HydroScience@®

Project: Water Resource Recovery Facility Improvement Project
Owner: Heritage Ranch Community Services District

From: Curtis Lam, PE

Date: October 29, 2025

Subject: Addendum #3, Water Resource Recovery Facility Improvement Project

TO: PROSPECTIVE PROPOSERS

This Addendum No. 3 forms a part of the Contract Documents for the subject project, and shall
be acknowledged by all prospective bidders submitting a bid. Bidders shall formally
acknowledge Addendum No. 3 by submitting a completed copy of the signature page of this
Addendum No. 3 with your bid documents.

The contents of Addendum No. 3 are as follows:

1.

On Sheet M-400 of the project Plans it states "FOUNDATION, CONCRETE, AND
SUPPORTING EARTHWORK SHALL BE IN ACCORDANCE WITH THESE PLANS AND
THE GEOTECHNICAL REPORT." Can you please provide a copy of this Geo Tech
Report?

Response:
The Geotechnical Report for this project is saved at this link:
https://www.heritageranchcsd.ca.gov/wrrf-documents

Article 8, Section 8.01 states a bid must be accompanied by Bid security made
payable to Owner in an amount of 10 percent of Bidder’s maximum Bid price and Bid
security must be at least 5% of the Bidder’s maximum Bid price. Please confirm the
amount of the Bid security.

Response:
The Bid security should be 10% of the Bidders maximum bid price.

Advertisement for Bids states a project duration of 545 days. Article 4, Section 4.03
states The Work will be substantially complete within 545 days and completed and
ready for final payment within 545 days. Notice to proceed C-550 states the number of
days to achieve Substantial Completion is 595. Please confirm the substantial and
final completion times

Response:
Change 595 to “545 calendar days” in the fourth paragraph of Section C-550.

Article 10, Section 10.02 states that Contractor, prior to commencement of the work,
shall furnish evidence of such liability insurance, together with evidence that the Mt.
View Sanitary District, its officers and employees are additional insureds for each
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5.

7.

8.

policy. Please confirm that Heritage Ranch Community Services District shall replace
Mt. View Sanitary District.

Response:
In Section C-520, Section 10.02A, change Mt. View Sanitary District to Heritage Ranch
Community Services District.

ARTICLE 2—ATTACHMENTS TO THIS BID includes F. Required Bidder Qualification
Statement with supporting data; and L. Iran Contracting Act Certification. Which are
not provided. Please provide Bidder Qualification Statement and Iran Contracting Act
Certification.

Response:

The Bidder Qualification Statement is a document prepared by Bidders that demonstrates
how the bidders meet the Bidder Qualification requirements in Sections C-111 and
elsewhere in the Specifications. We are looking for a narrative, prepared by the Bidder, that
provides the information requested in the Contract Documents in whatever format suits the
Bidder.

C-410, Article 2, 2.01L is deleted.

Can you please confirm if this is a SRF project and if a newspaper ad is required for
each bidder.

Response:
The subject project is not SRF funded. A newspaper ad is not required for each bidder.

According to the ITB, the job walk was not mandatory. However, the below was
mentioned on the bid form. We did not make it to the job walk, do we need to
schedule a site visit?

Response:
The job walk was not mandatory. Bidders can choose to schedule a site visit, but it is not
required.

The Bidder does not have to visit the site, but is still responsible for obtaining any
information they need to collect to construct the project per the Contract Documents.

Reference:

¢ RFP and Contract Documents- Sections referencing “as-equal” equipment or
system submittals (e.g., Division 01- General Requirements, Equipment Schedule,
and related Technical Specifications).

o Applicable EJCDC Standard Documents (C-200 Instructions to Bidders; C-700
General Conditions).

e USDA RD Instruction 1942-A § 1942.18 (Nondiscrimination and Procurement
Requirements).

Background / Context:



The Contract Documents reference allowance for “as-equal” submissions in place of
named equipment. However, no clear methodology or evaluation criteria are provided
describing how the Engineer or Owner has or will determine a proposer’s suitability,
qualifications, or demonstrated experience in reliably designing, engineering,
manufacturing, integrating, and commissioning equivalent systems of similar scale and
regulatory classification.

In accordance with EJCDC provisions and USDA funding standards, determinations of
equality should be based on objective, pre-established criteria to ensure a fair and
transparent process consistent with the project’s design intent and funding agency
expectations.

Request for Clarification:

Please provide the specific criteria, standards, and decision-making process that
was/will be used to evaluate the suitability of a firm proposing an “as-equal” submission.
Specifically:

1. Arel/will Vendors able to submit on a hypothetical product that “could” be built but
doesn’t yet exist?

e EG: If a Flygt pump is the basis of design, can a vendor submit on their pump that
they only have one prototype of but have not built it at scale? Is that a risk the
District is willing to make?

2. Werelare process calculations and modelling required to support actual
performance?

If not, this would be akin to a pump manufacturer being approved without the
Engineer looking at the curve.

3. Were/are full submittals of process drawings required to show actual operational
functionality?

4. What technical, performance, and field-proven experience thresholds will be
required?

¢ How many actual installations of the exact proposed implementation are
required to be eligible for consideration?

5. Will independent third-party data, prior installation history, or performance validation
be part of the evaluation?

6. Will the Engineer provide written confirmation of equivalency prior to bid to ensure
fair and consistent interpretation among bidders?

7. Will installations that have failed, are failing, not meeting required effluent criteria that
are known/unknown in the industry going to be required to be submitted to the
Engineer by the Vendor requesting a substitute?

o What if failed/failing plants submitted by the vendor are discovered after the
approval process is made?



8. Were/are past or current lawsuits and/or legal issues related to vendor performance
provided and/or requested during the review process?

9. Please provide any and all other selection criteria by which all vendors are required to
comply with.

Intent: This RFI seeks to confirm the firm evaluation criteria of “as-equal” submittals will
be conducted under clearly defined and consistently applied criteria aligned with EJCDC
and USDA procurement principles to protect the integrity of the design intent and
funding compliance, and to reduce risk to the Heritage Ranch Community associated
with new unfounded technologies or approaches. As members of the local community
the other vendors and contractors do not wish to have a failed project in their backyard.

Response:

The standard to determine whether a product is an or equal is defined in Section C-700, Section
7.05, and in Section C-800. This is the process that was followed for the or-equal identified in
Addendum No. 1. While the question requests other items to be included in an or-equal
evaluation, Section C-700, Item 7.05.A.1 states the process the Engineer followed. There was
no other process or criteria used to determine an or-equal.

USDA'’s preferences for or-equals are also noted in the Construction Documents Guide content
on Page 2 of the specifications, and they have a policy of “Open and Free Competition.” In their
guidance, which is reflected in Section C-700, they say “In specifying materials, the Engineer
and Owner will consider all materials normally suitable for the project based on sound
engineering practices and project requirements.”

The Engineer visited an operating 250,000 gpd treatment plant in Texas that was constructed
with post-tensioned concrete and with an IWS MBR package system. It was fully operational
and has been for nearly a year. The statements in the questions about prototypes or not
existing are not accurate. We also received full plans, submittals, and ancillary information for
the other project, plus a Biowin model for the HRCSD plant with equipment and tanks from IWS.
Information about other installations was also provided to the Engineer.

Full submittals of the process drawings were not required to be considered an or equal, but
were provided for a similar plant. We are not aware of any failing installations of the or-equal
product mentioned in Addendum No. 1.

We are not aware or party to any litigation related to any of the vendors for this project.

9. In the process volume calculations provided in Addendum 1 by IWS, there are false
equivalencies, that are not insignificant. 1 such example is the fact that IWS’s
comparison simply took an overall liquid process comparison approach without
providing an equal actual necessary process volume. We believe this to be
intentionally disingenuous in nature as IWS neither provides the values in the
Cloacina Volumetric tables (citing “Not available”), but then allows for it in their own
comparisons (this is called a false equivalency and is a process slight of hand tactic
utilized by many vendors to over represent their actual performance capabilities.
What may not be immediately clear to HSE/District is the fact that their actual
dedicated biological values are significantly lower when the membrane chambers are



deducted (as they should be for any legitimate process modelling/engineering
exercise) This is true for 3 reasons;

¢ When a membrane chamber is taken offline, that volume cannot/should not be
considered, which is why all legitimate engineering exercises disconsider that
volume.

o Due to the flat plate design being ineffective in its ft2 impacts, the MEM tanks
must be extremely large. Therefore, this places a large volume of process into
tankage which

o Is subject to at a minimum a 50% disconsideration by any genuine process
engineer due to T22 requirements for system redundancy

o At amaximum 100% disconsideration due to the volume being;

* Not a true aeration basin
= A full mix motive design, thus all MLSS is immediately available for
withdrawal at the membrane interface, thus ending the SRT at that
chambers entrance.
o Laymans terms- if the MLSS is available to be extracted in the entire
basin, then you don’t get to credit 100% of the basin as process volume
due to short circuiting.

¢ If the “not available” volumes are added back into the Cloacina table as a true
comparison, the IWS submitted tankage is insufficient in its provided bioreactor
volumes.

Response:

The design criteria volumes shown on Page 10 of Addendum No. 1 were not a proposed design
for HRCSD, but a comparison of the sample drawings for a separate project included with
Addendum No. 1 to the design criteria proposed for HRCSD. Approval of Addendum No. 1
does not change the fact that the vendor will have to provide a treatment system with operating
volumes for each of the tanks that meet or exceed the requirements of the Contract Documents.

The vendor selected by the low bidder will still be submitting documentation during the
construction phase per the Contract Documents to confirm these requirements and the
proposed plant configuration.

11. In Addendum #1- Aluminum handrail is proffered by IWS in their “as equal” submittal.
Aluminum handrail is a lesser quality product, less rigid and suffers from corrosion
issues, especially when placed against uncoated concrete due to electrolysis. Please
confirm that the stainless steel Requirement for Catwalk and access stairs from the
specifications still stands per Section 46 53 29 8.N.3 (page 1090/1104).

Response:

Addendum No. 1 did not specifically refer to handrails. There are dozens of MBR component
features that will be submittal items that are unchanged by the inclusion of post tensioned
concrete as an or-equal, or the use of either Cloacina or IWS.



Relating to the catwalk and access stairs handrail, the requirements of Section 46 53 29,
Section 2.02N.3 remain unchanged.

12. When reviewing the contract documents the Builders Risk policy states that the
contract requires policy for full project value. Also mentioned within the specification
it calls for earthquake and flood but | do not see a separate bid item for this. Can you
please clarify if full limits will be required on the entire project cost or if Public
Contract Code 7105 applies which means you would only need to provide up to 5%
for quake and flood.

Response:

The bid security requirement is 10% of the Bidder's maximum bid price (determined by adding
the base bid and all alternates). All costs for the Builder’s Risk and Other Property Insurance
mentioned in Section C-800, Item 6.04 should be included in the Builder’s Risk bid item.

13. When reviewing the bid bond for the project, the bid security requirement section
contradicts itself. At first, it says “10%” but then it says “5%”. Please see below:

8.01 A Bid must be accompanied by Bid security made payable to Owner in an amount of 10 percent
of Bidder's maximum Bid price (determined by adding the base bid and all alternates) and in the
form of a Bid bond issued by a surety meeting the requirements of Paragraph 6.01 of the General
Conditions. Such Bid bond will be issued in the form included in the Bidding Documents. Bid
security must be at least 5% of the Bidder's maximum Bid price.

Please let us know what percentage needs to be provided within the bidder bond.

Response:
The bid security requirement is 10% of the Bidder's maximum bid price (determined by adding
the base bid and all alternates). The last sentence of Section C200, Iltem 8.01 is deleted.

14. Specification 46 53 29 Section 2.01 (B)(1) allows for only 15 days prior to bid opening
(14 business days after bid walk) for an approved equal Packaged MBR Treatment
Systems supplier to provide reference project data. Can the bid opening date be
extended 2 weeks to allow for potential approved equal suppliers reasonable time to
gather and submit documentation?

Response:
The bid date of November 19, 2025 at 3:00 pm remains unchanged.

15. Specification 26 00 00 Section 1.03 (A) includes within the electrical subcontractor
scope the furnish and install of all electrical equipment including Main Switchboard,
ATS, etc. This conflicts with Specification 40 61 13 Section 1.01 (C) that states the
System Integrator shall purchase the Main Switchboard, ATS, etc. Can all electrical
equipment that is not supplied by the Packaged MBR system supplier be supplied by
the electrical contractor?

Response:
Electrical equipment that is not supplied by the Packaged MBR system supplier may be
provided by the electrical contractor only if it does not require any field or shop modifications,



and all work, as specified in the contract documents, can be completed at the equipment
manufacturer’s factory. The System Integrator is still responsible for integrating the electrical
equipment supplied by the electrical contractor into the WWTP electrical and control system.

16. Please publish all oral questions and responses given from the bid walk on October
21, 2025.

Response:
We did not transcribe all oral questions and responses from the bid walk. Regardless, all oral
responses discussed during the bid walk are not binding.

17. Specification 40 61 13 Section 1.02 (E)(4)(a) requires the system integrator to have a
minimum of fifteen (15) years in business and hold CSIA certification. Will the
Owner/Engineer change the specification to a minimum of five (5) years in business
completing projects of similar scope and value, and CSIA certification obtained by
project NTP or submittal submission?

Response:
We will allow a minimum of five years in business and hold CSIA certification for the system
integrator requirements identified in Specification 40 61 13, Section 1.03.E.4.a.



Addendum #3
Heritage Ranch Community Services District

I/We the undersigned, acknowledge that we
have received and read the Addendum(s)
issued for the Water Resource Recovery
Facility Project.

Addendum No. Dated

By: (print name)
By: (signature)
Company:

Date: 2025




