CITY OF ATLANTA

OFFICE OF THE INSPECTOR GENERAL

LADAWN BLACKETT
INTERIM INSPECTOR GENERAL

INDEPENDENT PROCUREMENT REVIEW DIVISION

Independent Procurement Review Report

TO:  Atlanta City Council

DATE: September 9, 2025

The purpose of this report is to communicate the results of the following solicitation.

Background

The Department of Public Works 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#
Project Name:

Estimated Dollar Amount:

Term:
Recommended Awardee:

DOP Responsive Bidders:

Information regarding the Independent Procurement Review Division and its reports can be found at www.atloig.org.

RFP-AM-DPW-2411-1250061

Fleet Parts and Services

$22,000,000

Two years with three one-year renewal options

Akin Ford Corp DBA Akins Ford, Dodge, Chrysler

Associated Fuel Systems, Inc.

Cummins, Inc.

Engine Builders of Atlanta, LLC.

Fairway Fleet Services, LLC.

Jr Motors, LLC.

Peak Performance Collision Solutions

Rush Truck Centers of Georgia DBA Nalley Motor
Trucks

Southern Tire Mart, LLC.

Springs & Suspension, Inc.

Akin Ford Corp DBA Akins Ford, Dodge, Chrysler
Associated Fuel Systems, Inc.

Cummins, Inc.

Element Fleet Management-Baltimore

Engine Builders of Atlanta, LLC.

Fairway Fleet Services, LLC.

Jr Motors, LLC.

Peak Performance Collision Solutions

Rush Truck Centers of Georgia DBA Nalley Motor
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Trucks

Southern Tire Mart, LLC.

Springs & Suspension, Inc.

All Bidders: Akin Ford Corp DBA Akins Ford, Dodge, Chrysler

Allan Vigil Ford Lincoln

Associated Fuel Systems, Inc.

Awlkeys Automotive Locksmiths Services

Bolton Motorsports, LL.C.

Clark Maintenance & Supplies, Inc. DBA Clark

Truck Repair

Cummins, Inc.

Element Fleet Management-Baltimore

Engine Builders of Atlanta, LLC.

Fairway Fleet Services, LLC.

Jr Motors, LLC.

Kendrick Automotive & Radiator

Lithia Springs Ford

MAACO-MFWPS

Midtown Glass Co. LLC. Ebony Glass & Mirror

Myles Truck Repair

Peak Performance Collision Solutions

Reliable Transmission Service, Inc.

Rush Truck Centers of Georgia DBA Nalley Motor
Trucks

Sansom Equipment Company

Southern Tire Mart, LLC.

Springs & Suspension, Inc.

Stivers Ford South

TLS Diesel Repair Services

The Parts House

WW Williams

Yancy Bros. Co.

Observations and Responses

Initiation

Observation 1: The Evaluation and Ethics Commitment forms for the five evaluators lack fields for
a project reference. This could inhibit the ability to hold individuals accountable to ethical
expectations for this project.

DOP Response: The Evaluation and Ethics Commitment Form does not require a project
number, as it applies broadly to any procurements and affirms a general commitment to
fairness and transparency. Therefore, the absence of a project number is not considered
substantive. As stated in the form, “This document outlines the key criteria and ethical
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standards that must be followed by all members of the evaluation committee during the
review process for any City of Atlanta contract solicitation.”

Solicitation

Observation 2: Three addenda were issued for this solicitation. The addenda included attaching the
preproposal conference PowerPoint and attendee list, adding an equipment schedule, revising the
proposal’s due date, revising Appendix B, and responding to 32 total questions. Too many
addenda could indicate unclear specifications or scope of work, favoring a particular proponent.

IPro does not require a response from DOP for this observation.

Observation 3: The Contractor Disclosure and Declaration Form (Form 2) in Question 6 asks “Has
the Offeror been subject to a criminal conviction or final adjudication (civil or litigation) at the
federal state, or local level?” The form did not contain a place for entities to answer the question as
for the other form questions.

Of the 28 submittals for this procurement, 14 did not contain answers to this question; the
remaining 14 entities appear to have added or noted their responses on the forms themselves.

DOP Response: The Department of Procurement acknowledges that the original version of
Form 2 contained a formatting issue that omitted a small checkbox related to Question 6.
As this error was not material and was outside the suppliers’ control, non-responses to this
question are not considered substantive. The form has since been corrected, and no
penalties have been applied as a result of the oversight.

Responsive Review

Observation 4: The Contractor Disclosure and Declaration Form (Form 2) in Question 6 asks “Has
the Offeror been subject to a criminal conviction or final adjudication (civil or litigation) at the
federal state, or local level?”

Two of the ten proposed awardees not answer this question.

DOP Response: As noted in Observation 3, non-responses to this question are not
considered substantive, and no penalties have been applied as a result of the oversight.
Akin Ford and JR Motors currently hold active contracts (listed below) with the City of
Atlanta and are not suspended, disqualified, or debarred according to Procurement and Real
Estate Code Section 2-1623 of the City’s Code of Ordinances. The Office of Contract
Compliance did not issue any findings that would prohibit these suppliers from doing
business with the City.

Current Contracts held:

Akin Ford:

IFB-DPW/2304-1230319, Electric Vehicles
IFB-IF-DPW-2312-1240169-Police Vehicles, Upfitting, and Repair
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IFB-IF-DPW-2311-1240138 Assorted Fleet Vehicles
JR Motors:
IFB-IF-DPW-2311-1240138 Assorted Fleet Vehicles

Observation 5: The Category Specialist did not include initials indicating the presence of
submitted documents or signatures to indicate responsiveness on the Financial Responsibility
Review forms for nine of the ten proposed awardees per the form’s instructions. Two of the forms
contained marks indicating the presence of documents instead of initials.

DOP Response: The Form 3 document has been completed to include initials indicating
responsiveness and has been attached herein.

Observation 6: DOPs contract file did not include the Financial Responsibility Review form
indicating the designated tier of review, the submission of documents, or responsiveness for one of
the ten proponents.

DOP Response: The Form 3 for Jr Motor has been updated to indicate the designated tier of
review, the submission of documents, and responsiveness. The revised form has been
provided to IPro.

Observation 7: The Financial Responsibility Review form requires proponents to submit
Attachment A on their company letterhead with a goal of the three highest rankings officers of the
entity attesting to its financial condition Two proposed awardees each provided two of the three
signatures.

Two other proposed awardees each provided one of the three signatures.

DOP Response: The pass/fail assessment for Financial Responsibility falls under Risk’s
purview. Therefore, based on Risk’s review and acceptance of the submissions, DOP
deemed the proponents eligible for award. Additionally, Risk's Form 3 Instruction #4
states: "It is understood that the organizational structure may not be the same in every
organization. The designated leadership or equivalent is required to submit individual
letters on letterhead. ... Finally, there may not be a Chief Operating Officer, but there
might be a Director of Operations. The goal is to have the three highest ranking officers of
the entity attest to the financial condition of the entity."

Observation 8: On the Responsive Review Checklist, DOP deemed three proposed awardees
responsive for submitting the Certificate of Authority to Transact Business in Georgia. The
certificates were not included in DOP’s contract file. The Responsive Review Checklist noted a
business license for a local county, a business license for a local municipality, and an occupation
tax certificate for a local municipality were included instead.

DOP deemed another entity non-responsive on its Responsive Review Checklist for submitting the

Certificate of Authority to Transact Business in Georgia for submitting a business license from a
local county for this requirement.
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DOP Response: The Project Manager verified that all companies were confirmed to have
the Authority to Transact Business in the State of Georgia. DOP acknowledges the non-
responsive finding was based on the failure to update the Responsive Review to reflect that
Fireline holds an active Certificate of Authority to Transact Business in the State of
Georgia. The Responsive Review has since been updated to accurately reflect this status
and has been provided to IPro.

Observation 9: The Reference List (Form 5) requires the Offeror to include at least three
references from previous projects. The references provided for two of the ten proposed awardees
did not name the offeror for which the reference was provided on the forms.

DOP Response: While the Reference List (Form 5) submitted by two of the proposed
awardees did not explicitly name the Offeror on the form, Volume I of their Proposals
included a list of references. Therefore, the Department of Procurement does not consider
the omission substantive, as the requirement to provide references—as outlined in Section
1.5 of the Contents of Proposal—was met.

Observation 10: The Offeror Contact Directory requires primary and secondary contacts. A
proposed awardee deemed responsive by DOP listed one of the two required contacts.

DOP Response: The Form 4 request the offeror to include at least one (1) primary contact,
and one (1) secondary contact, “where applicable”. In this case, there is only one contact
representing the organization. Therefore, only a primary contact was provided, which
satisfies the requirement of the form.

Observation 11: DOP deemed a proposed awardee (Springs & Suspension, Inc.) responsive on the
Required Submittal Checklist for the SAM.gov Exclusion document. The SAM.gov document lists
this entity’s registration status as inactive

DOP Response: According to Federal Acquisition Regulation (FAR) 9.405, exclusions
should be applied to contractors who are debarred, suspended, proposed for debarment, or
voluntarily excluded—none of which are applicable in this case. DOP’s review determined
the inactive status was due to a lapsed renewal rather than any recognized cause for
exclusion, and if Springs & Suspension, Inc. is selected for award, DOP will require the
registration be promptly cured ahead of entering into a contract with the City, which also
aligns with the FAR.

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 81,000,000 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.

Information regarding the Independent Procurement Review Division and its reports can be found at www.atloig.org. 6 of 6



