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Independent Procurement Review Report 
 

TO:  Atlanta City Council 
 
DATE: October 25, 2023 
 
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. 
 

Solicitation #: 2023-RFP-REF-DOA-2304-1230327 
Project Name: Perimeter Gates, Inspections & Exits at H-JAIA 
Estimated Dollar Amount: $8,600,000.00 annually 

Term: Three years with one two-year renewal options 
Recommended Awardee: AUS3 JV 
DOP Responsive Bidders: HSS-ALL (n) 1 ATL, LLC,  

AUS3, JV 
All Bidders: HSS-ALL (n) 1 ATL, LLC, 

AUS3, JV 

 
Observations and Responses 
 

Solicitation 
 
Observation 1: DOA leadership cancelled the previous solicitation (RFP-S-DOA-2207-1230014) 
and determined that the complexity and scope of the solicitation did not address the needs of the 
airport and was not in the best interest of the city. The previously cancelled solicitation was a part 
of a larger project that was subsequently split into two smaller projects that include this solicitation 
and RFP-REF-DOA-2304-1230328, Terminal & Concourses, Screening & Inspection Services.  
  
IPro does not require a response from DOP for this observation. 
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Submittal 
 
Observation 2: The same two proponents who submitted proposals for the previously cancelled 
solicitation submitted the two proposals for this solicitation, which could indicate limited 
competition. 
 
IPro does not require a response from DOP for this observation. 
 
Responsive Review 
 
Observation 3: The Financial Responsibility Review form for the proposed awardee was marked 
“x” in places instead of initialed to indicate receipt of submittals and not signed by the Contract 
Specialist to indicate responsiveness, as detailed on the form’s instructions. 
 

DOP Response: The form was signed by the Contract Specialist and other User Agency 
representatives to identify the project tier selected which 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. 

 
Observation 4: The responsive review included an Award Preference Form where the two 
proponents ranked their preferences for award between this solicitation and RFP-REF-DOA-2304-
1230328, Terminal & Concourses, Screening & Inspection Services.  
 
Both proponents indicated they preferred RFP-REF-DOA-2304-1230328, Terminal & Concourses, 
Screening & Inspection Services over this solicitation.  
 

DOP Response: This form was decided upon by the User agency so that one (1) proponent 
or supplier could not win both projects. It was done to give more opportunity to the 
supplier community. The highest scoring, most responsive and responsible was given 
preference. 

 
Observation 5:  The proposed awardee failed to disclose tax liens within the last five years as 
required by the Contractor Disclosure form. 
 

DOP Response: DOP did not find evidence that the Supplier was terminated, suspended, or 
debarred; therefore, we did not identify the response to be inaccurate or a reason to deem 
the Supplier “non responsible”.  The User Agency is also in agreement with this 
recommendation.  
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Evaluation 
 
Observation 6: The total score was miscalculated on the collaborative score sheet indicating 100 
points less than the actual scores were received for both proponents. This miscalculation had no 
impact on the final rankings. 
 

DOP Response: This miscalculation was corrected, and no impact was made on the final 
rankings. 

 
Award 
 
Observation 7: The user agency did not select the highest ranked proponent, which could be an 
indication of bid rigging. 
 

DOP Response: The same two suppliers submitted for both Aviation Security RFPS’s and 
the stipulation was that one company could not win both.  One company had the high score 
for both, and that supplier had preference, which they were recommended for award based 
on their preference. The results of the evaluation determined that the second supplier that 
was responsive and responsible was recommended for award for the other Aviation 
Security RFP. 

 
 
The review yielded no additional findings. 
 
 
 
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.  
 
 


