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Independent Procurement Review Report 
 

TO:  Atlanta City Council 
 
DATE:  September 24, 2024 
 
The purpose of this report is to communicate the results of the following solicitation. 
 
Background 
 
The Department of Parks and Recreation 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 previously 
cancelled.   
 

Solicitation# RFP-REF-DPR-2401-1240203   
Project Name: Grant Park Gateway Restaurant-Retail Project 
Estimated Dollar Amount: N/A - revenue generating project of $1.6 million annually 
Term: Ten years with one five-year renewal option 
Recommended Awardee: Savi Provisions, LLC 
DOP Responsive Bidders: Savi Provisions, LLC 

Terminus Commercial Real Estate Partners, LLC   
All Bidders: Savi Provisions, LLC 

Terminus Commercial Real Estate Partners, LLC 
The Rease Group Holdings, Inc. 

 
Observations and Responses 
 
Initiation 
 
Observation 1: The Department of Procurement (DOP) did not provide documentation the project 
team meeting occurred. The purpose of this meeting is to discuss business objectives and risks 
associated with this procurement. 
 

DOP Response: The assigned DOP Category Specialist facilitated the Project Team 
Meeting on Thursday, January 4, 10:30-11:00. The Attendee List has been provided to IPro 
upon receipt of this observation. 
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Observation 2:  DOP rules require that evaluators follow the city’s Standard of Ethical Conduct for 
Procurement and complete the evaluator ethics forms. No evaluator assigned to this solicitation 
provided a signed ethics form.  This omission could inhibit the ability to enforce ethical standards.   
 

DOP Response: An evaluator training was conducted to ensure that commitment and 
ethical standards are fully understood. The missing form will not impact the ability to meet 
the requirements or fulfill the duties of the evaluation process. 

 
Observation 3:  This solicitation was previously cancelled as RFP-DPR-2212-1230183 due to no 
proposals being submitted.   
 
IPro does not require a response from DOP for this observation. 
 
Responsive Review 
 
Observation 4:  Addendum 1 answers a question posed by one of the proponents about which 
Form 3 tier submittals are required for this solicitation; the answer provided indicates Tier 1 (a 
financial attestation signed by company leadership and a financial institution letter). Oracle 
provided no information about the required tier submittals.     
  

DOP Response: The assigned DOP Category Specialist noticed the incorrect signed Form 3 
for the project was attached to the solicitation. In an effort to communicate the change, 
suppliers submitting proponents were notified of the error on Thursday, May 2, 2024, and 
were asked to submit their information based on the signed Form 3. 
 

Observation 5: The solicitation closed April 18, 2024. DOP forwarded updated Form 3 
documentation to all proponents to retrieve the required document submissions for review. 
Proponents were given a deadline of May 7, 2024, to provide all necessary documents to fulfill the 
Form 3 requirement.  
 
DOP sent a reminder to the proposed awardee on May 28, 2024, to provide Attachment A (a 
financial attestation signed by company leadership) of the Form 3 required submittals.  
 

DOP Response: Upon receipt of the proposal submitted it was determined that to maintain 
fair competition suppliers would need to provide an updated response to the appropriate 
Tier of Form 3. 
 

Observation 6: The Financial Responsibility Review (Form 3) asks for the three highest ranking 
officers of an entity to sign an attestation of the company’s financial condition. The Chief 
Financial Officer of the proposed awardee provided one of the three signatures.  No other officer 
signatures were submitted. DOP did not complete the Financial Responsibility Review Form to 
note the tier of required submittals nor to note receipt of required documents or whether the 
financial documents were responsive as instructed on the form. DOP marked this document as 
responsive on the Responsive Review checklist.   
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DOP Response: The responsive check that was conducted was used to indicate whether the 
proponents were responsive in submission of required documents; however, the final pass 
or fail of the financial responsibility review form (Form 3) is evaluated by the Office of 
Enterprise Risk Management. 

 
Observation 7:  The proposed awardee failed to provide three references as required by Form 5 
within the required submittals.  
 
There is a document titled “References” in the submittal with professional biographies for 
individuals who are listed on the Contact Directory for the proponent although they work for 
different firms. The information contains no information for project references nor how they are 
related to the proposed awardee. 
 

DOP Response: The solicitation references are required in two sections: Form 5 and the 
Contents of Proposal. DOP evaluates both sections to ensure that references are properly 
submitted.  Those found responsive provided references in either the Contents of Proposal 
section or Form 5, making the submission compliant; therefore those deemed non-
responsive had not fully complied with either request. 

 
Award 
 
Observation 8: On June 10, 2024, the proposed awardee requested access to the project location.  
DOP advised due to the public nature of the administration's press release on June 7, 2024, the 
blackout period ended in this instance, and it would allow access for planning. This press release 
was prior to a first vote on the procurement, which would have ended the blackout period per 
DOP’s SOPs. 
 

DOP Response: Despite the ongoing blackout period, the Department of Procurement 
(DOP) has granted an exception to allow the recommended awardee to conduct a site 
review. This exception is made solely to facilitate pre-planning for specification designs 
and does not indicate a final contract award. All interactions will remain within the bounds 
of the procurement guidelines to ensure compliance and transparency throughout the 
process. 
 

 
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 
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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. 
 


