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I. Executive Summary 

 

The Office of Public and Indian Housing (PIH) referred the Housing Authority of the 

City of Little Rock doing business as Metropolitan Housing Alliance (MHA) to the 

Departmental Enforcement Center.  PIH asked us to evaluate MHA’s use of funds, associated 

disbursements, and procurement to determine MHA’s compliance with federal regulations, HUD 

guidelines, and MHA’s internal policies and procedures.  In addition, we reviewed MHA’s 

compliance with State of Arkansas procurement laws.  We were also asked to investigate 

allegations of Board misconduct made by the former Executive Director (ED) and certain MHA 

staff.   

 

The scope of the review was from January 1, 2019, through June 30, 2021, unless 

otherwise noted.  We reviewed the general ledger, bank statements, MHA’s policies and 

procedures, support documentation, and select procurement documents.  We conducted 

interviews with the Board of Commissioner’s (“Board”) Chair and certain MHA staff and 

selected 32 check disbursements totaling $771,469.  Our procurement review included five 

procurements/contracts for goods and services.  Only one of the contracts reviewed included a 

contract amount.   

 

Of the 32 check disbursements totaling $771,469, we found that $258,609 of the costs 

were unallowable, and $11,355 questionable. 

 

MHA did not comply with certain federal regulations, State of Arkansas procurement 

law, HUD requirements or its own procurement policy.  Specifically, MHA improperly used 

time-and-materials and labor-hour type contracts for the contracts reviewed.  In addition, MHA 

(1) awarded contracts without determining whether funds were available to cover the cost as 

required by their procurement policy, (2) either did not provide an Independent Cost Estimate 

(ICE) for our sampled contracts or they were inadequate, (3) did not perform adequate price 

analysis, (4) improperly awarded an Architectural and Engineering (A&E) contract, (5) awarded 

a contract after cancelation of the Request for Proposals (RFP), (6) improperly awarded a 

noncompetitive contract, (7) did not have an updated procurement policy that complied with 

regulations, (8) did not comply with State of Arkansas procurement law with the small purchase 

threshold assigned to the Board, and (9) allowed an unauthorized official to sign contracts as the 

contracting officer.   

 

We recommend that PIH seek repayment from MHA of $258,609 in unallowable costs 

from non-federal funds.  PIH should ask for additional support documentation for the 

questionable costs totaling $11,355 or seek repayment from non-federal funds if unsupported.   

 

MHA staff and board should receive training on federal procurement regulations and 

update their procurement policy to reflect current regulations and ensure that its contracts adhere 

to federal regulations and state law.  MHA should cease using time and materials/labor-hour 

contracts unless steps are taken to ensure that that type of contract is suitable and includes a 

ceiling amount as required.  MHA should also ensure that its ICE comply with federal 

regulations and state law.     
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II. Objectives 

 

Our objectives were to determine whether: (1) MHA properly accounted for its use of 

federal funds, (2) allegations made against Board members could be substantiated, and (3) MHA 

complied with its procurement policies as well as federal regulations and state law.    

 

III. Scope 

 

Unless otherwise indicated, the scope of our review was from January 1, 2019, through 

June 30, 2021.  We reviewed bank statements, accounting records, procurement files, available 

videos of Board meetings, and interviewed the Board Chair and certain MHA staff.   

 

IV. Background  

 

The MHA was established in 1941 to provide decent and safe rental housing for eligible 

low-income families, the elderly, and persons with disabilities within the City of Little Rock.  

MHA is located at 100 S. Arch St., Little Rock, Arkansas.  MHA has 420 low-rent public 

housing units and administers 3,069 Single Room Occupancy vouchers, 156 Mainstream 

vouchers and 2,913 Housing Choice Vouchers (HCV).  The MHA Board consists of five 

members appointed by the Mayor of Little Rock and approved by the City Board of Directors.  

Each member serves a five-year term. 

 

Since 2018 there have been five individuals occupying the position of ED.  The Board 

members and ED’s with tenure can be found at Exhibit 7.  

 

V. Results of Review 

 

A. Governance 

 

We spoke with the Board Chair and certain MHA staff and requested Board minutes for 

the scope of our review.  MHA staff told us that videos of the Board meetings were available on 

YouTube.  However, we found that only the 2021 videos were accessible on that website.  We 

made repeated requests to MHA to provide the 2019 and 2020 Board minutes and we did not 

receive them.   

 

During our review, we received allegations of misconduct against the Board by certain 

current and former MHA staff.   Interviews and follow-up interviews were conducted but we 

were unable to substantiate the allegations.       

 

The violations of federal regulations and state procurement law and lack of adequate 

documentation to support disbursements documented in this report demonstrate inadequate 

oversight.     
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B. Disbursements 

 

We reviewed 32 disbursements totaling $771,469.1  Of that amount, we found $258,609 

was unallowable, and we questioned an additional $11,355.   

 

Vendor 

Unallowable  

Questioned Inadequate 

Documentation  

Improper 

Allocation 
Ineligible Total 

The Design 

Group 
$187,221 $0 $0 $187,221 $0 

Dell Marketing 

L.P. 
$0 $23,863 $0 $23,863 $0 

Jason’s Deli $0 $0 $386 $386 $0 

Kroger $0 $0 $673 $673 $0 

Goodyear Auto 

Service 
$0 $0 $0 $0 $1,005 

Ivan Lee $1,000 $0 $0 $1,000 $0 

Growth 

Achieved, LLC 
$5,466 $0 $0 $5,466 $0 

Gans, Gans and 

Associates 
$0 $0 $0  $10,350 

Houseaboutit, 

Inc. 
$0 $40,000 $0 $40,000 $0 

Total $193,687 $63,863 $1,059 $258,609 $11,355 

 

The Design Group ($219,386) – MHA paid The Design Group $219,386 for marketing services 

(Exhibit 1).  Of that amount, costs totaling $187,221 were unallowable due to inadequate support 

documentation.  Of the $187,221:  

 

▪ $42,922 were identified as hard costs on The Design Group invoices.  The documents 

did not indicate what the hard costs were.   As an example, on June 11, 2021, The 

Design Group billed MHA $23,276 for mobile live stream equipment.2  MHA staff 

told us that the equipment was not located at MHA.   

 

▪ $144,299 was charged for billable hours worked.  However, the invoices lacked 

sufficient detail about the description of the work performed.    

 

Dell Marketing L.P. ($49,561) – MHA purchased 27 laptop computers for $49,561 ($1,835.61 

each).  Of that amount, $40,383 (22 laptops) were allocated to the HCV account, and $9,178 (5 

 
1 According to MHA, total disbursements were $6,971,167.  We selected a non-statistical sample.  We adjusted our 

sample downward and asked that MHA email copies of the documents to support 32 disbursements.   
2 This invoice was within the scope of our review but was not paid until after our scope period; however, we 

included it in our review.   
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computers) were allocated to Low Rent Public Housing (LRPH) funds.  MHA staff provided a 

spreadsheet showed that 12 laptops ($22,027) were assigned to HCV personnel, and 2 ($3,671) 

were provided to LRPH staff.  The remaining 13 laptops totaling $23,863 were assigned to staff 

other than HCV and LRPH.    The $23,863 is unallowable since the costs were improperly 

allocated from the HCV and LRPH accounts.   

 

Jason’s Deli ($590) – Of the $590, we deemed $386 to be unallowable food and entertainment 

costs (Jason’s Deli) associated with resident council meetings per 2 C.F.R. § 200.438.  The 

remaining $204 was paid with non-federal funds.   

 

Kroger ($673) – We requested receipts identifying the items purchased.  As of 01/04/2022, 

MHA has not responded.  MHA is required to maintain adequate support documentation.  The 

$673 is unallowable.   

 

Goodyear Auto Service ($1,005) – We requested an inventory of vehicles used by MHA to 

determine whether the service was performed on an MHA vehicle.  As of 1/4/2022, MHA has 

not responded.  The $1,005 are questioned costs.   

 

Ivan Lee ($1,000) – We requested receipts identifying the services rendered.  As of 1/4/2022, 

MHA has not responded.  MHA is required to maintain adequate support documentation.  The 

$1,000 is unallowable.   

 

Growth Achieved, LLC ($5,466) – The invoice was not dated, and the description of services 

rendered was incomplete.   Without sufficient detail we deemed the support documentation 

inadequate.  As such, the $5,466 cost is unallowable.   

 

Gans, Gans and Associates ($89,100) – The invoices indicated that the funds were used for an 

executive search to hire four senior managers at MHA.  We requested names and hire dates on 

the four managers.  MHA provided information on three of the four managers.  Since we did not 

receive information on the remaining manager, we could not verify the $10,350 expense.  As 

such, the $10,350 cost is questionable.    

 

Houseaboutit, Inc. ($40,000) – The contract stated that the services were to benefit MHA public 

housing tenants, however the $40,000 in costs were charged to the HCV account.  MHA did not 

provide adequate support to show the specific use of funds and how MHA tenants benefitted in 

accordance with the contract.   We limited our randomly selected sample to $40,000 out of a 

total of $140,000 in total costs.     

 

C. Procurement 

 

We randomly selected five contracts from a contract list3 provided by MHA.4  In 

addition, we reviewed MHA’s procurement policy and procedures dated August 29, 2012, and 

 
3 MHA’s contract list showed 38 contracts awarded during the scope period.   
4 Except for the Houseaboutit contract, none of the contracts in our sample had a contract amount.  The 

Houseaboutit contract was for $140,000.   
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the supporting procurement and contract documentation for the sample items to determine if they 

complied with federal regulations, State of Arkansas procurement law, and HUD requirements.   

 

Contractor 
Contract 

Number 
Contract Date Purpose 

Comfort 

Systems 
1491 06/24/2019 

Make Ready & Maintenance 

Plumbing & Heating, Ventilation, 

and Air Conditioning (HVAC) 

Service 

Woods Group 1509 10/01/2019 Architect & Engineering Service 

Design Group 1504 10/07/2019 Marketing Service 

Design Group   15215 11/18/2020 Marketing Service 

Houseaboutit 1525 04/16/2021 Resident Services 

 

Our review determined that MHA did not follow federal procurement regulations, HUD 

guidance, State of Arkansas procurement law, or its own procurement policy.  Specifically, 

MHA improperly used time-and-materials and labor-hour type contracts for the contracts 

reviewed.  In addition, MHA (1) awarded contracts without determining whether funds were 

available to cover the cost as required by their procurement policy, (2) either did not provide an 

ICE for our sampled contracts or they were inadequate (3) did not perform adequate price 

analysis, (4) improperly awarded an A&E contract, (5) awarded a contract after cancelation of 

the RFP, (6) improperly awarded a noncompetitive contract, (7) did not have an updated 

procurement policy that complied with regulations, (8) did not comply with State of Arkansas 

procurement law with the small purchase threshold assigned to the Board, and (9) allowed an 

unauthorized official to sign contracts as the contracting officer.  The violations of federal 

regulations and state procurement law reflect inadequate oversight.    

 

Use of Time-and-Materials and Labor-Hour Type Contracts6 7 

 

Federal regulations and MHA’s procurement policy allow for the use of time-and-

materials type contracts only after a determination that no other contract was suitable and the 

contract included a ceiling price that the contractor exceeds at its own risk.8  No determination 

was documented and there was no maximum amount included in the contracts.  Nonetheless, 

MHA used time-and materials or labor-hour type contracts for the majority of the contracts they 

awarded during the scope period.9   

 

 
5 This contract was included because MHA canceled contract number 1504 which was part of our initial sample.   
6 2 C.F.R. § 200.318(j) defines a time-and-materials type contract as a contract whose cost is the sum of the actual 

cost of materials and direct labor hours charged at fixed hourly rates that reflect wages, general and administrative 

expenses, and profit.   
7  HUD Handbook 7460.8 REV 2, Procurement Handbook for Public Housing Agencies, Chapter 10 explains that a 

labor-hour contract is a variation of the time-and-materials where the contractor provides only labor and no 

materials.   
8 2 C.F.R. § 200.318(j) and MHA Procurement Policy – Section V(A).   
9 Of the 38 contracts awarded during the scope period, 30 of them (79%) reflected that the contract was based on a 

per hour/per task rate.   



 

8 
 

Within our sample, three of the contracts were time-and-materials or labor-hour type 

contracts (Exhibit 2).  MHA did not provide documentation demonstrating that it evaluated the 

suitability of other contract types prior to awarding these contracts.  MHA could not provide 

documentation explaining why they used these types of contracts for the majority of its contracts.   

 

With no limits or maximum set for the contracts, it is unclear how MHA budgeted for 

these contracts or made a comparison to actual expenditures as required by federal regulations 

and its own policy.10  Without these types of controls in place, MHA risked overspending its 

available funds.   

 

Determination of Funding Availability Prior to Contract Award 

 

MHA’s procurement policy required that sufficient unencumbered funds be available to 

cover the anticipated cost of each procurement before a contract award or modification was 

executed.11  Without a contract amount or price ceiling, MHA could not determine if there were 

sufficient funds prior to contract execution.  Regarding The Design Group contracts, MHA 

stated, “At the time of the solicitation for the marketing services, specific funding sources had 

not been well-defined for marketing services.”12  We did not receive confirmation that funds 

were available for this contract award.   

 

Cost Estimate Not Provided or Not Adequate 

 

HUD guidance and MHA’s procurement policy required preparation of an ICE before 

issuance of a solicitation for each procurement exceeding its small purchase threshold.13  We 

requested but MHA did not provide an ICE for the Houseaboutit contract.  Further, the ICEs for 

The Design Group and Comfort Systems contracts were not dated, so we were unable to 

determine if they were prepared before the solicitations were issued.  We also found that the 

ICEs in our sample lacked an estimated total cost and/or estimated quantity of materials and 

services to be procured.   

 

Price Analysis Not Adequate 

MHA’s procurement policy also required that a price analysis be performed on the 

responses received for each procurement.14  However, for the Comfort Systems contract MHA 

indicated it used the U.S. Department of Labor Davis-Bacon wage rates to determine if the 

hourly rates submitted by contractors were reasonable.  However, these wage rates were intended 

to provide minimum wage rates, not to provide a reasonable or market wage rate.  For example, 

the Davis-Bacon wage rates provided by MHA showed an hourly rate of $14.74 for a plumber, 

but the hourly rate for a plumber in the contract awarded to Comfort System is $72.00.  Other 

than the Davis-Bacon wage rates, MHA did not provide documentation showing any steps taken 

to determine if the hourly rates reflected in this contract were reasonable.   

 

 
10 2 C.F.R. § 200.302(b)(5) and MHA Accounting Policy Manual – Section III.   
11 MHA Procurement Policy – Section II(B)(8).   
12 Email response from MHA’s deputy director dated October 27, 2021. 
13 HUD Handbook 7460.8 REV-2, Procurement Handbook for Public Housing Agencies – Section 3.2 and MHA 

Procurement Policy – Section II(B)(5).   
14 MHA Procurement Policy – Section II(B)(6).   
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A&E Service Contracts Were Improperly Awarded 

 

MHA issued a solicitation for A&E services on April 7, 2019.  Per the MHA 

procurement policy, A&E service procurements in excess of the small purchase threshold were 

required to be awarded through the qualifications-based selection (QBS) method.  Under this 

method, each competitors’ qualifications are evaluated, and the most qualified competitor is 

selected, subject to the negotiation of fair and reasonable compensation.15   

 

MHA provided a memo signed and dated on September 9, 2019, showing the scores for 

the five responsive A&E firms with Fennell Purifoy receiving the highest ranking.  Nonetheless, 

MHA awarded a contract to all five contractors on October 7, 2019, including the Woods Group, 

in violation of the MHA procurement policy (Exhibit 3).    

 

Contract Was Awarded After Cancelation of the Request for Proposal 

 

On December 20, 2020, MHA issued an RFP for the Coronavirus Aid, Relief, and 

Economic Security (CARES) Act Resident Supportive Services with proposals due on January 

20, 2021.[1]  MHA issued three addenda to the RFP including a cancelation of the solicitation on 

March 3, 2021 (Exhibit 4).  The cancelation was posted on MHA’s web site.  Companies who 

had submitted proposals who emailed MHA requesting the status of their proposals were 

provided a link to the cancellation.  Nonetheless, the MHA Board authorized allocation of 

$140,000 to Houseaboutit on April 15, 2021, and MHA entered into a contract with 

Houseaboutit on April 16, 2021.   

 

MHA’s procurement policy contained specific requirements for cancelation of 

solicitations after all proposals had already been received.[2]  It also required that the reasons for 

the cancellation be documented and the reasons for cancellation be provided upon request to any 

offeror solicited.  However, MHA indicated that the RFP was cancelled at the request of the ED 

and the Board.  No further explanation or documentation was provided on the cancellation.  But 

even though the RFP was cancelled, and the cancelation was posted on MHA’s web site, awards 

were made under the RFP, including the $140,000 to Houseaboutit.   

 

Canceling the RFP based on a request by the ED and Board did not meet the 

requirements of MHA’s procurement policy.  Further, regulations required MHA to maintain 

records sufficient to detail the history of procurement[3] and reasons and supporting facts of any 

cancelation. [4]  Since MHA awarded contracts under this RFP, but also informed other entities 

 
15 MHA Procurement Policy – Section III(C)(5).   
[1] RFP number: MHA-2020-12.   
[2] According to its policy, solicitations could be canceled before offers were due if it no longer could fund the 

procurement, or if proposed amendments would be of such magnitude that a new solicitation would be 

desirable.  The policy further indicated that solicitations for which proposals have already been received could only 

be canceled if the supplies or services were no longer required, or if the solicitation (1) contained inadequate 

specifications, (2) did not provide for consideration of all factors of significance, (3) prices exceed available funds, 

or (4) they believe there are issues with the bids.   
[3] 2 C.F.R § 200.318(i).   
[4] HUD Handbook 7460.8 REV-2, Procurement Handbook for Public Housing Agencies – Section 7.2(F); and 

MHA Procurement Policy – Section III(F).   
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who had submitted proposals that it had been cancelled, MHA limited the competition for this 

solicitation, and excluded some proposals without explanation. 

 

Award of Noncompetitive Contract 

 

MHA initially issued an Invitation for Bids (IFB) for various maintenance and make 

ready services with a submission due date of April 11, 2019.16  MHA issued a new IFB 

specifically for plumbing and HVAC services on May 14, 2019, due to not receiving a sufficient 

number of qualified bids (Exhibit 5).17  As part of the second solicitation, MHA received only 

one bid, which was submitted by Comfort Systems.  Comfort Systems was awarded a contract 

for HVAC and plumbing services dated June 24, 2019.  We noted that the bid tabulation sheet 

provided by MHA only contained the bid amounts from Comfort Systems for HVAC services 

and not plumbing services.   

 

According to HUD guidance, when a Public Housing Authority solicits offers from 

multiple sources but receives only one bid it is considered a noncompetitive proposal.18  Federal 

regulations dictate that noncompetitive procurement can only be awarded under certain 

circumstances.19  Further, the MHA procurement policy states that each procurement based on 

noncompetitive proposals shall be supported by a written justification for the use of such 

procedures.20  MHA did not provide a written justification for the noncompetitive procurement in 

accordance with their policy, or demonstrate that the procurement met one of the circumstances 

under 2 C.F.R. § 200.320(c).   

 

Procurement Policy Was Outdated and Did Not Comply with Regulations 

 

The procurement policy provided by MHA still refers to 24 C.F.R. § 85.36 for HUD 

procurement standards.21  These regulations were superseded by 2 C.F.R. §§ 200.317-327, which 

became effective for fiscal years beginning on or after December 26, 2017.  We also found that 

the MHA procurement policy did not comply with federal regulations since it lacked standards of 

conduct covering organizational conflicts of interest, such as those that might arise between 

MHA and it’s nonprofit, the Central Arkansas Housing Corporation.22   

 

MHA’s Small Purchase Threshold Not Compliant with State Law 

 

In a Board meeting on August 29, 2012, the Board increased its small purchase threshold 

to $100,000.  However, State of Arkansas procurement law set the small purchase threshold at 

$20,000.23  Since MHA must adhere to the more stringent law or rule, this increase exceeded the 

allowable threshold.   

 

 
16 IFB number: MHA-2019-01.   
17 IFB number: MHA-2019-04.   
18 HUD Handbook 7460.8 REV-2, Procurement Handbook for Public Housing Agencies – Section 8.2.   
19 2 C.F.R. § 200.320(c).   
20 MHA Procurement policy - Section III (D)(2). 
21 The procurement policy provided by MHA reflected that it was revised on August 29, 2012.   
22 2 C.F.R. § 200.318(c)(2).   
23 Arkansas Code §19-11-204(13)(A)(i) – State of Arkansas Procurement Laws and Rules – March 16, 2020.   
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Unauthorized Contracting Officer 

 

HUD guidance states that each contract be signed or authorized by an individual to whom 

MHA has expressly delegated the authority to make such obligation.24  MHA’s procurement 

policy designated the ED as the Contracting Officer, except for the procurement of legal or 

auditing services in which the Board retained procurement authority.25  However, we found that 

Ms. Leta Anthony, Board member, signed as the contracting officer for three of five contracts in 

our sample despite an ED in place at the time (Exhibit 6).   

 

VI. Recommendations 

 

1. MHA should repay $258,609 in unallowable costs from non-federal funds.   

 

2. PIH should ask for additional support documentation for the questionable costs totaling 

$11,355 or seek repayment from non-federal funds if deemed unallowed.     

 

3. MHA should recover the mobile live stream equipment MHA paid for totaling $23,276 

from The Design Group, or PIH should seek repayment from non-federal funds.   

 

4. MHA should review the remaining costs associated with the Houseaboutit contract to 

ensure allowability of the charged costs.   

 

5. MHA staff and Board should receive training on federal procurement regulations and 

state procurement law regarding requisite documentation to ensure that all procurement 

transactions are conducted in accordance with federal and state requirements.   

 

6. MHA should update their procurement policy to reflect current federal regulations and 

state law.   

 

7. MHA should ensure that its contracts adhere to federal regulations and state law as well 

as internal MHA policies and cease using time and materials/labor-hour contracts unless 

steps are taken to ensure that that type of contract is suitable and includes a ceiling 

amount as required.   

 

8. MHA should ensure that its ICE are compliant with federal regulations and state law.    

 

VII. Summary of Funds Chart 

 

 Unallowable Questioned Total 

Cost $258,609 $11,355 $269,964 

 

 

 

 
24 HUD Handbook 7460.8, REV-2 Procurement Handbook for Public Housing Agencies – Section 2.5.   
25 MHA Procurement Policy - Section II(A).   
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VIII. Exhibits 

 

Exhibit 1 – Sampled Design Group Invoices 

 

Vendor 

Number 

Vendor 

Name 

Invoice 

Number 

Invoice 

Date 

Check 

Date 

Check 

Number 

Net 

Amount 

VN00029740 
Design 

Group 

AS-009-

19- 
11/12/2018 01/24/2019 375315 $1,267.50 

VN00029740 
Design 

Group 

1113-19-

014 
11/13/2019 12/12/2019 376263 $1,550.00 

VN00029740 
Design 

Group 
10720002 12/31/2019 01/16/2020 376358 $1,000.00 

VN00029740 
Design 

Group 

0107-20-

003 
01/07/2019 01/16/2020 376358 $4,890.00 

VN00029740 
Design 

Group 
0218- 02/18/2020 03/05/2020 376505 $40,856.10 

VN00029740 
Design 

Group 
30920004 03/09/2020 04/09/2020 376596 $6,766.02 

VN00029740 
Design 

Group 

pr-0413-

20- 
04/13/2020 05/04/2020 376655 $3,500.00 

VN00029740 
Design 

Group 
50520003 05/05/2020 06/05/2020 376752 $3,500.00 

VN00029740 
Design 

Group 

0610-20-

006 
06/10/2020 06/30/2020 376820 $14,943.75 

VN00029740 
Design 

Group 
71520003 08/11/2020 08/12/2020 376978 $6,781.25 

VN00029740 
Design 

Group 
813200099 08/13/2020 09/10/2020 377070 $17,625.00 

VN00029740 
Design 

Group 
91320004 09/13/2020 09/29/2020 377138 $23,003.83 

VN00029740 
Design 

Group 
101420009 10/14/2020 10/27/2020 377226 $24,111.13 

VN00029740 
Design 

Group 
121620013 12/16/2020 12/22/2020 377400 $18,635.58 

VN00029740 
Design 

Group 
20621002 02/06/2021 02/22/2021 377543 $3,500.00 

VN00029740 
Design 

Group 
32621013 03/26/2021 04/07/2021 377673 $3,680.00 

VN00029740 
Design 

Group 
31121002 03/11/2021 04/20/2021 377717 $6,833.33 

VN00029740 
Design 

Group 
51321002 05/13/2021 06/03/2021 377832 $6,833.33 

VN00029740 
Design 

Group 
061121003 06/11/2021 08/12/2021 378039 $30,109.18 

Total 
 

    $219,386.00 
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Exhibit 2 – Time and Materials Contracts Included in Procurement Sample 

 

Contractor 
Contract 

Number 

Time-and-Materials or 

Labor-Hours Type 

Contract 

Contract Amount or 

Ceiling Price Included 

in Contract Document 

Comfort Systems 1491 Yes No 

Woods Group 1509 No No 

Design Group 1504 Yes No 

Design Group 1521 Yes No 

Houseaboutit 1525 No Yes 

 

Exhibit 3 – Scoring Sheet for Five Responsive A&E Firms – Solicitation #MHA-2019-03 

 

Contractor 
QBS - Final 

Score 

Contract 

Number 
Starting Date End Date 

Fennell Purifoy 275 1505 10/07/2019 10/01/2022 

Ledford 260 1506 10/07/2019 10/01/2022 

SCM 272 1507 10/07/2019 10/01/2022 

Wright 209 1508 10/07/2019 10/01/2022 

Woods Group 274 1509 10/07/2019 10/01/2022 

 

Exhibit 4 – History of RFP number: MHA-2020-12 

 

Document Issue Date 
Proposal 

Due Date 
Change/Update 

RFP 12/20/2020 01/20/2021 N/A 

Addendum 1 02/02/2021 03/09/2021 

“RFP is now reopened in an effort to solicit a 

wide range of CARES Act supportive service for 

the MHA low-income housing residents.” 

Addendum 2 02/07/2021 03/09/2021 

List of questions and answers related to the 

request for quotation including the total amount 

of funding available for the award. 

Addendum 3 03/03/2021 N/A 

“Per the decision of the MHA Board of 

Commissioners, this solicitation is canceled until 

further notice.” 

 

  



 

14 
 

Exhibit 5 – Breakdown for Bidding for Services  

 

IFB Number: MHA-2019-01 

 

Type Qualified Bids 

Cleaning Service 5 

Painter Service 4 

Electrician 2 

Plumber 1 

HVAC 0 

Flooring Installer 5 

Carpentry 4 

Roofing 3 

 

IFB Number: MHA-2019-04 

 

Type Qualified Bids 

HVAC & Plumbing 1 

 

Exhibit 6 – Contracting Officer Detail 

 

Contractor 
Contract 

Number 

Date Contract 

Signed by MHA 

Signature of 

Contracting 

Officer 

ED at Time of 

Signature26 

Comfort Systems 1491 07/19/2019 Leta Anthony Anthony Snell 

Woods Group 1509 10/23/2019 Leta Anthony Anthony Snell 

Design Group 1504 10/07/2019 Leta Anthony Anthony Snell 

Design Group 1521 11/24/2021 Nadine Jarmon Nadine Jarmon 

Houseaboutit 1525 05/03/2021 Nadine Jarmon Nadine Jarmon 

 

  

 
26 Based on a table provided by MHA. 
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Exhibit 7 – Board and Executive Director terms 

 

Board Members 

 

Kenyon Lowe, Sr. 

Chairperson 

 Tenure: Has served on the Board since Feb 2012 expires 9/30/2022 

 

H. Lee Lindsey 

Vice Chairperson 

Tenure: This is his first term.  Term expires 9/30/2023 

 

Leta Anthony 

Commissioner 

Tenure: Has served on the Board since 2014 term expires 9/30/2024 

 

Louis Jackson 

Commissioner 

Tenure: First term, expires 9/30/2025 

Branndii Peterson  

Commissioner 

Tenure: First term, term expires 9/30/2023 

 

Executive Directors 

 

1. Rodney Forte –employed for 6 years at MHA and resigned in November 2018 

2. Marshall Nash – Interim ED from November 2018 – April 2019, at which time he 

resigned from MHA 

3. Anthony Snell – Interim ED in April 2019, was made permanent ED October 2019, 

resigned from MHA July 2020 

4. Nadine Jarmon – Interim ED from July 2020 until April 2021 when she was selected as 

the ED. Removed by the Board in August 2021 

5. Ericka Benedicto – Interim ED September 10, 2021, to present. 

 


