
JULIDS L. TUREK 
ATI'ORNEY AT LAW 

2984 REPUBLIC NATIONAL BANK TOWER RIVRBSIDE 2-6217-18 
DALLAS, TEXAS 75201 ABBA C ODE 214 

Mr . M. B. s tterfi ld 
Executive Dir etor 
Atlan·ta Housing Authority 
324 Hurt Building 
At l anta, Georgia 

Dear Mr. Satterfield: 

May 5 , 1967 

Re , universi ty Cent er , Urban 
Redevelopment Area , Parcel 
73 . Project G . R-11 , Bid 
Propo al 

I represent .Mr . a. c. Cunningham II of Okl homa City , Oklahoma 
who submitted a bid to the At~enta IiOusing Authority in conform
ity with the invitation for bid provioed in connection with 
Parcel 73 , Project Georgi R-11 , styl d Univ rsity cent r , Urban 
Redevelopuent Area . Th bids were open don April 12 , 1967 , at 
which time Mr. cunningham wa pr se11t , together with a number of 
his aasociat s , and at that time no comment was m de with resp ct 
to th propriety of the bid insofar aa it conformed, or did not 
confirin, t 0hn~cally , to th invitation. In thi• connection may 
I r mp ctfully point out ·that paragraph l of the tt cb ent to 
th letter date March 31a 1967 fro Mr. John T. Hopkin, R l 
E tate Officer, the attachment being a mo from Mr • Leet r H. 
Pera lla, Director of R development, providing in part th tu ••• 
propos la will b in pe~ted for conform nee with th t rma of 
th 'Invit tion for Propoe la.'" May I further c 11 to your at
tention the proviaiona of paragraph 10, on pag 3, of ·th invi
tation for proposals which indicates, again in part , that "Th 
Ag ncy reserves the right tor ject any nd all Propo•ala and to 
waiv any and 11 irregularitiea that appear in any ropos l." 

HJ:. Pers ll•' letter of April 21, 1967 indicat d that Mr. cunnin9-
h •a propoaal wae rejected bec•u•• of •non-conformance with the 
terma and condition as et out in th •invitation tor fropoaala', 
Para(JX'aph l which etatea, 'Thr • copie• of each ropo•al hall be 
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submitted on th form of 'Redeveloper's Propo al' prepared by the 
Agency and attached hereto.' " 

Upon receipt of thi ·letter, w contacted your offic and subse
quently spok to Mr. P rsells, and I spoke to Mr. Byron Attridge. 
I was informed by Mr. Attridg, on May 4th that the Authority had 
con idered our request for reconsideration unfavorably. It would 
then appear necessary that e inspect the reason for the ~ejection 
as et ted , and attempt to determin whether the indicat d non
conformanc ie of such substanti l natur as to preclude consid
eration of my clients proposal on its m rit. The red velopm nt 
propo al r terred to ia contain tl in the p ck ge of Disposition 
Doeument Which r 1 tes not only to the propo al tag. but p
paren.tly to th entire transaction. certain aml>igui tie ar ap
parent in th listing of requir nt, starting on page 1, which 
resulted in the actual form of propo al not being submitt with 
the remaining docu enta. The documents actu lly submitted were, 
(1) a prcpo•al bia in tbe amount of $3 , 700r (2) a sit plan, to-
9 ther with floor plan and lev tion, (3) n rr tiv descrip-
tion of the d velo entr (4) r nd ring of the proj ctr (5) the 
r developer etatem nt for public di closure, nd (6) the red -
veloper at te nt of qualific tion and financi l r spon ibility. 

The red velop re propoa l referred to in th first full paragraph 
thereof state• that the redeveloper "offer• to purchas all that 
tract or cl of l nd lying and being in lan lot 4 of the 14th 
District of Fulton county, Georgi, being a part of th univ r ity 
center, urban Rd velopment Ar a and i 1 
c[ibtd in &cbibit A 1ttn,bt4 :t2 t.h: f 
tion of y.nd aubmi~~•d h, r wi~hA _end by ref rence de A art 
btrgf ..... Logic would• em to dictat th t th wording contain 
in the re av loper propo l could b interpreted to n that such 
proposal is to b Qb tted only ft r the Authority had cc pt d 
a particular bid, at Which ti the proposal would be att ch d to 
tM agreet~t for di poaiti011 of l nd and ubl"Ditt•d a a pack ge, 
to ether ith the r ining fo 1 docu · nta to the rti •· A 
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literal interpretation of the language in th redevelopers pro
pos 1 would se mingly preclude its submission at th time th 
red veloper transmitted hi bid to the Authority • 

.May we then examine the remainder of th proposal to ascertain 
whether, in fact. th redeveloper ha complied with th ubstan
tive portions of tha.t document, paragraph 1, for example, that 
• it plan and floor plan, together with type list, 1 vation, 
and narrativ description, r to b submitted. Thie w a done. 

In th same par graph 1, the redev loper must set out th · actual 
coat of the improve nta. Thia item w s covered und r part B, on 
page 4, of the redevelopers statement fo~ public di cloaur. 

Par graph 2 require 
of $3,700. Thia wa 

th deposit of a propo al bond in th 
done. 

amount 

Paragr ph 3 requires the •ubmiasion of th redevelopers etatem nt 
for public discloaur end th redv lopera atat ment of qualifi-
cation• and financial r aponaibility. 'l'he a item re submitt d 
with ray cli nt' bid. 

In conclu ion, I submit that my client substantially conform 
with il con itiona pr c d nt to th aubnlis ion of his bid, n 
I further ubmit th t, with r pect to th r ason for rejection 
•tout 1n Mr.Pr lla' l tter of April 21. 1967, that ther •• 
and is, latent ambiguity in th bid docu nt w !eh could r aon-
bly be int rpr t d to n that th ctual pro s l not to be 

aubmitt d with th bid. I furt.h r ubmit for your conaideration 
th t 11 bi ding done on th b eis of dev loping th ntir 
tract of l nd, the purcb •• of which • tabliahed, not only in 
the for l bid docu nts, but 1 o in the broehur in olving l:>ida, 
copy enclo d, and that no Wh r in my cli nt' ubmiaeion i it 
noted th t hie offer rel t d to 1ther a leeaer price for the land, 
or • to bed d n offer to purch••• anythin t th• full tract 
of land involv d. 
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In general, may I say that my client is well known in the build
ing of projects insured by the Federal Sousing Administration, and 
ha evidenced a desir and ability to provide th type of housing 
which, a,s indicated in your brochure, ia one of the great n eds of 
Atl ta at this time .. I trust you will ee fit to favor us with 
further consid ration in this tt ~, and 9iv us the opportunity 
to pres nt this caa to you on its rits. 

Your response to this letter at your 
be aincerely ppr ciated. 

rliest convenience would 

Siner ly, 

Julius L. Turk 

JLT/dh 

cc, Mr. Ivan Allen, Jr. 
ec, Mr~ leo n. Jones 
CCI Mr. Byron Attridge 
cc, • J • R d 

cc• Mr. a. c. Cunningham II 
CCI Mr. John Rop•r 




