CITY OF ATLANTA

OFFICE OF THE INSPECTOR GENERAL
SHANNON K. MANIGAULT
INSPECTOR GENERAL

INDEPENDENT PROCUREMENT REVIEW DIVISION

Independent Procurement Review Report
TO:  Atlanta City Council
DATE: August 14, 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-PS-DOA-2305-1230361

Project Name: General On-Call Marketing

Estimated Dollar Amount: IRISe0OXe]

Term: Three years with two one-year renewal options
Recommended Awardee: \ Jacob’s Eye, LLC

IDIO)BIESVISIREIG TN 3815 Media, Inc.

GoSeeTell dba Sparkloft Media Response
Great Southern Publishers, Inc. dba 365° Degree Total Marketing
Hierarchy, Inc.

Jacob’s Eye, LLC

Jones Worley Design, Inc.

All Bidders: 3815 Media, Inc.

GoSeeTell dba Sparkloft Media Response

Great Southern Publishers, Inc. dba 365° Degree Total Marketing
Hierarchy, Inc.

Jacob’s Eye, LLC

Jones Worley Design, Inc.
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Observations and Responses

Initiation

Observation 1: One evaluator printed their name instead of providing a signature on the Evaluator
Ethics and Commitment Forms and failed to initial the Discovery of Conflict of Interest portion on
the Evaluator Ethics Form.

DOP Response: The omission of the signature and initials was an oversight by the
evaluator. This omission did not impede the evaluator’s participation in the evaluation
process. DOP will ensure that all forms are completed for future solicitations.

Responsive Review

Observation 2: The authorized representative of the proposed awardee signed the IIREA form
(Form 1) the day before the notary’s signature. This form states the dates of these signatures must
be the same.

DOP Response: DOP considered the date of the proposed awardee a minor error. This
minor error was not material and did not change the outcome of the
evaluation/recommendation. DOP will continue to emphasize the importance of
completing/dating forms during pre-conference meetings with suppliers.

Observation 3: The authorized representative of the proposed awardee signed the Contractor
Disclosure and Declaration Form (Form 2) fourteen days before the notary’s signature. This form
states the dates of these signatures must be the same.

DOP Response: DOP considered the date of the proposed awardee a minor error. This
minor error was not material and did not change the outcome of the
evaluation/recommendation. DOP will continue to emphasize the importance of
completing/dating forms during pre-conference meetings with suppliers.

Observation 4: The Offeror Contact Directory (Form 4) requires at least one primary and
secondary contact to be listed on the form. The proposed awardee did not provide a secondary
contact.

DOP Response: DOP considered this a minor error of the proposed awardee. This minor
error was not material and did not change the outcome of the evaluation/recommendation.
DOP will continue to emphasize the importance of completing/dating forms during pre-
conference meetings with suppliers.
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Observation 5: The proposed awardee submitted a Certificate of Organization from 2011 reflecting
a previous business name of Jacob’s Eye Entertainment, LLC, and Articles of Amendment
updating the company name to Jacob’s Eye, LLC, from 2014 as its Authority to Transact Business
in Georgia.

DOP Response: Upon IPro’s findings, DOP researched Jacob’s Eye LLC on sos.ga.gov.
and shared the Authority to Transact Business in Georgia with IPro.

Observation 6: The contract file did not include the proposed awardee’s Appendix A- Office of
Contract Compliance (OCC) forms required for submittal. The proponent failed to submit Joint
Venture Pre Award Information, the Covenant of Non-Discrimination (SBO-1), Subcontractor
Contact (SBO-2), Subcontractor Utilization (SBO-3), and Letter of Intent forms required by OCC.

DOP Response: In response to [Pro draft report proposed awardee did submit the
documents, and they were mistakenly left out of the file. DOP shared these documents with
[Pro.

Observation 7: Email records indicate DOP sent a clarification memo to all six proponents 43 days
after the solicitation closed to request updated Appendix A- OCC documentation. OCC scored and
deemed We Love Atlanta Airport JV as the only responsive proponent.

We Love Atlanta Airport JV was not reflected within any submittal documentation for this
solicitation. Two other company names listed on the OCC evaluation were incorrect.

DOP Response: In response to the IPro draft report, DOP shared the joint venture
agreement for We Love Atlanta Airport JV.

Observation 8: The Financial Responsibility Review (Form 3) requires proponents to submit
Attachment A attesting to the financial condition of the entity on their company letterhead and to
include signatures from the top three executives of the company. The proposed awardee failed to
submit this document on their company letterhead and provided one signature from the company’s
CEO.

DOP Response: In response to the [Pro draft report, DOP shared the attestation with IPro.
Observation 9: The proposed awardee did not include a letter from their financial institution or
reference letter from a prior project sponsor as required by the Financial Responsibility Review

(Form 3).

DOP Response: In response to the [Pro draft report, DOP shared these documents with
[Pro.
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Observation 10: The Contract Specialist provided “x”’s instead of initials as required by the form to
indicate submission of required documents. The Contract Specialist provided no signature to
indicate responsiveness on the Financial Responsibility Review form for the proposed awardee as
required by the form.

DOP Response: Upon review of the [Pro observation, the signed Financial Responsibility
Review Form has been updated by the DOP staff member to indicate responsiveness and
has been submitted as an attachment herein.

Observation 11: Email records indicate DOP sent another clarification memo to the proposed
awardee 83 days after the solicitation closed to request updated Financial Responsibility Review
Form 3 documentation due to Risk’s initial assessment of “Fail.”

Risk provided an amended “Pass” score after the clarification.

DOP Response: According to Section 2-1189f of the Procurement and Real Estate Code,
clarification memos were sent to all responsible and responsive proponents, including the
proposed awardee, on January 25, 2024. Following this initial clarification, there was a
delay while the User Agency considered whether combining all On-Call procurements
would be beneficial for the City. After determining that it would not be in the City's best
interest, they decided to proceed with the current procurement. Consequently, the proposed
awardee received a second clarification memo on March 5, 2024, regarding Form 3, and
provided a response on March 11, 2024. Risk was informed of this clarification and
responded accordingly.

Award

Observation 12: The award recommendation letter from the User Agency and the award letter
from DOP list Jacob’s Eye, LLC as the awardee. OCC’s only responsive proponent was We Love
Atlanta Airport JV.

DOP Response: In response to the [Pro observation, according to OCC, when asked the
question why We Love Atlanta Airport JV was listed, it responded that the awardee joint
venture name is “We Love Atlanta Airport,” comprised of the two companies (Jacob’s Eye
and M-Squared PR). Therefore, OCC uses the name in the Joint Venture agreement
document as the official name.

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.
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