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Project: Water Resource Recovery Facility Improvement Project 

Owner: Heritage Ranch Community Services District 

From: Curtis Lam, PE 

Date: October 16, 2025 

Subject: Addendum #2, Water Resource Recovery Facility Improvement Project 

 
TO: PROSPECTIVE PROPOSERS 

 
This Addendum No. 2 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. 2 by submitting a completed copy of the signature page of this 
Addendum No. 2 with your bid documents.   
 
The contents of Addendum No. 2 are as follows: 

 
 
1. Section 40 23 48, Item 1.05 & 1.06: Please confirm whether “packaged” means 

factory‑fabricated and tested stainless‑steel modular systems as presented in the 
District’s Design Confirmation and CEQA IS‑MND. If on‑site cast‑in‑place or 
post‑tensioned concrete basins are permitted, please provide written USDA 
concurrence and CEQA addendum demonstrating such change does not alter project 
scope or funding eligibility. 
 
Response:  
HRCSD and the USDA discussed the role of USDA in approving or-equals, substitutions, 
and addenda.  USDA stated in communications to HRCSD that USDA will not have a role in 
determining or-equals.  Approval of potential or-equals is the role of the engineer. 
 
The Final IS/MND adopted for this project does not specify any type of MBR tank material, 
nor does it contain a requirement to use stainless steel or any other material for the MBR 
tankage.  A copy of the CEQA documents prepared for this project can be found at 
https://www.heritageranchcsd.ca.gov/water-resource-recovery-facility.   There is no required 
change to the CEQA document for the use of the or-equal. 
 
The packaged wastewater treatment system is a pre-engineered system, which is the case 
using either the Cloacina or IWS packaged treatment systems or the use of stainless steel 
or post-tensioned concrete. 

 
2. EJCDC C‑700 Article 107 CFR 1780.57: Please provide documentation of USDA Rural 

Development’s review and approval of Addendum No. 1 “or equal” allowing post 
tensioned concrete MBR tankage. Absent a formal waiver, confirm whether bids 
based on this material substitution remain eligible for federal funding reimbursement 
or put the District at risk? 
 
Response: 
HRCSD and the USDA discussed the role of USDA in approving or-equals, substitutions, 
and addenda.  USDA stated in communications to HRCSD that USDA will not have a role in 

https://www.heritageranchcsd.ca.gov/water-resource-recovery-facility


 

 

determining or-equals.  Approval of potential or-equals is the role of the engineer, per 
USDA. 

 
3. Section 40 23 48 (SS Tank Fabrication), 46 53 29 (Structural Integrity Testing): Please 

clarify how field‑erected post‑tensioned concrete tanks will satisfy the same QA/QC, 
hydrostatic, and corrosion‑resistance requirements originally written for 
factory‑tested stainless‑steel modules. The IWS letter acknowledges their vast 
wastewater experience, but then simultaneously submits on an uncoated structure 
for service in an MBR. Everyone in the industry knows that uncoated concrete does 
not possess the same anti-corrosion qualities as that originally specified- electro-
chemically passivated stainless steel. Please address this obvious oversight of false 
equivalencies in tank approaches. 
 
Response: 
The use of this or-equal by potential bidders does not change any other aspect of the 
Contract Documents not explicitly changed by Addendum No. 1.   
 
The use of post-tensioned concrete will need to meet the requirements of AWWA D110, ACI 
350, and other standards typical for post-tensioned concrete.  Information about the or-equal 
was provided in Addendum No. 1. A coating for the concrete was included in the material 
provided to the Engineer by the Vendor. The specific coating used for this contract will be a 
submittal item, should the use of post-tensioned concrete be used by the Contractor. 
 
It was also noted that the five-year warranty provided by the Vendor for the post-tensioned 
concrete was higher than what was specified in the specifications.   
 

4. Final IS‑MND Section 1.8–1.10; Mitigation Measures BIO‑1 through BIO‑4: Given that 
the IS‑MND and Notice of Intent evaluated a factory‑packaged stainless‑steel WRRF, 
please confirm whether a supplemental CEQA review or addendum has been 
approved to cover the material and construction method changes introduced in 
Addendum No. 1. 

 
Response: 
The Final IS/MND adopted for this project does not specify any type of MBR tank material, 
nor does it contain a requirement to use stainless steel for the MBR tankage, or any other 
material.  A copy of the CEQA documents prepared for this project can be found at 
https://www.heritageranchcsd.ca.gov/water-resource-recovery-facility.  There is no required 
change to the CEQA document for the use of the or-equal. 
 

5. EJCDC C‑111: Please confirm whether changing from the pre‑selected packaged 
stainless‑steel system to a site‑built concrete approach nullifies the District’s 
previously approved “packaged MBR” design basis and whether such a change 
constitutes a “major deviation” under EJCDC C‑111. 
 
Response: 
The District Board considered this or-equal at a Special Board Meeting on September 30, 
2025, and provided direction regarding the approval of the or-equal specified in Addendum 
No. 1.   
 
Major deviation is neither stated nor defined in Section C-111.  What is common to both 
packaged MBR vendors is that the materials are pre-engineered and all the equipment is 
preselected and preconfigured and provide tertiary treatment for wastewater. 
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6. EJCDC C‑111; C‑520: Please confirm that all post‑tensioned concrete components 
proposed under Addendum No. 1 comply with domestic manufacturing, reinforcing 
strand origin, and cement source documentation required under Build America Buy 
America (BABAA) and the Consolidated Appropriations Act §746. 
 
Response: 
The use of the or-equal by potential bidders has no impact on the required compliance by 
the bidders with BABAA and AIS requirements in the Contract Documents.  There is no 
change to Paragraph 3 of the Bidder Qualifications Section referred to in the question 
associated with the use of the or-equal specified in Addendum No. 1. 
 

7. Clarification of Design Intent Regarding Modularity and Future Expansion Capability 
Questions: 
1. Please confirm that the RFP and CEQA documentation establish the design intent 
for a modular, factory‑fabricated MBR system capable of future expansion in discrete 
packaged increments. 
 
2. Please confirm that a fixed, site‑built post‑tensioned concrete structure which 
cannot be expanded by modular addition would be considered non‑compliant with 
the design intent and therefore non‑responsive to the RFP requirements as 
submitted. 
 
3. Additionally, confirm that this deviation was discussed with the 
District/Community who previously believed that they were receiving a design that 
was future proof and capable of growth inherent within the original plant design. 
 
Response: 
The Final IS/MND adopted for this project does not mention the modular, factory fabricated 
MBR systems.  A copy of the CEQA documents prepared for this project can be found at 
https://www.heritageranchcsd.ca.gov/water-resource-recovery-facility.  There is no required 
change to the CEQA document for the use of the or-equal. 
 
The use of the or-equal specified in Addendum No. 1 does not result in any changes relating 
to the required ADWF for current or future conditions. 
 
The means and methods proposed by bidders in the use of the or-equal specified in 
Addendum No. 1 are up to them.  The same requirements for current and future flow 
capacity planning exist regardless of the use of stainless steel or the or-equal products for 
the MBR tankage. 
 
With regards to Item #3, the District Board approved the use of the or-equal in their 
September 30, 2025 Special Board Meeting.  The District goals for this project remain 
complying with the wastewater needs of the community, their discharge permit, and the 
performance requirements of the WRRF.  Regardless of the tank material used by bidders, 
bidders will be required to meet the same flow and performance requirements outlined in the 
contract documents. 
 

8. Confirmation of mandatory vendor and contractor pre‑qualification criteria for 
packaged modular MBR systems. 
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Background / Clarification Requested: 
 
The specifications and bidding documents required that the MBR Supplier have: 
 

• A proven record of at least three (3) packaged modular MBR facilities between 
50,000 and 250,000 GPD, operating for no less than three (3) years at municipal 
or permitted regulatory facilities; 

• Demonstrated capability in factory‑fabricated modular construction including 
QA/QC testing prior to delivery; and 

• A documented history of successful startup, operation, and maintenance 
under equivalent regulatory discharge permits. 
 

The purpose of this qualification is to ensure that only experienced manufacturers of 
modular MBR systems—not field‑constructed first‑time or early edition concepts—are 
eligible to supply equipment for this federally funded, permit‑driven facility. 
 
It has come to our attention that an alternate system proposed under Addendum No. 
1 is a site‑built, post‑tensioned concrete configuration supplied by an entity that does 
not have the required record of completed packaged modular MBR installations in the 
stated capacity range. 
 
Question: 
1. Please confirm that the pre‑qualification requirements of Section 46 53 29 and 

EJCDC C‑200 are mandatory and that suppliers unable to document prior 
experience with the exact configuration proffered for the as equal will not be 
eligible. 
 

Response: 
For Section 46 53 29, See Addendum No. 1, Item 7.  Compliance with the Supplier 
Qualifications outlined in Section 46 53 29 remains a bidder requirement, except as noted in 
Addendum No. 1. 
 
Bullets two and three in the Background/Clarification section above are not present in the 
Contract Documents.  The specifications do have the requirement that the MBR treatment 
facility be expandable (Section 01 11 00, 1.06G.1).  The specifications also require the 
Bidder to use a supplier meeting the minimum Supplier Qualifications. 
 
The reference to EJCDC Section C-200 is unclear.  Approval by the Engineer of the or-
equal was made pursuant to Section 10.02 and 10.03 of EJCDC Section C-200, plus 
various EJCDC C-700 Section 7.05.  Consideration of the or-equal results in no changes to 
the Contract Documents other than those outlined in Addendum No. 1. 
 

9. Clarification of 'Or‑Equal' Pre‑Submittal Requirements and Design Completeness 
 

Background / Clarification Requested: 
The contract documents require that any proposed 'or‑equal' submission be 
supported by complete engineering and design documentation to demonstrate full 
equivalency to the basis‑of‑design packaged modular MBR system. Per EJCDC C‑200 
Article 10 and Section 46 53 29, each or‑equal submission must include manufacturer 
certification, complete Process Flow Diagrams (PFDs), Process and Instrumentation 
Diagrams (P&IDs), hydraulic profiles, detailed design criteria, equipment lists, and 



 

 

factory QA/QC and FAT documentation sufficient for the Engineer to evaluate 
functional and performance equivalence. 

 
Section 46 53 29 specifically requires submittal of: 

• Process Flow Diagram (PFD) 
• Process and Instrumentation Diagram (P&ID) 
• Hydraulic profile confirming design and peak flow performance 
• Design criteria summary and control logic narrative 
• Equipment list and QA/QC testing plan 

 
The 'or‑equal' submittal received from Integrated Water Services/CROM, referenced in 
Addendum No. 1, does not contain these required items. The provided materials 
consist primarily of marketing content, general tank geometry, and individual pump 
datasheets without supporting process diagrams, hydraulic profiles, or control 
documentation. The absence of PFDs, P&IDs, and design criteria indicates that the 
system has not been pre‑engineered or verified for equivalence as required by the 
RFP. Without these documents, the Engineer cannot confirm treatment process 
integrity, process control logic, or hydraulic functionality — nor can equivalence with 
the specified packaged, modular MBR design be established. 
 
Questions: 
1. Please confirm that 'or‑equal' submissions must include complete PFDs, P&IDs, 
hydraulic profiles, and control documentation sufficient to demonstrate full 
equivalence to the specified system. 

 
2. Please confirm that any submittal that omits these required design documents, or 
that is conceptual in nature and not pre‑engineered, shall be considered 
non‑responsive and ineligible for acceptance under EJCDC C‑200 and Section 46 53 
29. 

 
3. Please clarify that approval of an incomplete or conceptual 'or‑equal' submission 
would constitute a material deviation from the RFP intent, violate USDA procurement 
standards, and expose the project to funding and regulatory risk. 

 
Response: 
Bidders should refer to EJCDC C-700, Section 7.05 regarding what needs to be in or-equal 
requests.  The vendor for the or-equal identified in Addendum No. 1 complied with these 
requirements. 

 
Any approval of an or-equal must follow the requirements of the Contract Documents.  
Though the questions allude to the desire for the vendor to include other elements, the or-
equal was considered by the Engineer and the District Board, and approved as an or-equal 
per the Contract Documents as documented in Addendum No. 1.   

 
The USDA has approved the Contract Documents and provided an Authorization to 
Advertise, and it is unclear what standards or risk the question is referring to. 

 
 

  



 

 

10. Clarification on Project Delivery Method and Compliance with EJCDC/USDA Design 
Standards 
 
Background: 
The Request for Proposals (RFP) and subsequent addenda clearly define the project 
as being procured under a Design–Bid–Build format, utilizing the EJCDC standard 
contract forms consistent with USDA Rural Development funding requirements. 
These forms establish the Engineer of Record (EOR) as the designer of record, with 
construction performed by a separate contractor strictly in accordance with the 
issued design documents. 
 
We have observed that an alternative proposal under consideration departs from this 
structure by offering a vendor-provided process design, drawings, and performance-
based system design responsibilities. This effectively transfers design liability and 
control from the Engineer of Record to the vendor, constituting a Design–Build 
project delivery structure. 

 
Request for Clarification: 
Please confirm whether proposals that materially alter the project delivery method 
from the intended Design–Bid–Build format to a Design–Build or hybrid approach are 
allowable under USDA and EJCDC contracting frameworks and how, given: 
 
Specifically: 
 
1. USDA Rural Development regulations (RUS Bulletin 1780-26) stipulate that 

projects financed under the program must follow approved EJCDC design–bid–
build forms and prohibit Design–Build or performance-based vendor design 
arrangements unless explicitly approved by USDA prior to bid advertisement. 

2. The EJCDC C-700 Standard General Conditions assign design responsibility 
exclusively to the Engineer, not to product vendors, to preserve the Engineer’s 
role as design authority and protect project liability structures. 

3. Allowing a vendor to re-define process flow diagrams, P&IDs, or system design 
parameters at bid stage represents a material scope and contractual change 
inconsistent with the procurement type publicly advertised, especially without 
these documents having been received in their entirety, rather “being promised by 
IWS” in their marketing submission. 

 
Request for Response: 
Please confirm that: 
• The intent of the Owner and Engineer is to maintain a Design–Bid–Build delivery 

method, in accordance with USDA and EJCDC standards. 
• If the intent is to allow for hybridized design-build approach, redefine what that 

looks like so that all vendors can consider redesign of the original RFP’s entire 
intent in the same manner that IWS did. 

 
Response: 

 
There is no change to the proposed project delivery method associated with the approval of the 
or-equal in Addendum No. 1.   
 
Approval of the or-equal by the Engineer was made pursuant to EJCDC C-700, Section 7.05.  
Any increases in cost to the owner associated with the or-equal will need to be borne by the 



 

 

Contractor, per EJCDC C-700, Section 7.05, A.1.b.  These costs include costs for additional 
design, materials testing, or other costs associated with the use of the or-equal. 

 
11. Spec Sections C-111 as well as C-520 indicate that contractor shall complete work 

within 545 Days. Can you please clarify and confirm is these are 545 Calendar or 545 
Working Days? 
 
Response: 
Days are defined as calendar days in the agreement.  The Project has an expected duration 
of 545 calendar days. 

 
12. Spec Sections C-111 as well as C-520 indicate that contractor shall complete work 

within 545 Days from the Notice to Proceed.   Amongst the industry we are seeing 
unforeseen, unexpected and uncontrollable delayed delivery dates on many 
materials.  Can you confirm that the owner will work with the general contractor in 
regard to contract duration and milestones once the project is awarded and product 
lead times are solidified?  If not, should contractors include liquidated damages in 
their bids to account for these delayed deliveries?  
 
Response: 
The HRCSD is operating under a Time Schedule Order issued by the RWQCB to implement 
the project.  With regards to the types of delays posed in the question, and any relief to 
schedule that could be granted to Contractors, Bidders should refer to Section C-700, Item 
4.05. 
 

13. The pricing for this bid would account for conditions in effect at the time of bid.  
Please confirm that any tariffs, restrictions, or similar changes in policies 
surrounding the import of foreign materials required to prosecute the work which are 
enacted after the bid date, will be treated as a changed condition, subject to a price 
adjustment and issued via a Change Order.   
 
Response: 
While the answer to this question cannot account for all situations, for changed conditions 
happening after the execution of the contract, Bidders should refer to Section C-700, Item 
4.05D and E. 
 

14. Spec Section C-200 ARTICLE 25 (25.01) states that "The following documents are 
attached to and made a condition of this Bid." 
 
• Required Bid security in the form of a certified or bank check, or a Bid Bond, 

issued by a surety meeting the requirements in the General Conditions.   
• Performance Bond  
• Payment Bond  
• Major Equipment List  
• List of Subcontractors and Suppliers and other individuals, entities, and 

Subcontractors required to be identified in this Bid.   
• Non-Collusion Affidavit.  
• Workers Compensation Insurance Certificate.  
 
Each of these items are provided in the Bidding Documents except one.  We do not 
seem to find a Major Equipment List.  Can you please provide this Form?"  
 



 

 

Response: 
The Major Equipment List form to be submitted with the Bid is attached to this addendum. 
 

15. Supplementary Conditions, ARTICLE 19 FEDERAL REQUIREMENTS (SC-19.05): "In 
the Supplementary Conditions section of the specifications, ARTICLE 19 FEDERAL 
REQUIREMENTS (SC-19.05), there is a Small, Minority and Women’s Businesses 
section A.  If Contractor intends to let any subcontracts for a portion of the work, 
Contractor must take all necessary affirmative steps to assure that minority 
businesses, women’s business enterprises, and labor surplus area firms are used 
whenever possible. Affirmative steps will include:     
 
Does this mean that there is a Good Faith Effort / Disadvantaged Business Enterprise 
requirement for the contractors to fulfill on this project?  Please Clarify." 
 
Response: 
For subcontracts relating to this project, the requirements of Article 19.05 apply.  Contractors 
are expected to perform these affirmative steps and make a good faith effort to provide 
opportunity for these businesses.   There are no requirements or minimums in the Contract 
Documents regarding set asides or minimum amounts to any subcontractor.   
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MAJOR EQUIPMENT LIST 

Certain items of major equipment to be provided under this Contract are tabulated below.  The Bidder 

shall write in the name of the manufacturer of the equipment to be installed for each item of major 

equipment listed.  Only one manufacturer shall be indicated for each item.  By so indicating, the 

Bidder warrants that the equipment manufactured and/or supplied by the named manufacturer will be 

provided on the project unless review of submittal information or performance under tests reveals that 

the manufacturer is unresponsive to the Contract.  Failure to indicate a manufacturer for any single 

item of equipment may render the proposal unresponsive to the request for bids and be a basis for 

rejection of the Bid. After the opening of Bids, no changes or substitutions will be allowed except as 

otherwise provided by law. 

Equipment  Manufacturer 

   

Package Water Booster Pump   

Trailer Mounted Suction Pump   

Submersible Pumps   

Vertical Turbine Pumps   

Permeate Pumps   

Progressive Cavity Pumps   

Priming/Air Purging Pumps   

Fine Screens   

Washer Compactor   

Membranes   

Submersible Mixers   

Aeration Blowers   

Membrane Blowers   

Screw Press   

Chemical Metering Pumps   

Variable Frequency Drives   

Control Panels   

Programmable Logic Controllers   

In the event the District, at its sole discretion, determines that the equipment of the manufacturer 

listed by the Contractor and submitted for review does not meet the requirements of the Contract, the 

Contractor may select and submit for review equipment of another manufacturer which does meet the 

Contract, and no increase in the total amount of the Contract will be allowed. 

**END OF SECTION** 
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Addendum #2 
 

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  
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