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Independent Procurement Review Report 
 

 
DATE:  January 14, 2025 
 
The purpose of this report is to communicate the results of the following solicitation. 
 
Background 
 
The Department of Watershed Management requested an Invitation for Bids for the project and 
scope shown below. Invitations for Bids are to be awarded to the lowest responsive or responsible 
bidder. This project was previously cancelled.  
 

Solicitation# IFB/CON/DWM/2405-1240302 
Project Name: Annual Storm Sewer Improvements 
Estimated Dollar Amount: $15,000,000 
Term: Twelve months with three twelve-month renewal options 
Recommended Awardee: Rockdale Pipeline Inc/Integral Municipal Services Corp JV 

Southeastern Site Development Inc/Precision 2000 Inc JV 
DOP Responsive Bidders: GS Construction, Inc/Lewis Contracting Services, LLC JV  

Rockdale Pipeline Inc/Integral Municipal Services Corp JV 
Ruby-Collins/SE Consortium Joint Venture  
Southeastern Site Development Inc/Precision 2000 Inc JV 

All Bidders: GS Construction, Inc/Lewis Contracting Services, LLC JV 
Kemi Contruction Company, Inc/Kissberg Construction JV 
MME/ICM JV  
Rockdale Pipeline Inc/Integral Municipal Services Corp JV 
Ruby-Collins/SE Consortium Joint Venture 
Southeastern Site Development Inc/Precision 2000 Inc JV 

 
Observations and Responses 
 
Initiation 
 
Observation 1: On February 29, 2024, the Department of Watershed Management (DWM) 
requested the cancellation of solicitation RFP-2408-1240024 Stormwater Program Annual 
Construction Contract Solicitation. The solicitation received three bids; however, all three were 
substantially greater than the project’s budget. DWM wished to revise the technical specifications 
and the bid tabulation form and re-solicit for the required services. 
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IPro does not require a response from DOP for this observation.  
 
Responsive Review 
 
Observation 2: The Contractor Disclosure and Declaration Form (Form 2) instructs the authorized 
representative(s) of joint venture proponents formed within the last three years to complete and 
sign Form 2 on behalf of the joint venture and, it further instructs that each member of the joint 
venture, on its own behalf, must individually complete and sign the form.  
 
The individual who submitted the Contractor Disclosure form for one of the proposed joint venture 
awardees did not provide a name and title and required by the form. 
 

DOP Response: Upon review of Observation No. 2, DOP acknowledges the omission of 
the name and title from Form 2 by Southeastern Site Development. Southeastern Site 
Development is serving as the Majority Partner and provided the name/title of the 
authorized representative on other documentation used to vet for responsiveness (i.e. Joint 
Venture Agreement – joint venture formed 7.11.2024).  
 
DOP will continue to express the importance of form completion to suppliers during pre-
conference meetings and accurately noting the Responsive Review by DOP personnel. 

 
Observation 3: The authorized representative of one of the proposed awardees did not submit Form 
2 for the joint venture majority partner. The representative further did not provide a name and title 
as required by the form.  
 

DOP Response: Upon review of Observation No. 3, DOP reviewed the instructions for 
completing Form 2. For a Joint Venture in existence less than three years, the entity is 
instructed to provide a form 1) in the name of the joint venture and 2) in the name of each 
entity that comprises the joint venture. Southeastern Site Development is serving as the 
Majority Partner on the Joint Venture while Precision 2000, Inc. is serving as the Minority 
Partner on the Joint Venture and each entity provided a Form 2. However, a form in the 
name of the joint venture was not included. The name of the joint venture was vetted for 
responsiveness in other documentation (i.e., the joint venture agreement – joint venture 
formed 7.11.2024).  
 
DOP will continue to express the importance of form completion to suppliers during pre-
conference meetings and accurately noting the Responsive Review by DOP personnel. 

 
Evaluation 
 
Observation 4: The bid spread between the highest and lowest responsive bidders is 115.79%. 
A bid spread is the percentage difference between the lowest and highest bids as a percentage of 
the lowest bid. According to the International Anti-Corruption Resource Center, bids more than 
20% apart could be an indication of collusive bidding. 
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IPro does not require a response from DOP for this observation. 
 
Award 
 
Observation 5: The initial estimated cost for this solicitation was $7,500,000 as listed on the 
Procurement Request Memo, the Transmittal Form, and the original Procurement Request 
Engagement Package (P.R.E.P) document. The User Agency then revised the P.R.E.P to show an 
estimated budget of $15,000,000.  
 
The solicitation was awarded in two contracts to the two lowest bidders. Contract A was awarded 
to Southeastern Site Development and Precision 2000 Inc., JV for $11,531,308.58, and Contract B 
was awarded to Rockdale Pipeline Inc./Integral Municipal Services, JV for $13,886,025. The total 
of the combined awards is $25,417,333.58. This is $10,417,333.58 over the proposed budget 
amount.  
 

DOP Response: Upon review of Observation No. 5, these are annual contracts with a one-
year base, with three one-year options to renew. The initial funding for the one-year base 
agreement is $15M ($7.5M per JV).  

 
Assuming DWM chooses to exercise the renewal options for one, or both contracts, a 
budget amendment will be transmitted prior to each option year to eventually reach the 
possible funding deficit of $10,417,333.58.  

 
More specifically, if there are anticipated over/underruns, the user agency will forecast and 
process the necessary funding via budget amendment for the upcoming option year (if 
needed), up to the NTE amount of $25,417,333.58. The initial funding may not be totally 
expended in the base year. 

 
DOP will continue to collaborate with User Agencies during solicitation pre-planning to 
ensure estimates are accurate and within market standards. 

 
 
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. 


