GRIP Alternatives Analysis Pre-Proposal Meeting

Questions and Answers

Question 1:
Will the report (GRIP Conceptual Level Study) referenced in the RFP be made available?

Yes, it is available at the following ftp site: http://www.wrd.org/aarfp
Username:  aarfp (lower case)   Password:  aarfpguest  (lower case)

Question 2:
Should any specific Stormwater recharge options be disregarded?

No.  The Consultant should look at any and all possible alternatives and determine each alternative’s feasibility.  With that said some alternatives will be determined to be less viable or feasible with little analysis based on economic, environmental, or social deficiencies.  Nonetheless, these alternatives should be addressed in this analysis.

Question 3:
Section 3.2.1 of the RFP requests that consultants list 4-6 similar projects and Section 6.2 states that consultants should provide, “summaries of relevant outreach experience and samples of outreach materials from three (3) similar projects.”  Should these be the same projects?


Yes.  It is anticipated that some of the projects requested in Section 3.2.1 would have included some form of outreach activities.  The Partnership expects that the Alternatives Analysis Consultant will work to some extent with the Outreach Consultant and, therefore, requests that projects with outreach components be included.  The form in Appendix A of the RFP is primarily intended to inform the Partnership regarding the consulting firm’s past experience on projects similar in scope to what is outlined in the RFP as well as that of the individual team members being assigned to this project.  The focus should be towards projects that are similar in scope to the effort outlined in the RFP although additional information regarding projects that included outreach activities may be included and will be viewed favorably.

Question 4:
The RFP lists several projects/studies regarding the enhancement of stormwater capture and/or recycled water use that have been undertaken for the Central Basin. Are there any similar projects for the Main San Gabriel Basin?  Will these documents be made available?


Available documents for projects related to the Main San Gabriel Basin include: “Draft Background Water Quality Monitoring Program for the Upper Area” (Stetson Engineers Inc, February 2009) and “Main San Gabriel Basin Water Conservation Report on Potential Effective Recharge Capabilities II” (Stetson Engineers Inc, March 1995)

Neither these documents nor those referenced in the RFP will be posted on the FTP site.
Question 5:
Section 2.8 of the RFP describes meetings and lists an estimated time requirement for bidding purposes for each type of meeting, except scoping meetings.  What time requirement should we assume for those meetings?

For budgeting purposes, assume that scoping meetings will be approximately 2 hours in duration.

Question 6:
What materials can be included in the appendices?

The 20-page limit is intended to focus on the proposal.  Additional materials, such as cover letters, resumes, and samples of outreach materials, are not included in the 20-page limit.  Complete, concise, and succinct proposals will be viewed favorably.

Question 7:
Section 3.2.4 states that the proposer should provide, “a table for each alternative, broken down by the project tasks and subtasks…”  What is meant by each alternative?

This table should include preliminary ideas/alternatives or general categories of alternatives generated by the proposer.  This will help the Partnership evaluate the proposal content and potential alternatives/ideas that each proposer would provide.

Question 8:
Is it expected that alternatives could be a combination of recycled water, stormwater, and other water sources?

Yes.  The Partnership recognizes that reliability may be increased or maximized through diversification of alternative sources of replenishment water for the ground water basins.

Question 9:
Have there been discussions with the public regarding this project?


Yes.  Specifically, WRD, SGVMWD, and USGVMWD have had discussions with stakeholders (e.g. pumpers) regarding this project.  These discussions have been generally well received due to the current state of the water supply in each of the basins.  Outreach activities aimed at the general public are scheduled to begin in the next few months. 

Question 10:
What is the interaction between the Public Outreach and Alternatives Analysis Consultants?

It is anticipated that alternatives developed by the Alternatives Analysis Consultant will be provided to the Public Outreach Consultant for future outreach activities.  It is also anticipated that information obtained by the Public Outreach Consultant will be used by the Alternatives Analysis Consultant in developing alternatives.

Question 11:
Are there any specific budgetary restrictions?

No. The Partnership will be looking for proposals that produce the most value for the associated cost, and proposals that can thoroughly accomplish the specified scope of work in the given time frame.  It should be understood, though, that cost will be a consideration in the evaluation process.

Question 12:
How many consultants will be interviewed?

There is no set number of consultants that will be interviewed.  The actual number of consultants interviewed will depend on the strength of the proposals received. 

Question 13:
Is there an approximate time horizon for the alternatives?


Yes.  The alternatives should focus on identifying alternatives that will provide a significant amount of replenishment water (40-50 percent of the total project) by 2015.  The entire projected requirement of 46,000 acre-ft per year water is desired to be available around the 2020 timeframe.

Question 14:
Should social criteria be evaluated in this study?


Any relevant social criteria should be included as part of the alternative analysis process.  This effort is designed to evaluate a broader list of alternatives and reduce the list of alternatives requiring a more intensive analysis, in preparation for an EIR/EIS effort.  Therefore, a Triple Bottom Line analysis should be performed on each potential alternative with the level of effort being somewhat reduced in scope as compared to the analysis that will be performed during preparation of the EIR/EIS.

Question 15:
Is the Partnership comfortable with existing groundwater models or data for the two basins?


WRD, USGVMWD, and SGVMWD have each performed modeling efforts and the Partnership is comfortable with the results obtained from these efforts

It is not the intent that the Alternatives Analysis focus too heavily on groundwater modeling, although the Partnership recognizes that groundwater modeling will play an important role in the permitting of the project.  The focus of the Alternatives Analysis should be geared towards identifying new, reliable, locally available sources of replenishment water to offset the need for imported water.

Question 16:
Will any existing groundwater models be made available to the Consultant?

Refer to the answer to Question 15.

Question 17:  Are there any specific Women-Owned, Minority-Owned, or Small Business Enterprise criteria?

The Partnership recognizes the importance of Women-Owned, Minority-Owned, and Small Business Enterprises, and encourages them to submit a proposal in response to the RFP.

Question 18:  Will further questions be allowed beyond the Pre-Proposal Meeting?

Questions can be submitted to Jim McDavid at jmcdavid@wrd.org and relevant questions will be summarized and posted on this web site.  However, there will be no response to questions submitted after 4:00 p.m. on Monday November 16th.   
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