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Independent Procurement Review Report 

 
TO:   Atlanta City Council 
 
DATE: May 14, 2025 
 
The purpose of this report is to communicate the results of the following solicitation. 
 
Background 
 
The Department of Finance requested a Special Procurement for the project and scope shown below. 
Special Procurements occur when unique situations exist that make traditional procurement methods 
contrary to the public interest. 
 

Solicitation# SP/PS/DOF/2502-1250166  
Project Name: Indirect Cost Allocation 
Estimated Dollar Amount: $ 3,000,000.00 
Term: Three years with two one-year renewal options 
Recommended Awardee: Aptemiz, Inc. 
DOP Responsive Bidders: Aptemiz, Inc.  
All Bidders: Aptemiz, Inc.  

 
Observations and Responses 
 
Solicitation 
 
Observation 1: On January 7, 2025, the User Agency requested cancellation of SP/PS/DOF/2409-
1250068, Indirect Cost Allocation. DOP determined that the awardee Cherry Bekaert Advisory 
LLC (“Cherry Bekaert”) was no longer the employer of “the one qualified individual that has been 
identified to carry out this specialized work.”  
 
IPro does not require a response from DOP for this observation. 
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Observation 2: The user agency request memo cites one qualified individual can provide services 
and cites the following observation from the November 26, 2024, IPro report for the cancelled 
solicitation: 
 

“The user agency procurement request cites an individual as “the only person who 
provides these services” as employed by the proposed awardee. The CPO’s designation 
memo approving the procurement names the proposed awardee with no mention of the 
individual cited by the UA. This could inhibit the ability of the vendor to provide services 
should they no longer employ this individual.” 

 
The user agency stated it would submit the same following response for this solicitation:  
 

“Upon the IPro observation, it was determined that we cannot enter into a contract with an 
individual but only with the entity that employs them. It is not possible to prevent 
employees of vendor firms from leaving their employment. If an employee were to leave the 
firm, and the firm could no longer provide the required services, the UA would need to re-
procure those services, as is being done in this procurement.” 

 
IPro does not require a response from DOP for this observation. 
 
Award 
 
Observation 3: This file did not contain an approved requisition, which would identify the 
project’s funding.  The user agency stated this contract will be paid “from recovered funds” and 
that “creating a requisition and encumbering City funds is inappropriate.” The user agency also 
stated, "the contract will be drafted to make clear that not only will the City wait until the 
recovered funds are identified, but the City will also wait until those funds are drawn down prior to 
making any payment to the vendor. Once the amount is determined each fiscal year, Finance will 
obtain a PO for the invoice amount prior to payment." 
 
IPro does not require a response from DOP for this observation. 
 
 
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. 


