoices were allowable and consistent with the agreed-upon work scopes,
sehedules and other contract requirement.

The agreement the RRG committed to with MDET was that it would only collect
reimbursable expenses and sub-contractor, deferring all RRG overhead and profit until the
Project became an approved project by the County Board of Commissioners. This allowed
our development pariner, MDET, to keep their expenses at a bare minimum while they
supported MDT and continued to work with MDT to get County approval. That is why no
money is ever tuken by RRG for profit or overhead until the project is funded. Since we
were doing the work, we insisted however that the money owed to RRG be recorded and
tracked as owed, but deferred.

Invoice | (Attachments C & 1)) was initially billed on November 1, 2005 as $S48,639.71. On
November 15, 2005, RRG identified the error in this billing and resubmitted the correct
invoice for $39,383.45. As vou will note, we charged $25,000.00 for the maobilization,
$45,302.00 for the overhead and profit (as per the contract), $27,79018 actual cost of
HOK's work, $2,334.01, $4.072.93, $1.913.98 and $3,269.35 for RRG reimbursable expenses
for June 2008, July 2005, August and September 2005. This totaled $109.685.45 of which
RRG deferred $70,302.00 (S25,000.00 +$45,302.00).

Invoice 2 (Attachment E) was billed on March 6, 2006 as 139,223.45 which includes the
($17,457.31) in scope reduction. This reduction also includes the previous error in billing of
$9.257. It also includes a RRG generated price reduction due to our identification of cost
saving. Additionally, note that although this invoice is 4 months since the previous invoice
#2, and RRG continued to work throughout this period, we did not charge the full amount
of $181.208 for RRG profit and overhead. We adjusted the charge to MDET to be in line
with our actual personnel expenditures $51,470.14),

In particular, MDET should closely review all RRG reimbursable to ensure their accurate
accounting, allowability and reasonableness. For example, RRG's Invoice #1, dated November 1,
2005, totaling $48,640 contains $9.257 of duplicate expenses. WE note that RRG apparently
noticed this duplication and later related its Invoice #1, with the revised amount of t $39.383;
however. there is no evidence that RRG ever returned this money or credited a later invoice for
this amount. In addinon, we noticed two instances, albeit only totaling $90.00, when o RRG
principal paid for what RRG labels as “Meals and Entertainment™ at a restaurant that he owns in
Atlanta, Georgia and another $20.00 for similar expenses at the Doral Hooters. In addinon, RRG
invoiced MDET for other questionable reimbursable expenses, such as for a “condo conversion
conference™ -three Charges totaling $1,196.00. a subscription 1o the South Flonda Business
Journal totaling $206.00, and $85.00 in annual membership fees for American Express (335.00)
and for the Laun Builders Associations ($50.00).




The issue above is addressed in the explanation of inveice #2. It is our opinion that the
reference to meals totaling $%0 is not relevant. Under any reimbursable agreement, it is
appropriate that meals be reimbursed.

RRG’s charge for the condo conversion conference is debatable as to its acceptability. Tt
was agreed upon by the team that the conference represented a great opportunily to expose
the Project to local builder who may be interested in buying the rights from MDET to own
the For-profit residential portion of the conference. RRG would not have attended the
conference, had it not heen for the Project. The conference was actually cancelled due to
the hurricane.

RRG does not agree that the $206 for the business journal and the $83 for membership flees
were charged to MDET. IF it can be clarified why this is believed o be true, we will
absolutely repay MDET for theses incorrect charges. Please consider when addressing this
point that RRG never intends to take advantage of or incorrectly bill its clients. Our
willingness to stand beside our clients, share in their risk and defer our own compensation
should be worth the acknowledgment of our professionalism and high ethical standards.

The 7" Avenue Transit Village Project is not the only County project that RRG is involved in.
Other MDET involvement with RRG includes RRG's participation in South Dade/Homestead
vicimity housing construction project as the master developer, pursuant 1o an agreement dated
December B, 2003, with an agreed-upon compensation 10 RRG totaling S500.000. This project,
however, was stopped in early 2007. RRG was paid $104,575 for its pan in this project (570,367
for its administrative costs and overhead, and $34,208 for propeny acquisition related expense)
before the project was halted.

In addition, MDET loancd RRG $300,000 in April 2004, In June 2006, MDET restructured this
loan 1o extend this “interest only™ payment period for an additional year but did not extend the
final payment date of May 11, 2011. Centain evidence obtained by the OIG during the course of
this audit shows that, as of September 30, 2006, this loan was past due. This OIG audit did not
review either of these two items, although we obtained some records of them during the normal
course of the audit. The OIG intends to further review and investigate, as deemed necessary,
MDET's relationship with RRG,

The OI1G has mischaracterized the SW Homestead agreement between MDET and RRG. It
does not call for “compensation to RRG totaling $500,000.” It says “the maximum amount
pavable lor services rendered under this Agreement for vear one, shall not exceed Five
Hundred Thousand Dollars ($500,000), for the predevelopment costs associated with
development of affordable single and multi family homes....”

A review a of the scope of services and items to be covered by those funds shows that RRG
was lo cover essentially all cost associated with the predevelopment costs,

AMOUNT PAYABLE. Subject to availability of funds, the maximum amount payvable for
services rendered under this Agreement for vear one, shall not exceed Five Hundred
Thousand Dollars ($500,000), for the predevelopment costs associated with development of
uffordable single and multi family homes and the Southwest Neighborhood in the
Homestead Empowerment Zone. The Trust shall provide Red Rock with funds in the
amount of $500,000.00 (the “Funds™), which will be expended consistent with the Scope of
Services and the approved budgel. Reimbursement will be made as provided in Paragraph




V below. Both parties agree that should available Trust funding be reduced, the amount
pavable under this Agreement may be proportionately reduced at the option of the Trust.

The MDET loan to RRG as referenced in recurring point #1 was for the establishment of a
Miami office of RRG. This office for RRG of Florida existed to support the real estate
activities in Empowerment Zone areas. It was staffed at its peak with 3 full time employees
and 4 part time employees. RRG, on behalf of RRGF, was current on all of its loan
payments to MDET until all of RRGF's earned compensation for activities on behalf of
Miami-Dade County or its affiliates were not paid. As a result of the cancellation of several
projects and the [ailure to be compensated, the entire office of RRGF has been released.
Although RRGF is still owed money for its government-related activities in Miami Dade
County, it has brought its loan payments current.

Supplementing the Letter Agreement 1s the aforementioned 7 " Avenue Transit Villuge Pre- JDA
Profect Schedule. RRG states in the accompanying memo. “[t]hat approximately four (4) months
will be required in order to finalize the project scope and vision and to advance the project
through the Schematic Design Phase.” This schedule shows the stan of RRG's engagement as
March 22, 2006 and that that “[Joint] Development Agreement execution/JDA Approved™ is
targeted for September 28, 2006. In addition, the schedule shows a Notice 1o Proceed 1o RRG on
April 20, 2006. In fact, MDET authorized RRG, via a formal Noticed to Proceed, dated April 10,
2006, to stant imtial services during the Project’s “predevelopment phase”™ and the engage several
key vendors to “fast-track™ this phase.

Our Review of these documents and their scopes reveal that the terms pre-development, planning.
initial phase and engagement service are used distinctly in separate documents, proposals, and
budgets. However, in actuality the terms refer to the same work scopes and/ or services to be
provided prior to the execution of the Joint Development Agreement (JDA). Moreover, there does
not seem 1o be an actual starting point. There is a defined stant point of March 22, 2006 as defined
in the Project schedule: however, significant Project activities — that were compensated — began
as early as June 2005,

As referenced several times, RRG's activities began in early April 2005 and became
Formalized as the relationship between MDET and MDT progressed and the Board of
County Commissioners approved MDT and MDET to form a JDA. The scope of services
and timing of work reflects the desires of our client and the timing they faced internally in
the County.

In addition, the MDET President/CEOQ mentioned that the basis of award 1o RRG was because of
s “staff experience with developing transit oriented developments.” Notwithstanding  his
statement, conspicuously absent from his Background of Red Rock Global of Florida and in

his Red Rock Global, LLC (Parent Company) write: -ups that accompanied Resolution No. 11-

04-2005 was any detail of what this “staff experience” actually was. Neither of these write-ups

specifically identified any participation by either entity in any transit-oriented development
project. Moreover, the President/CEO did not name the RRG “staff™ possessing such experience
in his Red Rock Global, LLC Professional Support write-up that included biographies of
RRG's two principals; neither of whom has any transit-oriented development experiences
attributed t them in the biographies.

In response to an OIG request for additional information, the MDET President/CEO provided an
undated “corporate biography™ of a RRG individual hsted as a “Project Manager." This
individual was credited with working on Atlanta’s Lindberg Transit Oriented Development and is




attributed with having been responsible for %103 million in development and project management
activities.  However, it is not stated in the biography who this individual worked for or was
employed by during the Atlanta project or for how long the individual worked on the project. We
do know that RRG did not ©ist this individual as “key personnel™ in its proposal responding to the
earlier mentioned MDET RFQ 10 become a Pool member. Also, as stuted above, this individual
with his Atlanta transit experience was not mentioned in any of the write-ups presented 1o the
MDET Board.

The OIG references write ups not provided by RRG or RRGF. RRG’s principals are very
experienced in real estate services including brokerage, development and project
management. Our projects and professional activities have ranged from the leadership of
the development of international headquarter facilities to the sale of a four star resorts, As
with any opportunily, RRG assesses the opportunity’s regquirements and attempts to
assemble the most qualilied team that is practical. In the case of the Project, RRG felt it
imperative that it augment its real estate experience of its principals with internal expertise
in transit oriented development (“TOD”). One of RRG’s senior Project Managers had
previously served as Project Manager for Atlanta’s first TOD. That Project Manager led
the MBE service provider that was partnered with the prime contractor for the
development. His role was daily, onsite and integral to the Atlanta TOD's success.

Furthermore, RRG assembled a team of top tier firms that include HOK (one of the largest
design firms in the world and expert at urban planning and redevelopment), Perez and
Perez (outstanding local architectural firm that was engaged in several MDT projects and
intimately familiar with staff and MDT standards) and Beauchamp (well known and well
regarded general contractors of mixed-use projects in Miami). It is important to note that
this team worked along side RRG for a long time without compensation due to a great deal
of local and political confusion.
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MLK TRANSIT VILLAGE M

Executive Summary

Miami-Dado  Empowarmenl  Trust ("MOETT) Is proposing a comprohansae, mixed-usio
davelopment plan [Mihe Project”) o Miami-Dade County Transit "MOCTT} for the developmant
af tha MLK Transit Villaga. This $30 milkon project will ba a comprahansiva joint devalopmant
program betwean Mami-Dage Empowarment Trust (MOET) and (he Maami-Cade County
Transit Authority. This transil orienled development (TOD, will inktially provide for the butding
of 221 aparmant units, 36,400 squara feal of retall, 22,800 sguars fest of commearcial office,
and 458 parking spaces, Tne transit vilage will also provide lof the parking of 8 bus stalls and a
transil support lacilty, including bickel center, passanger walling area, and drver's loungd.

Tho sita is baunded by 7 Avenua and 67 Coun, and 607 and 82™ Sireals, on the narh by 62™
Strogl. The 38 acre &ite i of sulficoent siko 16 accommaodate a high density development,
containg vacant land and several vecan! commancial buildings that can be assembiled quickly, is
trea of significant emwvironmental impacts. The localion of the sita precents the cptimum
progimity 1o asisting bus routes that is preferential 1o transit operations and Ihe adequats
finkages fo major podesinan and vehicular thoroughlares lo be o catalytic project in the
ravitalization of Libarty City.

MODET has ussembled a development (eam (hal consists of Tim Haahs & Associates lor design,
Turmar Construction, and Rad Rock Glotal the davelogmant managemant lirm, This taam will
sohc! the sanvices of & multitudd of Iocal contractons and vendars in order 1o creale a proect
that is truly viskonary

Tha developmeant of the MLK Transh Vikage, or the MLK TOD, will bé conductad in accordancs
wilh pemghbaorhood revitalizalon geals and with the cooperation o lederal, state, and local
agencies. The delivory of tha MUK TOD will onabile the Cily 13 expedidiously provide 8 much
deserved high-gquality, mined uso ansit onented development project in District 2 of Miami-
Dade County,

MLK TRANSIT VILLAGE

Prnjei:t Vision

Consigtant with ina revitalzation plan far Libarty City
and tho eftorts 1o Improve transit options along 1he
proposed 1o develop a lransit hub al the soulhhwes
batwaan 60" and 82™ Sireals. A rodavelopment of i
thal wil mquire the development of residential, re
gccompanipd by sireelscape and infrastructure impros

In rasponsa 1 s ellon, the leam has proposed 2
(TOD) to complament the trensd hub. This will provic
housing to accompany a much reeded transit function

Tha feam viaws the MLK TOD as a catatylic project |
propossd for the ama by Councilwoman Carre P,
comigor batwean 547 Siree! and 797 Streel. The proj
improve [he eficency of ihe existing lransil syshem
community. Mext, it will improve the quality of life in |
housing optiona in addison 10 ratall and commarncia
absant in the Liberty City community.

The transt hub ol the MLK TOD will provide park
soulheast comer of the sita, with access from NW 6
60" Streal and procesd 10 77 Avenua. Tha plan
movamant whilh allowing for Dus 200056 from elther
will be proposed 8t the mtersection of 80™ Strasl an
iun movamant oo southbound 7 Avenua for ihe all

Tha vision for the MLK Transit Village includa:
1, Housing

a Afinrdabla hausing for Libary Cly's
quility of tho region.

b Housing produdt that is a mix of pro
almost all income levals.



MLK TRANSIT VILLAGE
HiaM

2  Commaercal Gifico & Ratail

. The m-croation of a commancial oMfice cormidor at the indersaction of MW 82
Stroot and NW 7" Avenue.

b. Aostaurant, sonvics rotad, and shopping along the 7 and 82™ Streol comidors.
which will promola a pedasinan friandly envionmanl consistent with now
urbanist principles; and the naighborhood revitalzaticn vislon.

3. Trongil Hub

A Paming Iacilities for eight (B) bus stalis In ordar to provide consobdaled transit
oporahans

b. Transit suppart lacilities that will provide & passenger wailing foom, diviers
loungs and restrooms, and tickst facilities

4, Job Creanon

a. Increaszed job growth lor Liberdy City residants aa a mault of the conatnuction and
devalopmant affords n adddicn 1o employmant opportunibies from the ongong
acparalion of tha retad and commaercial uses.

MLK TRANSIT VILLAGE

Development Plan

zinsart Tim Haaha narratives

Tranapartation Plan

Tha MLK Trana® Vilage will improve the afficiency of
of cusiomer comsnence Sy providing parking laclit
This will réchuce the necessity for sireat side bus Slop:
and 7™ Averue, and it wil provids a centrallmd point
ralatad functions In the area. As 8 result, the Transit
bus routos v a salor, more conveniant and comlona
ba in a clockwise direction, as buses will iravel
southbound anta 8™ Courl 1o ontor the bus inlormoda
o 7" Avenue. Trallic signels will have io be instale
gnto 7 Avanus. This conliguration will reduca unta
maor thoroughianes and will reduco tralfic cangestion

NW 78 St

MLK Transit Village



MLK TRANSIT VILLAGE @
HMIAM

Desplte the Increased trallic on " Courl and 60™ Streel thal will be caused by the faglity, the
projeot is nol expedted 10 produce any significant traffic impact 1a tha araa. The kecation of
Transit Village will maintain axisting bus lnkages and adcrass tha neads of routa thal curranily
{ravel alang 82 Street and 7 Avenue. Il musl be noted however, that all daetelion in trangd
oparations will romain with Miami-Dade County Transil.

Nelghborhood Linkages

The MLK Transit Village is located in al the intersection of bwo ol the most travolod roadways in
Libgety City and passesses direc! access (o |-85 via 62™ Streel. It & propased 1hat the project
ba a caalytic projsct in the revitalization and redevalopment cf the area. The site is proximale
1o several locl businesses and existing residences, and B adacent 1o several planned
regovalopmant vaniums

- Edison Markeiplace = Edison is an imporant steg in communify-responsive ecanarmic
mdevelopmant projects. Localed al tha norheast quadrant of the 82™ Streat and 7
Avarua Iimersection, this project has been proposad as A destnation peint and
convenence commarcial contor that will include more than 80,000 sguare feet of retal
space, i additian 1o office faciities, suparmarkal shopping and cthar Amanitias.

= MDC Entrepransydsl Centgr - Tha Cars P. Meek Enireprenaurial Education Cenlar
(EEC) s a major outreach contor of Miami-Dage Collage Morth Campus. Localed along
77 Avenue at 637 Sireet, the Entreprenaurial Education Canter opaned its dooss on
Cecrobar 4, 1588 in the heart of Libarty City. Although entrapranaurship is the primary
focus of Ihe center, the Entreprensural Education Cenler also ofters a vast array of
collega credit and non-cradil courses 1or bolh dagres and non-gagrae seaking studants,
Acditionally, thare ara apponunitias to pursua canificata and vacational programs as wall
as lake par in @ vanely ol seminars. conferences and workshops. Students ab the
Entropreneurial Education Center can obtain warklorce and business skills training lo
antar tha labor markat ar becama succassiul entrapranauss

cpossibly insert info on Carver?s

Acquisition Strategy

The project site containg 13 parcels which are comprsed of retall andfor commercial space, as
wedl as vacant land. 55 millian in Fadaral Transpostation Authamty funds has boen icantified lar
the acguisition of the required parcels to undertake the project. The sila is anchored by Regions
Bank and i1s associated surface parking lol. Regions has expressed inleres! in retuming as a
tenant in the Transit Village in ardar 1o continua to provide sanvice to Libarty City residants.

ediscuss w Aundra lo expand lurthers

MLK TRANSIT VILLAGE

Financial Summary

Summary of Significant Financial In
Dates
Mumber ol Total Rental Units 221 wn
Davaloped:
Ratall Space Davaloped 36,400
Offica Space Dovalopad 22,900
Transit Facltres Doevoloped 45,00
Parking Facdities Developed 4509 sp
Total Project (estimated) Cost: £7BD
Project Duratian. Augusl
2009



MLK TRANSIT VILLAGE

P_rpj_l_ect Budgat

<insen hudget informetion>

HIA

MLK TRANSIT VILLAGE

The Development Team

MOET has assemblad a team of developmant, dasign
oxocute this projoct. The team & propared 10 work wi
devealop tha MLE TOD as & catalytic project for Liber
as lalows:

Mot for Profit Pa:

Miami-Dage Empowerment Tryst (MDET) - <insert
Davalopmant Pa

i A tug - Temolhy Hooha 8

anginearng and archaecral firm that specializas ir
multi-tevel parking struciures, Founded in 1994, Ti
Structures that ora udor-lnendly, cost-olfoctve, and d
over 300 parking lacility prajects. and dasigned ar
160,000 spaces.

Me. Haahs is currenily a Board member of fhe Inten
abraast of tha latast tachnologias in parking by activ
the Intermational Parking Institute, Mationzl Parking .
and the Frostressed Concrote Instituto. TimHaahs an
amployees through in-housa tachnical saminar, vei
professional organizations. In addition o its commarm
firm, TimHaahs' cOMparalo Mession smphasizes assial
and giving of tima thraugh charitabla arganizations.

TimHaahs & a carilied minanity-owned businass
Pennsytvania (Philadeiphia), and South Florda,
comporations. hospitals, municipalities, developers, am

Red Rock Giobal - Red Fook Global is a leadng full-
managemant, adviscry and devalopmant safvices to
community and governmant agencies. Through & bro:
class indusiry partnerships and coverage of mulliph
single source of rosparch, planning and execution
raquiramants.

Cur goals ara fncused and appropriats for ioday's eve
economy’s intoleranca lor non-value adding wctivil
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Attachment B

Budget to SO - Phase 1A

DESCRIPTION F % MDET MDT
Caveloper Overhean 28,016 BO% 48,508 48.508
Developer Rembursables 23,200 ol 11,600 11,600
Survey ! Appraisel 0 0.0 -
Due Dilligence (Feasibdlity, Traftc Sty £0,000 5.0% 25,000 25,000
Geotachnical Tosting 50,000 b 0% 25.000 25,000
Environmental Tesling 75.000 L 37.500 ar.e0g
Architest Feeas (includes consullanis) 237,000 23 8% 154,050 B2,950
Arcruteot Hembursablos 20,000 20% 10,000 10,000
Confracior Fees 100,000 10.0% 65,000 35,000
Contractar Raimbursebies 10,000 1.0% 5,000 5,000
MLISP Application 5,000 0 H% 2 500 2 500
Legsl 50.000 5.0% 25,000 26,000
Firancial Advizor 10,000 1.0% 5,000 5,000
Conlingencies 233,118 23.4% 116,658 116,558
Developmant Fae 34,493 3.5% 17.247 17,247

[TOTAL BUDGET 086,626  100.0% 548,963  447.863 |

Y



Attachmem

INVOICE

3059 Grand Avenug - Sulle 410 DATE: Movember 1, 20056
Miami, Florida 33133 INVOICE # |
Phone 305-567-0822 Fax 305-567-0823 FOR: Reimbursable Expansas
for MLK Transit Villaoge
Bill Tow
Aundra Wallacs - Executive Dirgcior
Miami-Dade Empowermment Trust
3050 Biscayne Doulsvard, Suita 300
Miami. Florida 33137
(305) 3T2-T620
DESCRIPTION AMOUNT
Deferred Expenses
Defarred Mobilizalon Foe 25.000.00
Deferred Davelopmant Overhead & Development Fee 45,302.00
Beimpursable Expenses
Design Services - HOK Architects 2778318
Reimbusable Expanses - Red Rock Global 20.046.53
Total invaics 118,941,711
Lass Dafanred Cxpanses 70,302 00

Make all checks payable 1o Red Rock Global, LLC

TaTAL

48.639.71

If you have any questions conceimning this inviice, conact Keith G- Mack, (404) B15-1819, kmack & redrockgiobal net

THANK YOU FOR YOUR BUSINESS!

1]




Attachment D

Red Rock Global, LLC INVOICE

3058 Grand Avanue - Suite 410 DATE: Movamber 156, 2005
Miami, Florida 33133 INVOICE & 1
Phone 305-567-0922 Fax 305-587-0923 FOR: Reunbursabla Expenses

for MLK Transit Village

Bill To:

Aunclra Wallace - Executive Director
Miami-Dade Empowerment Trust
3050 Biscayna Boulevard, Sulte 300
Miami, Florids 33137

(305) 372-7620
DESCRIPTION AMOUNT
Delerred Expensos
Deterred Mobllization Fea 25,000.00
Defarrad Developmam Cvarhaad & Deavelopment Fee 45.302.00
Beimbursable Expenses
Design Servicas - HOK Architecta 27,7938
Raimbusable Expamnses - Aed Rock Global - June 2005 233401
Reimbusable Expenses - Bed Hook Global - July 2005 4.072.93
Rombusable Expenses - Red Rock Global - August 2006 1,01398
Reimbusatie Expenses - Aed Rock Global - Septembear 2005 3,269.35
Totgl hinvoice 109,685 45
Less Deferred Expenses 70,302.00
TOTAL | § 38,383.45

Make all chechs payabie to Red Rock Global, LLC
il you have any questicns conceming this invoice, contact Keith G, Mack, (404) 815-1819, kmack & redrockglobal . net

THANK YOU FOR YOUR BUSINESS!




Altschment

Red Rock Giobal, LLC INVOICE

3059 Grand Avenua - Sulle 410 DATE: Murch &, 2008
Miami, Florida 33133 INVOICE # 2
Phone 305-567-0022 Fax J05-567-0923 FOR:  Aeimbursable Expenses
for 7ty Avernue Transif
Viltage
Bill To:
Aundra Wallace - Executive Director
Miami-Dade Empowerment Trust
3050 Bizcayne Bouwlevard, Sulte 300
Miami, Flornds 33137
(305) 372-7620
Duferred Exponses
Deferred Development Overnead & Developmant Fea 139,223,425
Less: Seopa Raduction in Overhead Rae (Previously billsd and delered in Involce #1) (17.457.31)
Aeimbursable Expenses
Design Services - HOK Architects 48,553 60
Less: Praviously Billed Amount in Inwadcs §1 (27 783 18)
Reimoursable Expanses - October 2005 - Fabruary 2006
Supplies 217,74
Travel 7856004
Meals & Entartainment [,325.43
License & Canilications 1,487,040
Total Invoice - This Pariod 185340727
Less Delerred Expenzas - This Pariod 121,765.14
TOTAL 31,641.13

Make all checks payable to Red Rock Global, LLG

Il you have any questions concerming this invaice, contact Keith G, Mack, (404) 815-1819, kmack € redrockglobal.nsl

THANK ¥YOU FOR YOUR BUSINESS!




