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: October 16, 2024
The purpose of this report is to communicate the results of the following solicitation.

Background

The Department of Atlanta Information Management 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-CORP-DAIM-2401-1240211
Project Name: Wireless Mobility Services
Estimated Dollar Amount: $5,000,000
Term: Two years with three one-year renewal options
Recommended Awardee: AT&T Corporation

T-Mobile USA

Verizon Wireless

DOP Responsive Bidders: AT&T Corporation

T-Mobile USA

Verizon Wireless

All Bidders: AT&T Corporation

T-Mobile USA

Verizon Wireless

Observations and Responses

Evaluation Team

Observation 1: An evaluator listed the project name for another solicitation RFP/CORP/DAIM/
2401-1240192, Voice, Data, and Network Services on the Evaluator Commitment Form, which
could prevent associating the form and evaluator with this solicitation.
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DOP Response: Upon the IPro observation, the Category Lead updated the Evaluator
Commitment Form to reflect the correct project name and number and has provided this
document to IPro.

Observation 2: The above evaluator also failed to reference a project name on the Ethics form,
which could prevent associating the form and evaluator with this solicitation.

DOP Response: Upon the IPro observation, the assigned Category Lead has updated the
Ethics Form to reflect correct project name and has provided this document to IPro.

Responsive Review

Observation 3: One of the proposed awardees failed to initial pages of Form 2: Contractor
Disclosure Form to provide evidence of review of the disclosure details. Failure to provide initials
could result in being deemed non-responsive according to the form.

DOP Response: Upon IPro observation, it was determined that the missing initials were not
substantive/material on a form that was otherwise signed to waive the defect; therefore, a
technical waiver has been issued and has provided this document to IPro.

Observation 4: For two of the three proposed awardees, DOP provided “x”s instead of initials as
required by the Financial Responsibility Review forms to indicate submission of required
documents. The Contract Specialist provided no signatures to indicate responsiveness of the
proposed awardees as required by the forms.

DOP Response: Upon the IPro observation, the signed Financial Responsibility Review
Forms have been updated by the assigned Category Lead to indicate responsiveness and
has provided this document to IPro.

Observation 5: DOP failed to submit the Financial Responsibility Review form, which indicates
receipt of required documents and responsiveness, for another proposed awardee.

DOP Response: Upon the [Pro Observation, the Category Lead has updated the Financial
Responsibility Review Form to reflect responsiveness and has provided this document to
[Pro.

Observation 6: 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 above proposed awardee
provided two of the three signatures from the company’s VP and SVP.

DOP Response: During the ‘Responsive Review’ process, the DOP staff member reviews
submissions for responsiveness but does not determine if documents submitted indicate
financial responsibility, nor does DOP staff determine if signature are substantive/material
in nature. All documents contained in responses are forwarded to Risk for financial
capability review and given a pass/fail determination from the Risk Officer.
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Observation 7: The above proposed awardee submitted an auditor’s report of the company’s
financial records instead of a financial institution reference.

DOP Response: During the ‘Responsive Review’ process, the DOP staff member reviews
submissions for responsiveness but does not determine if a company’s financial records
indicate financial responsibility. The financial records contained in responses were
forwarded to Risk for financial capability review an given a pass/fail determination from
the Risk Officer.

Observation 8: One of the proposed awardees did not print their name in the acknowledgement
statement of the Ethics Pledge (Form 7).

DOP Response: The omission of the signature date was considered a minor, non-material
oversight as the other documentation was submitted properly. DOP will continue to relay
the importance of completing all forms during pre-conference meetings with suppliers.

Observation 9: One of the proposed awardees failed to provide the signature date, city, and state
on Form 1: Contractor Affidavit. The form states the signature must be the same as the notary date.

DOP Response: Upon the IPro observation the Category Lead determined the omission of
the signature date was considered a minor, non-material oversight as the other
documentation was submitted properly. DOP will continue to relay the importance of
completing all forms during pre-conference meetings with suppliers.

Observation 10: Two of the three proposed awardees submitted their informational proposals with
strikethroughs, highlighting, and tracked changes in the documents, indicating that the submissions
may have been drafts.

DOP Response: Upon IPro observation, the Category Lead verified mark-ups in the
proponent’s proposal reference the City’s ‘Instructions to the Respondents/Proponents’
statement Section 17. of the solicitation stating ... “Any proposed revisions to the terms or
language of the Agreement must be submitted in writing with the Proponent’s response to
the 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
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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.
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