ATTACHMENT NO. 1

1. AWI Bid Protest Letter dated November 13, 2006

2. AWI Bid Protest Letter dated December 4, 2006
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November 13, 2006

VIA FACSIMILE (213) 928-9048

Mary E. Alvarez

Commission Executive Assistant

Board of Recreation and Park Commissioners
1200 West 7th Street, First Floor

Los Angeles, CA 90017

Re:  South Los Angeles Sport Activity Center

Dear Ms. Alvarez :

This firm repregents AW Builders, Inc. (“AWI”) in its business dealings in the Southem
California area and, in particular, with regard to the bid submitted on the South Los Angeles
Sports Activity Center (“Project”)

Thank you for your correspondence dated November 9, 2006, in which you advised AWI
that the K-Son Construction, Inc. (“K-Son”) was determined to be the lowest responsive and
responsible bidder on the Project. I spoke with representatives of AWI this moming and,
together with AWI, have extensively reviewed both the bid documents and the taid packet
subinitted by K-Son. Based upon that review [ have some very real concerns with regard to the
K-Son bid. In particular, the K-Son bid (1) omitted crucial affidavits and disclosures; (2) fails to
properly designate a steel subcontractor; and (3) has extensive and critical errors in the bid
amount.

Please consider this correspondence a formal bid protest to any decision by the public
entity to award the bid to K-Son construction based upon the fact that K-Son is not a responsible
bidder and its bid is not, under the law, responsive to the bid documents.

As indicated, your corréspondence regarding the Board Meeting to be held on November
15, 2006 was received by AW1 on Thursday, November 9, 2006, the day before the Friday
holiday. Only this afternoon were we able to review the K-Son bid to identify the many
discrepancies therein. 1am providing a brief summary of the discrepancies below and will
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expound upon the same and provide the legal authority by way of correspondence tomorrow.
AWT's bid protest briefly consists of the following:

1. K-Son failed to submit the required Affidavits and Compliance documents.

Initially, K-Son failed entirely to submit the required affidavits and compliance
documents contained in the “Schedules” included in the bid documents. Most impottantly, K-
Son failed to submit schedules “D” through “G” constituting information for determining
minority/women status, the final report of subcontracting and purchasing, and — most importantly
— schedule “I)** which is the affidavit indicating that all of the bid documents are true and correct.
Absent this affidavit, a bidding contractor cannot be held to its bid and thus may not be
considered as a responsible and responsive bidder. While it appears that the gcneral manager
was prepared to waiye the requlrement for timely filing Schedule “B”, no waiver was given for
the further Schedule omissions.

2. Failure to list a properly licensed Steel Contractor

Moreover, while K-Son’s bid docutents indicate that it will self perform the
Project’s steel work, there is no indication that it can do so. K-Son does not hold a C-51
specialty license, Additionally, should K-Son assert that it is performing two or more unrelated
wades and thus can self-perform the work, the contract specifications indicate that it cannot.
Specifically, the contract specifications require that all structural steel fabrication shall be done
in the shop of a fabricator certified by the building authotity. Accordingly, unless K-Son can
self-perform such work (which its certification indicates it cannot), then it was required to
provide the name of the entity who would do 50, It did not.

3. AWI's bid is lower than that submitted bx K-Son

K-Son’s bid amount indicates that it offercd to perform the contract for the
amount of $2,840,565.00. However, a review of its des1gnat10n of Subcontractors (Schcdulc U\
to the bid documents) indicates otherwise. First, the designation fails to list any dollar value
. associated with the work to be performed by J. Colavin & Son, the purported ceramie tile
subcontractor. Even with a $0 value assigned 1o the subcontractor, K-Son’s bid totals .
$2,887,000,00, more than $25,000,00.00 higher than the bid submitted by AWI. Once a value is
added in for the Colavin work, the bid is substantially higher than that submitted AWI.
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Thank you for your consideration of the foregoing and I will be happy to provide further
support for the foregoing upon demand therefore.

Very truly yours,
Andrew ], Kessler

AJK
cc:  Robert Mekikyan
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December 4, 2006
VIA FACSIMILE (213) 928-9048 _
AND U.S. MAIL -~
Mary E. Alvarez
Commission Executive Assistant o

Board of Recreation and Park Commissioners
1200 West 7th Street, First Floor
Los Angeles, CA 90017

Re: South Los Angeles Sports Activity Center

o
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Thank you for speaking with myself and Robert Mekikyan of AWI Builders, Inc.
(“AWTI”) at last month’s board meeting regarding the South Los Angeles Sports Activity Center
Project. Per the invitation of your counsel to submit follow-up correspondence supporting
AWT’s status as the lowest responsible bidder on the Project in light of K-Son Construction’s
(“K-Son”) non-responsive bid, the following is submitted.

You will recall that this firm previously submitted its bid protest on November 13, 2006
in light of a series of non-conformities in the K-Son bid. In that letter, I called to your attention
the fact that K-Son’s bid omitted crucial affidavits and disclosures, failed to properly designate a
steel subcontractor, and had extensive and critical errors in the bid amount. During the
subsequent hearing, and in its letters of November 14 and 17, 2006, K-Son admitted to the
irregularities but asserted that said irregularities did not render its bid non-responsive. The
arguments are without merit. By way of this correspondence, I will attempt to address the
assertions of K-Son and demonstrate why its arguments do not change the non-responsive nature
of the K-Son bid.

K-Son’s Bid is Non-Responsive.

Perhaps the most notably irregularities contained in K-Son’s bid are the rampant errors in
its bid amount. These errors demonstrate that it is not, in fact, the Project’s lowest bidder. In its
initial correspondence to the board, AWI pointed out that K-Son failed to provide the value of
work to be performed by K-Son’s ceramic tile subcontractor, J. Colavin & Son. In light of the
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glaring omission, AWI attempted to determine the value by adding up the remaining
subcontracted amounts and value of self-performance and then subtracting the total from the
purported total bid. Undertaking the exercise not only highlights the material omission of K-
Son’s bid, but further demonstrates that its bid is not lower than that submitted by AWI.

K-Son’s bid amount indicates that it offered to perform the contract for the amount of
$2,840,565.00. A review of its designation of Subcontractors (Schedule “A” to the bid
documents) indicates that this number is in error. Initially, as set forth above, the designation
fails to list any dollar value associated with the work to be performed by J. Colavin & Son, the
purported ceramic tile subcontractor. Even with a $0 value assigned to the subcontractor, K-
Son’s bid totals $2,887,000.00, more than $25,000.00 higher than the bid submitted by AWI.
Accordingly, even absent the inclusion of the Colavin work, K-Son is not the Project’s lowest
bidder. In its November 17, 2006 letter, K-Son argues that the Colavin omission and other
mathematical errors were inadvertent. Specifically, it argues, “[y]es K-son missed to write the
subcontractor price which is $27,500.00.” The irregularities render K-Son’s bid non-responsive
for no fewer than three reasons. '

First, if the Colavin bid totals $27,500.00, then the bid submitted by K-Son totals
$2,914,500.00. Accordingly, it was not the lowest responsible bidder. Secondly, as evidenced
by K-Son’s own notation on the Colavin bid correspondence (see September 26, 2006
correspondence attached hereto as Exhibit “A”) K-Son and Celavin did not, in fact, agree to have
the ceramic work performed for $27,500.00 as is now asserted by K-Son. -Upon submission of
the bid, K-Son specifically rejected the same by writing “BID TOO HIGH. See attached bid by
Continental Tile/Marble”. As a result, there was no agreement by the parties to have the ceramic
work performed by Colavin as K-Son now asserts. If anything, and by its own admission, the
lowest bidder to K-Son was Continental Tile/Marble which was never listed in the bid
documents. Finally, even if K-Son is correct and the listing of Colavin and failure to submit the
value of the Colavin bid was a “clerical mistake” (see page 3 of K-Son’s November 17, 2006
correspondence attached hereto as Exhibit “B”) K-Son failed to correct the mistake in the time
granted under the law.

Section 4107.5 of the Public Contract Code gives a contractor claiming to have made a
clerical error in its bid with regard to its designated subcontractors two days to give written
notice to the awarding agency. K-Son gave no such notice until after the time in which AWI
called attention to the mistake. Moreover, sections 5100 et sec of the Code set forth a
contractor’s right to remedy errors contained in its'bid. Section 5103 of the Code indicates that a

Savitch

LLP

general contractor seeking relief from a bid award pursuant to a clerical error must show (a) that =~

a mistake was made, (b) that it gave the entity written notice within five working days of the bid
opening, (c) that the mistake made the bid materially different than intended, and (d) the mistake
was made in filling out the bid and not due to error in judgment or carelessness. Public Contract
Code section 5103 permits a bidder who submits its bid based upon a mistake which materially

121118.000001/654006.01
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affects the bid to withdraw the bid and not be bound by its terms. According to the courts, the
mere fact that a bid might be withdrawn is sufficient to deem the bid non-responsive.

In Valley Crest Landscape, Inc. v. City Council (1996) 41 Cal. App.4™ 1432, the Court of
Appeals upheld the long standing rule that if an error in a bid gives the bidder an advantage or
benefit not allowed other bidders, the public agency cannot waive the error. According to the
Court, it was irrelevant whether or not the bidder actually attempted to withdraw the bid under
section 5103 of the Code. The mere fact that it could have withdrawn the bid renders the bid
non-responsive. Moreover, the mistake need not have affected the contract price. According to
the Court, “The language of [Public Contract Code Section 5103] does not provide [that] the
mistake must be in the price, only that it makes the bid materially dlfferent than intended and be
a mistake in filling out the bid. /d. at 1442.

Here, should the Project be awarded to K-Son, it will have been given a tremendous
advantage over other contractors in the bidding process. Specifically, K-Son submitted a total
bid that was lower than the subcomponents of the bid. Doing this would allow its bid to be
considered — and increase the likelihood that it was the low bidder — while preserving its right to
withdraw the same based upon clerical error if later chose to do so after reviewing the other bids.
The scenario is not uncommon in the bid process but is a blatant violation of the law.

Specifically, K-Son submitted its bid in the total amount of -$2,840,565.00. Its
designation of subcontractors (with $0 being performed by its ceramic tile subcontractor)
indicates that its bid was actually, $2,887,000.00. (See Schedule “A” to K-Son’s bid.) If we
take K-Son’s assertion that its ceramic tile subcontractor is going to perform work in the amount
of $27,500.00, then K-Son’s total bid is $2,914,500.00. Only two permissible conclusions exist.
Either K-Son was not the lowest bidder on the Project or its bid contained no fewer than
two clerical errors which materially change the price of its bid. In the former scenario, K-
Son is simply not the lowest bidder. In the latter, its bid was in error which may be withdrawn
and thus may not be considered by the awarding agency. No third scenario exists and under
either scenario, K-Son’s bid may not be considered.

K-Son’s Omission of the Value of 1t’s Subcontractor’s Work Facilitates

“Bid-Shopping”.

In its November 17, 2006 letter, K-Son dedicates a substantial amount of time trying to
convince the Board that the value of the subcontractor work in Schedule A is incidental and that
it is not bound to enter into contracts for the stated amount. K-Son’s position is untenable under
the law.

121118.000001/654006.01



Procopio

ory
rgreaves
Mary E. Alvarez Savitc
December 4, 2006 LLP

Page 4

Sections 4100 through 4114 of the Public Contract Code are referred to collectively as
the “Subletting and Subcontracting Fair Practices Act." Pursuant to the seminal provision of the
Act:

The Legislature finds that the practices of bid shopping and bid peddling in
connection with the construction, alteration, and repair of public improvements
often result in poor quality of material and workmanship to the detriment of the
public, deprive the public of the full benefits of fair competition among prime
contractors and subcontractors, and lead to insolvencies, loss of wages to
employees, and other evils.

PCC § 4101; emphasis added.

Section 4107 of the Code goes on to define the limited scenarios whereby a bidding
contractor may, after the bid award, modify or cancel the bid of a subcontractor. Under the
Code, “[a] prime contractor whose bid is accepted may not: (a) Substitute a person as
subcontractor in place of the subcontractor listed in the original bid, except that the awarding
authority may . . . consent to the substitution . . . (1) When the subcontractor listed in the bid,
after having had a reasonable opportunity to do so, fails or refuses to execute a written contract

for the scope of work specified in the subcontractor's bid and at the price specified in the
subcontractor's bid. . . .” (emphasis added.)

As set forth above, a contractor who uses a subcontractor’s bid in the formulation of its
own bid is bound both to use that subcontractor and bound to use that subcontractor in the
amount of the bid. If the law were otherwise, a general contractor who solicits bids and is then
awarded a contract may return to the subcontractors and seek to reduce the contract-price and
scope of work. Such a scenario would defeat the stated intent of the legislature to facilitate
fairness in bidding and would encourage bid shopping in the public bidding process.

K-Son Cannot Self-Perform the Project’s Structural Steel Work.

In its initial bid dispute, AWI demonstrated that K-Son’s bid indicates that it will self-
perform the Project’s steel work. AWI demonstrated that K-Son cannot, in fact, self-perform
this work based upon its classification as a “B” licensed general contractor. By way of its
November 17, 2006 letter, K-Son argues that it need not hold a C-51 Structural Steel specialty
license in order to perform the steel work. Instead, it argues that a “B” licensed general
contractor can “perform 3 or more specialty trades” and avoid the requirement for a specialty
license. (See Exhibit “B”.) The assertion misunderstands the applicability and breadth
California law.

K-Son’s argument references, albeit improperly, section 7057(b) of California’s Business
and Professions Code. Under the Code, a [“B” licensed] general building contractor may not

121118.000001/654006.01
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take a prime contract for any project involving trades other than framing or carpentry unless the
prime contract requires at least two unrelated building trades or crafts other than framing or
carpentry. The Code does, in fact, allow “B” licensed general contractors to self-perform certain
portions of work under a public contract that, absent a “B” licensure, would require a specialty
license. The grant of a specialty license exception, however, does not give general contractors
the broad authority to perform work that it is otherwise unqualified to perform. Structural Steel
fabrication, for example, has additional competency and safety requirements that cannot be self-
performed by a “B” licensed contractor unless that contractor — despite the absence of a C-51
specialty license — has the proper fabricating capability.

Subparagraph 5 of the Structural Steel specifications on the Project require that “[a]ll
fabrication shall be done in the shop of a fabricator certified by the building authority or under
the continuous inspection of its certified deputy inspector.” In its initial bid dispute, AWI
pointed out that K-Son — who is not a steel fabricator — does not have or maintain a certified
fabrication shop whereby the steel fabrication requirements of the Project may be performed. In
its November 17, 2006 letter, K-Son argued that “[s]ince the bid document requires the prime
contractor to perform 50% of the bid price K-son chose to list that work. Moreover, K-son will
use a certified approved shop by City of L.A. and perform the work under K-son’s payroll which
have [sic] done many times.” By its own admission, K-Son indicates that it does not have the
capacity to self-perform the steel work but listed it in order to adhere to the requirement that it
self-perform 50 percent of the work. It now argues that it will simply use someone else’s
“certified approved shop”. Fabrication “shops”, however, are certified by the building authority
based upon qualifying individuals (i.e. such as the use of Responsible Managing Employees or
Responsible Managing Officers in certifying “B” licensed business entities. )

In that K-Son admits that it does not have the properly licensed shop, its decision to use
another shop licensed under another entity or individual (i.e., this is certainly the case as K-Son’s
own bid documents indicates that it currently has no employees) will result in it being unable to
self-perform the work. K-Son cannot simply hire workers to “man” a certified shop and call it
self-performance. Such a procedure would be tantamount to a contractor agreeing to “self-
perform” electrical work by hiring an electrical subcontractor to do the job. By definition, using
another’s resources and personnel is not self-performance. Instead, the steel work will be
performed by another contractor. This fact is not changed by the fact that K-Son will allegedly
perform the work on its “own payroll”. This becomes subcontracted work which requires (1)
disclosure of the subcontractor’s name and contact information and (2) both a valid licensure by
the subcontractor (either a “B” license or “C-51” specialty license) and the existence of an
approved fabrication shop. K-Son has provided none of the requisite information and thus its bid
is non-responsive. ’

121118.000001/654006.01
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K-Son Make No Legally Cognizable Argument Regarding AWD’s Bid.

Finally, and in an effort to overshadow its own non-responsive bid, K-Son attempts to
point to improprieties in the AWI bid. Importantly, K-Son asserts no legal authority to support
its allegations. The reason for this is simply that no legal authority exists.

First, K-Son asserts that AWI and one of its fifteen proposed subcontractors, All West
Iron, Inc., are the same entity and that both entities cannot perform work on the Project without
creating a “conflict of interest”. The argument has no foundation in law or fact. The two
companies are wholly distinct under the law, with separate contracting licenses, separate officers,
and separate scopes of work on the Project. Neither a conflict of interest nor any impropriety
arises from the two entities performing work on the Project; one as a general contractor and one
as the steel, carpentry, and concrete subcontractor as set forth in Schedule “A” of the AWI bid.

Secondly, K-Son argues that AWI is in the same position as K-Son with regard to its
ability to perform structural steel work on the Project (i.e., both are “B” licensed general
contractors and if one can’t perform steel work than the other can’t.) K-Son simply misinterprets
the structural steel requirements of the Project. Primarily, the steel fabrication capability which
K-Son does not maintain, is_maintained by All West Iron, the proposed structural steel
subcontractor for the Project. All West Iron operates and maintains a steel fabrication shop
specifically certified by the building authority as required by subparagraph 5 of the contract
specifications.

Lastly, and in a final desperate attempt to invalidate the AWI bid, K-Son argues that AWI
sought to manipulate the bidding process by submitting inflated bids as a subcontractor to other
bidding contractors. The absolute reality is that while All West Iron, as a subcontractor,
separately bid steel work on the Project to other contractors, it did so in the precise scope and
amount as its intended scope in the AWI bid. The unsubstantiated suggestion of impropriety is a
clear attempt by K-Son to obscure the non-responsiveness of its own bid by attempting to cast
others in the same negative light. The facts of the respective bids do not permit such a finding.

Thank you for your attention and I look forward to the Board’s decision. If you have any
questions with regard to the foregoing, please contact me directly.

Sincerely,Sincerely,

G0 AT

Andrew J. Kessler

AJK

121118.000001/654006.01
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K~-SON CONSTRUCTION,INC. UCNO.597949

6912 OWENSMOUTH AVE. SUITE #104 TEL:818-710-6301
CANQGA PARK,CA,91303 FAX:818-710-6392

11/17/2006

uummnma%%_ pageld
TO:DRPT. OF REC. AND P

MARY ALVAREZ
RE: SOUTH LOS ANGELES SPORTS ACTIVITY CENTER
SUBJECT:AWI PROTEST

Mas:Alvarez:

A# you keow K-son was informed by you about the protest of AWI on Tuesdny
11/14/2006 ot 2:00 pm s0 1 attended the next momning Board meoting on 11/15/2006.
Prior to that time T wes informed by the Board that everything was set and the Board on
Wednesday's meeting would vote to awird the eontract to K-son.

This leiter is the summary of what was said in the board mesting which K-son
cmegorically nejectsd AWI's cepresontative reasonings and claimg Qying to permuade
the board that K-son's bid should not de considered as the lowest responsive bidder and
AW] ahould be considered as the lowest responsive bidder and also 1 am writing the
detailed K-20n’s justifications for rejecting AWY's protest claims which absolutaly has no
valid gtownds and basis for protest and i very unprofessional.

I responded that K-son docs hold e “B" license whick by definitian the comwactor can
perform 3 _or_more gpocialty frades with that type of license nod Steel work is one of
thein #a indicated in the bid documaents .Since the bid documant reqrires the prime
contractor to perform 30% of the bid price K-tan chose to list ther work.. Morsover, K-
son Will use a certified approved shop by City of L.A and pexform the work uader K-
son’s payroll which bave done it many timcs. I also memioged that All West [roq the
stecl subcontrotor listed by AWI which both companies belong to the snme ownacship
Just with diffesent license munbers also holds a B licenae not o C-S1 lcanse which I am
anaching both companics infordiation -extrasted from California Contractor's License
Bodrd I also Indicated that what AW] did which submitted a very high STEEL Bid to all
bldding contractors w throw their bids sky bigh and then submit e bid as a prime
coptzactor et AW] Which was not ethical and was 8 conflict of inteveat.

.10
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1 explained to the board that {1 is absolutely ridiculous what they are claiming and

. y they do not know much about public works bid documents . N
Per public works coptrasts (opdisance No. 150,595 section 10.14"provisions pertaining
to listing of subcontyactors page 17) which also is indicated on schedule “A” of this
project under DOLLAR PARTICIPATION OF ALL SUBCONTRACTORS AND
SUPPLIERS, it {8 indicated :
All subcontractors and suppliers who will do work on this project valued in excess of
one- half of one percent or §10,000,00 whichever is greater must be listed, regardicsa if
they are MBE/WBE or 5ot. That means the bidding prime coaractor does not have to list
any subcomtracts amounts under ane-half of ona percent which in this case Keson , AWI
and other hidders did not have w list subcontractors with dollar values umder

tely §15,000.00. 80 X-sou or other bidders could have subcoatractors with

doflar values under $15,000.00 totaling up to $100,000,5200,000.00 or any otheér dollar
values whatever amount unknown af time of bidding and not veflected in the bid
documents schedule “A”. S0 you dg not 34d up the sipgle dofler velues of cach and all

wark price either.

Per AW] claim and justifications they are adding those numbers snd detormine who is
the lowest bidder and who is higher which is absolutaly wrong and ridiculows and is not
per public warks bidding documents,

Moreover, those dollar values of the listed subcontractor doing work over 45 pescent of
bid price can ba rounsded to the nearcst thousand dollar or éven more ,that is what K.son
and I am sure many othér bidding contractars do. For instance if a subcontractor bid is
$119,200.00 we ligt that price as $119,000.00 or $120,000.00 and that is merely to
eomply with public works contract law to liyt thosc subcomractors with price In exceas of
onc-half of onc percent of total bid price and elso the z2pprox. dollar value or peroentage
of MWBE's subs used which in this bid Keson has by far exceeded the required
amounr,jt does sot iatter what ths sctusl dollar aud cents prioe of that sub may be as
long a8 they ars listed so the awarding agency know who thosc subcontractors are with
approximate dollar values so you ¢ould niat shop around or change subcontyuctors after
the award without the board approval.Also thosc numbers can be ussd wheh providing
schedule of values for approval to the project manager which will be usad for payments.
And if thero it & ¢lerical etvor ,that ervor can be clarified at that time. So in a three million
dollar job with 15 subcontractors that could make some difference with acrual lump sum
bid prico which is writtsn ia page 4 of bid document “PROPOSAL - ULE OF
ORX. AND PRICES™ gnd that {s wier: . ned xo

LS

Also AWT has indicated that Keson failed to list the dollar value of J.Colavin the ceramic
tile subsontractor and K-son's did must be added with the dollar value of that sub. Again
a9 long as the subcontractor is listed thet means K-son can not wys pay othér tila sub

contractor except J.Colavin régardicas of the subcontractors price It could be zere doliars
it could be $100,000.00 jt will pot andl can got affect or chanze the bid amount. Yes
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K.-?mmiandwwﬂtoﬂwaummmrpice which is $27,500,00 . But again you do not
#dd up those prices with prime contractors price and detzrmine the Jowast bifldet, A
prime coutractor could «imply make a clerical mistake in the vary lag minutes of
preparing and submitting bid in schedule “A’for instance to writc § $16,000.00
subcontractor price for festtoom accessories by putting an additional jzero writing
$160,000.00 ,Which that can be clarified later aRer the award and when|preparing to
~ submit the schedule of values to the project engineer for approval.that ia Very obvious
that restroom accessoriss can not be that huge number. Yok :.':\ pie_thess nnpelx
RO B0 LHE BT DL mEP 1l RETRGTITRE AIPTTRARINE NG LOWES] INGOE]
But that is not what AWI thought .They thought they had to add up all thoge listed
subcontractors prices and then deduct it from theit' bid price of $2,859,911100 and then
come up with the reroainder valug of §1,144,822 and list that as the amount qf work to be
dons by prime contractor whisl) ia shsolutely wrong and shows how souch they know
shout public warks contracts as they were claiming in the board meeting!!!..
First of all, per schedule “A" requirement ,very top line under SUBCONTRACTORS
AND SUPPLIERS page 16 of bid document AWI must do at Jeast 50 perfent of their
conteact price which is approximately $1,430,000 and what they listed for thib work to be
done by prime conteactor is only $1,144,822 which the bid /contract document required
tham to do at least 1,430,000.00,That i their biggest mistake by adding up 4l the listed
aubn::h:wupﬁmmdmmmitﬁmthdrﬁdpﬁumdmm p with that
number. :
As | indicated my 11/14/2006 lettar | am wondering what works they wanted to do with
§$1,144,822 when they have listed al! the major and minor sub¢ontrastors with{ even doliar
vatues of less than one-half of one perent which they did not have to fist . The only wade
remaining for them to do 15 painting with a value of §30,000.00 and insulirion with a
value $10,000.00 .what they will be doing with remaining $1,100,000711,

It is reqlly interesting that a comractor who has beco doing all these wrpng doings
indicated above (1.submitting &_very ik subeoptract bid for steel work (o 2il other
bidding conttactors and then bidding as 8 prime contractor tith diffetent licehse number
boping they could beo the lowest bidder aid then fruatrated that the lowest pidder was
another comipany and did not list them as the steel subcoumactor. 2. adding up the
schedule A listed subs and then dedusting it form thelr bid price and come| up with a
number that is about $300,000.00 lower than what the contract is requiring tHem 10 do,)
use those as theit jugtifications for coming up with a protest plan .

In may cpinion if AWI was a professional and knowledgeable eontractor, they|would not -
jeopardize their pame and |ntegrity with the City of L.A by planning this unptofessional
protant that serves no purpose but lowering their reputation which I sm sure they did it.

At the end K-son is requesting from the Dept. of Re¢. and Parks to send 2 copy of thig
lener to the office of City Ationtey and gleo My. Willis Yip the praject enginger as soon
& possible fot 8 response back w K-son..
If you have any question please call me.
Sincercly yours;

cH®™ s Anida,

9w-t f-\. "






