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Independent Procurement Review Report 
 

TO:  Atlanta City Council 
 
DATE:  June 12, 2024 
 
The purpose of this report is to communicate the results of the following solicitation. 
 
Background 
 
The Department of Aviation requested a Request for Proposals for the project and scope shown 
below. Requests for Proposals are typically evaluated based on a variety of evaluation factors 
including price, understanding of scope and objectives, and expertise.  This project was not 
previously cancelled.   
 

Solicitation# RFP-REF-DOA-2312-1240198 
Project Name: Noise Insulation Program- Miscellaneous 

Properties 
Estimated Dollar Amount: $5,000,000 - $10,000,000 
Term: Three years with an optional two-year renewal 
Recommended Awardee: S & L Specialty Contracting, Inc. 
DOP Responsive Bidders: S & L Specialty Contracting, Inc. 

Winter Johnson Group JV 
All Bidders: Public Facilities & Service 

S & L Specialty Contracting 
SG Contracting 
Winter Johnson Group JV 

 
Observations and Responses 
 
Initiation 
 
Observation 1:  A task order supplement for FC- 10438, Noise Insulation Program – 
Miscellaneous Properties was passed January 8, 2024, which awarded $2,235,157 to four vendors 
and sent an award letter to the proposed awardee on April 24, 2024.  
 
DOP sent the proposed awardee an award letter for this procurement May 2, 2024.  
 
IPro does not require a response from DOP for this observation., 
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Observation 2: The project name, project number and signature on one evaluator’s Ethics Form 
appear to have been whited out, then had both typed and handwritten information added as shown 
below in the fields with broken lines. 
 

 
 

DOP Response: The evaluator initially completed the form with incorrect information.  The 
Category Specialist corrected the form to indicate the correct procurement name and 
number.  The changes were reviewed and approved by Procurement. 

 
Responsive Review 
 
Observation 3: The technical instructions to proponents cite minimum requirements for each 
proponent which state they must maintain an office within the state of Georgia and be located 
within one hundred miles of the project site.  The proposed awardee’s principal address was 
observed to be outside of the state of Georgia. OIG found no information indicating a Georgia 
office. 
 

DOP Response: The proposed awardee has a State of Georgia document from the Secretary 
of State indicating that the Proponent has a representative in the state. Section 5.3 states the 
Proponent must have the location by the Notice to Proceed.  The proponent demonstrated 
the ability and intent. 

 
Observation 4: Per Section 5.4 of the Technical Instructions to proponents, each proponent must 
submit a copy of its valid Georgia General Contractors license.  The proposed awardee did not 
provide a General Contractor’s License within its submittal. Each of the non-awarded proponents 
submitted their General Contractor’s Licenses. The responsive review checklist includes but does 
not evaluate this requirement.    
 

DOP Response: The proposed awardee has an officer which has a General Contractor’s 
License.  The license is active and has been confirmed on the state website.   
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Observation 5:  The Contract Specialist did not provide initials indicating the presence of 
submitted documents or signatures to indicate responsiveness on the Financial Responsibility 
Review forms for the proposed awardees as required by directions for the Contract Specialist on 
the forms. 
 

DOP Response: The form was signed by the Contract Specialist and Department of 
Enterprise Risk Management to identify the project tier selected.  This is to inform the 
proponents of the tier requirements. The evaluation of Form 3 is conducted by DOP on the 
responsive checklist initially and Enterprise Risk Management provides a separate 
evaluation document.  

 
Evaluation 
 
Observation 6: Inconsistencies exist between scores submitted by the Office of Contract 
Compliance (OCC), Risk (Financial Capability) and the scores provided on the evaluation matrix.  
The Department of Procurement (DOP) provided scores on the evaluation matrix based on the 
1,3,9 scale, however, the Contract Specialist advised the score of 9 was not applicable for scoring 
the Office of Contract Compliance (OCC) and Risk goals.  
 
A maximum possible score of 9 is reflected on DOP's Evaluation Matrix, shown below for both 
OCC and Risk with potential maximum scores of 135 (9 x 15) and 90 (9 x 10), respectively. 
 
DOP’s SOPs no longer includes guidance on how much OCC and Risk scores contribute to the 
cumulative evaluation score.    
 

 
 

DOP Response: The Contract Specialist is correct in stating that the maximum score can be 
a 3.  However, the document template is incorrect by showing that 135 can be achieved and 
is being modified by Procurement.    

 
 
The review yielded no additional findings. 
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Methodology 
 
The Independent Procurement Division reviews the following stages of the procurement process: 
 

 Initiation  
 Solicitation 
 Responsive Review 
 Evaluation 
 Award 

 
In accordance with Atlanta City Charter Article 8, Section 8-107, and Section 2-1604 of the Atlanta 
Code of Ordinances, the Independent Procurement Review Division of the Office of the Inspector 
General must review all solicitations with an aggregate value of $1,000,000 or greater seeking 
approval by the Atlanta City Council, for file completeness, conflicts of interest, and other areas of 
perceived deficiency; must review all cooperative purchase agreements and piggyback contracts 
with an aggregate value greater than $1,000,000; and may conduct discretionary reviews of any 
value.  


