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1 11/10/2010 Mack Barnhardt e-mail Air Filtration Systems 
Corp Spec 11500

There is a bid out for odor control in Carson City. We would like 
to make an offer on our equipment. Can we get our equipment 
reviewed and accepted as an alternative for price comparison? 
We can match equipment performance and exceed the media 
requirement for the media. Please let me know soon so we can 
get our data together. My contact info is listed on the bottom of 
this email. A note from my manufacture about this project is also 
listed below.

The Carson City North Lift Pump Station project that is 
out to bid includes a packaged GAC scrubber as part of 
the project. The GAC scrubber specification names two 
manufacturers 'or equal'. The two manufacturers are 
also named in a base bid equipment schedule but this 
doesn't preclude others from being considered by the 
Contractor. Also note that the base bid equipment 
schedule also includes a column where alternate 
manufacturers can be written in by the Contractor. The 
evaluation of 'or equals' and burden of proof that the 
proposed manufacturer is equal is on the 
Contractor/manufacturer. As such, we do not evaluate 
any 'or equals' during the bid. Please put together 
pricing based on the specification and work with 
prospective contractors.

11/10/2010 JBR No

2 11/10/2010 Rick Rinabarger e-mail Jensen Precast
Civil Drawings, 5th 
Street Influent 
Structure

Detail Drawings depict a poured-in-place structure 5’ x 6’ I.D. 
(length x width) with 12” walls,  18” roof and floor.  If Precast, 
would a 6’ x 6’ I.D. (Length x width)  with 8” walls and less than 
18” roof & floor slabs be acceptable if our submitted engineering 
shows that the submitted structure meets applicable loading 
criteria  with consideration for floatation taken into consideration 
per the ground water as given in the geotech report?

Design is based on cast-in-place. Precast concrete with 
different size may be evaluated during construction. JBR, e-mail No

3 11/10/2010 Rick Rinabarger e-mail Jensen Precast Civil Drawings, North 
Lift Meter Vault

Detail Drawings depict a poured-in-place structure 8’ x 9’ I.D. 
(length x width) with 12” walls,  18” roof and floor.  If Precast, 
would a 8’ x 10’ I.D. (Length x width)  with 8” walls and less than 
18” roof & floor slabs be acceptable if our submitted engineering 
shows that the submitted structure meets applicable loading 
criteria  with consideration for floatation taken into consideration 
per the ground water as given in the geotech report?  This detail 
also depicts a monolithically poured sump.  If Precast would a 
non-monolithic sump be open for consideration?

Design is based on cast-in-place. Precast concrete with 
different size may be evaluated during construction. 11/11/2010 JBR No

4 11/10/2010 Rick Rinabarger e-mail Jensen Precast Civil Drawings, North 
Lift Meter Vault

The Hatch Spec on Sheet C-11 Calls for an Aluminum Hatch Per 
Specification 07722;  Specification 07722 calls for a galvanized 
steel, insulated double-walled hatch with padlock hasps inside 
and outside.  The specification also calls out a Bilco JD-3 which 
does not meet the specifications as called out in same spec.  
The specification seems to be somewhat contradictory to itself.  
Could you please clarify what would constitute an acceptable 
hatch for this vault?

Vault hatch materials will be clarified by Addendum. 11/11/2010 JBR Yes No. 1

5 11/10/2010 Rick Rinabarger e-mail Jensen Precast Civil Drawings, Bid Alt 
B

I have been unable to find any profile information or detail for this 
manhole other than the plan view on sheet C-7 which refer to 
details on C-13;  This appears to be an 8” line intercepting a 42” 
line at this manhole.  Could more detailed profile information be 
made available so we can determine if Precast material as 
depicted on C-13 is feasible for this location? 

Drawings G-3, C-3 (demolition), C-6 and C10 clearly 
show Bid Alternate B, which entails a new 8-inch RW 
line and manhole to replace a portion of existing 8-inch 
RW line. The manhole inlet and outlet piping shown are 
8-inch diameter.

11/11/2010 JBR No

6 11/10/2010 Rick Rinabarger e-mail Jensen Precast Civil Drawings, Bid Alt 
B

The Detail shown on C-13 only allows for 48” or 60” manholes;  If 
a Precast manhole base is mandatory, the minimum diameter 
would need to be 72” (I.D.) for 42” pipe;  possibly 84” if a thick-
walled pipe is utilized.  The minimum Rim to I.E. would need to 
be at least 6.5’.  Without more detailed profile information for this 
manhole and more specifics regarding pipe type, etc it will be 
next to impossible to determine if Precast manhole components 
per detail 4/C7 on C-13 will be adequate for the necessary 
structure.

Drawings G-3, C-3 (demolition), C-6 and C10 clearly 
show Bid Alternate B, which entails a new 8-inch RW 
line and manhole to replace a portion of existing 8-inch 
RW line. The manhole inlet and outlet piping shown are 
8-inch diameter.

11/11/2010 JBR No



7 11/11/2010 Rick Rinabarger e-mail Jensen Precast Civil Drawings, Bid Alt 
B

Thank you John,  regarding the manhole, for some reason I 
thought that the old 8” line was an existing 42” line which was 
being intercepted by the new 8” rw;  Do you know what type of 
pipe is being utilized for the 8” RW?

8-inch RW material is DR 35 PVC per spec section 
15052. 11/11/2010 JBR No

8 11/17/2010 Rick Rinabarger e-mail Jensen Precast Civil Drawing C-10

Although the 5th Street Influent Structure is shown as a 
rectangular structure, would a 96” (I.D.) Round Manhole 
Structure be considered as an alternative?  If so this structure 
could be produced at a considerably lower cost than a structure 
as shown on the detail per sheet C-10.  If a manhole is 
considered adequate, would A-LOK Connectors be considered in 
Lieu of the Sleeve/Link-Seal Combination shown in detail P-304 
(Please see attachment) ?  

The proposed 96-inch diameter manhole and connectors 
are not adequate for the 5th Street Influent Structure. 11/18/2010 JBR No

9 11/17/2010 Rick Rinabarger e-mail Jensen Precast Civil Drawing C-10

The detail on sheet C-10 shows the invert for the 42” RW at 
4515.8’ and the invert for the 36” RW at 4615.4’, however the 
drawing depicts the 36” higher in the structure with the floor 
sloping towards the 42” pipe;  Is it possible that these elevations 
were transposed?

The 36” RW is higher than the 42-inch RW. The invert 
elevations will be clarified by addendum. 11/18/2010 JBR Yes No. 1

10 11/17/2010 Kyle Menath e-mail JBI Water & 
Wastwater Equipment Spec 11332

The prebid went well today, but we still have concerns that if the 
design stays as is it will require Duperon as the specified screen 
to either take exceptions to the design or to add undue costs to 
the project. If Duperon adapts their design to incorporate the 
Carollo modifications to the specifications it will increase the cost 
of the screen and washer compactor. The Duperon design has 
been working additions at sites for up to 25 years plus.

A revised specification 11332 will be issued by 
addendum. 11/18/2010 JBR Yes No. 1

11 11/17/2010 Brian Griffith e-mail to S. 
Scott

K.G. Walters 
Construction ARRA Funding

I see this is an EPA funded job, but I saw a blurb (attached) 
about the ARRA act of 2009 as it pertained to reallocation of 
funds after February 17 2010. ITB-14 C.  Is this a buy American 
job? A lot of projects with any connection to ARRA funding are 
buy American.

Hello Brian - You are correct any Federally Funded 
Project shall buy American.  Additionally all of Carson 
City's projects are buy American.  In the General 
Conditions of the bid document Section GC 4.2 
SOURCE OF MATERIALS - Unless otherwise approved 
in writing by the Construction Manger, only 
unmanufactured materials produced in the United 
States, and only manufactured materials made in the 
United States shall be used in the performance of this 
contract. Please let me know if you have any further 
questions.

11/18/2010 S. Scott No

12 11/18/2010 Mark Byars e-mail to S. 
Scott A&K Earth Movers 11/30/10 Bid Opening 

Date

Due to the Holidays and the short work week, would it be 
possible to postpone the Nov. 30th bid date to Tues. December 
7?

Unfortunately if we postpone the bid opening we would 
not meet the deadline for Board Approval on December 
16, 2010. Please let me know if you have any other 
questions.

11/18/2010 S. Scott No

13 11/18/2010
Sandy 
Clarke/Nolan 
Allen

e-mail MISCO Spec 11293, 2.01

On behalf of Golden Harvest, please review the attached letter 
requesting to be named as an acceptable supplier for the slide 
gates in spec section 11293.  Golden Harvest has provided 
these types of gates on many Carollo designed projects 
throughout the country.

Manufacturers not named in the specifications will not be 
evaluated during the bid period. Please note that spec 
11293 as well as the base bid equipment schedule on 
page BP-4 allows consideration of 'or equal' 
manufacturers. See also section 01330, 1.06 for 
additional requirements.

11/18/2010 JBR No

14 11/19/2010
Sandy 
Clarke/Nolan 
Allen

e-mail MISCO Spec 11293, 2.02

Section 2.04 calls for a quantity of two Portable Gate Operators 
for use with the slide gates having crank operators.  However, 
the gate schedules lists only four gates, and the drawings show 
that all of the gates are located in the screen structure (see plan 
sheet P-4).  Please confirm, per addendum, if the quantity of two 
portable operators is correct, or if the intent is to only require a 
quantity of one. 

The quantity of gate operators indicated in 2.04 is 
correct. 11/18/2010 JBR No

15 11/22/2010 Mike Olvera e-mail Duperon Spect 11332, Division 
17

I wanted to see if you were going to have the addendum out 
today. I just wanted to make sure I managed the time this week 
since we have the holiday. I also wanted to ask if you have a 
copy of DIV 17. Our electrical engineer asked if I had a copy. 
Based on what we downloaded I did not see a section DIV 17. If 
you have that sections could I get a copy for review. 

I’ve submitted the draft addendum to the City for their 
review. The intent was to issue the addendum today. 
Pleaes note that all of Division 17 specs are included in 
the second part of ‘Attachment C’ and numbered pages 
C‐659 through C‐800. In short, the Tech Specs 
(Attachment C) are separated into two documents per 
the City’s website.

11/22/2010 JBR No

16 11/22/2010 Stan Terry Phone Western Nevada 
Supply Co.

Drawing C-11; Spec 
15052 Please clarify pipe materials for 4" SS, 8" RW, and 4" D. The pipe materials will be clarified by addendum. 11/22/2010 JBR Yes No. 1

17 11/23/2010 Jeff Bean e-mail Q&D Construction Bid Proposal Is it acceptable to turn in only pages BP-1 through BP-20 as the 
contractor's bid proposal? YES.  11/23/2010 S. Scott No

18 11/23/2010 Jeff Bean e-mail Q&D Construction Bid Proposal

Pages BP 11 and BP 15 both require the submitting contractor to 
list the subcontractors in excess of 5%.  Can Carson City delete 
one of these pages from the proposal package since they both 
provide essentially the same information?

PROVIDE BOTH FORMS FOR THIS PROJECT. 11/23/2010 S. Scott No



19 11/23/2010 Jeff Bean e-mail Q&D Construction Bid Proposal

Pages BP 12 and BP 14  both require the submitting contractor 
to list the subcontractors in excess of 1%.  Can Carson City 
delete one of these pages from the proposal package since they 
both provide essentially the same information?

PROVIDE BOTH FORMS FOR THIS PROJECT. 11/23/2010 S. Scott No

20 11/23/2010 Jeff Bean e-mail Q&D Construction Bid Proposal

Page BP 18 requires the submitting contractor to itemize 
MBE/WBE procurements during the "Reporting Quarter."  It has 
been our experience that this form is completed while contract 
work is being performed.  Since submitting contractors will not 
have any purchases to report for the North Lift Pump Station 
project, what information should be included on page BP 18?

PROVIDE COMPLETED FORMS DURING 
CONSTRUCTION.

11/23/2010 S. Scott No

21 11/23/2010 Jeff Bean e-mail Q&D Construction Bid Proposal Page BP 19 also appears to be a quarterly report.  What 
information should be provided on this form?

PROVIDE COMPLETED FORMS DURING 
CONSTRUCTION. 

11/23/2010 S. Scott No

22 11/23/2010 Jeff Bean e-mail Q&D Construction Contract Award

Section CA 11 on page CA 5 indicates that the contractor has 15 
days from contract award to turn in all submittals or Liquidated 
Damages will be charged.  This is also stated on page GC 31 
section 4.3.4.  On page SC-1 section SC 8, it states that the 
contractor will have 90 days from the notice to proceed to 
provide all submittals.  Which section will control?

NOTE THAT SPECIAL CONDITION GOVERN OVER 
GENERAL CONDITIONS SO 90 DAYS IS CORRECT.

11/23/2010 J. Richardson No

23 11/23/2010 Jeff Bean e-mail Q&D Construction Special Conditions

Section SC 1 on page SC-1 indicates the contractor will need to 
carry "...not less than One Million Dollars ($5,000,000) per 
occurence..." for explosion, collapse, and underground 
insurance.  Is a $1M or $5M per occurence policy going to be 
required? 

THIS WILL BE CLARIFIED BY ADDENDUM. 11/23/2010 S. Scott Yes No. 2

24 11/23/2010 Jeff Bean e-mail Q&D Construction Spec 01450

Section 01450 Quality Control subsection 1.06C.1.a states "...soil 
compaction test and other specified tests shall be paid for by 
Contractor."  Section 02318 Trenching subsection 3.03A.1.a.3 
states "Cost of Confirmation Tests: Paid for by the Owner."  Will 
compaction testing and other QC functions be provided by the 
contractor or the owner?  

THIS WILL BE CLARIFIED BY ADDENDUM. 11/23/2010 J. Richardson Yes No. 2

25 11/23/2010 Jeff Bean e-mail Q&D Construction Spec 01500, SC-12

Is a site trailer/office required for the General Contractor's use?  
Page C97 section 1.08 indicates that a field office will be 
maintained.  Statements on pages GC-51 (GC7.6) and SC-2 (SC 
12) indicate that contractors with home offices in the 
Carson/Reno/Sparks area will not be required to maintain a site 
office.  

SPECIAL CONDITIONS GOVERN OVER GENERAL 
CONDITIONS. THIS WILL BE CLARIFIED BY ADDENDUM.

11/23/2010 J. Richardson Yes No. 2

26 11/23/2010 Jeff Bean e-mail Q&D Construction Spec 01500 Is a site office for the owner's representative required to be 
provided by the contractor? 

NO, BUT IT REQUIRES A FEW AMENITIES FOR THE 
OWNER’S REPRESENTATIVE PER SC‐12.

11/23/2010 J. Richardson No

27 11/23/2010 Jeff Bean e-mail Q&D Construction Spec 01500, 1.03
Section 1500.1.03.D requires the contractor to provide a coin-
operated telephone for the general use of the public.  Can this be 
deleted from the specifications? 

THIS WILL BE REVISED BY ADDENDUM. 11/23/2010 J. Richardson Yes No. 2

28 11/23/2010 Jeff Bean e-mail Q&D Construction Spec 01292

On page C-25, a schedule of values submittal is discused.  
Section 1.02.D.1 indicates that mobilization and demobilization 
will have maximum values.  Do these values affect the amount 
that a contractor can utilize for a price on bid item BP.1 on Page 
BP-2 for "Moblization, Demobilization, and Clean-up?"  What is 
the maximum percentage of TBP that can be bid for BP.1? 

PER SECTION 1292, PART 1.02 D 1, A MAXIMUM OF 5% 
OF TBP FOR MOBILIZATION AND 3% OF TBP FOR 
DEMOBILIZATION AND SITE MAINTENANCE OR ‘CLEAN‐
UP’ IS ALLOWED.

11/23/2010 J. Richardson No

29 11/23/2010 Jeff Bean e-mail Q&D Construction Spec 01770

Section 1770 beginning on page C-133 provides closeout and 
cleanup procedures.  We assume that the requirements of this 
section only apply to facilities installed by the contractor under 
this contract.  Is that assumption correct? 

YES. 11/23/2010 J. Richardson No

30 11/23/2010 Jeff Bean e-mail Q&D Construction Spec 02550

Is the intent of section 2550 subsection C3.05 on page C-197 for 
the contractor to provide a full time individual (24 hours per day, 
7 days per week) to the operation and maintenance of the 
bypass pumping system?  If so, does that person have to be 
onsite at all times?  Section 3.02B states that the contractor will 
have a "qualified attendant available" 24 hours per day seven 
days per week and further states that the person should be in 
cellular phone contact with the engineer and the general 
contractor in the event of emergencies.  Please clarify. 

PER SECTION 02550, PART 1.01 C, THE CONTRACTOR IS 
RESPONSIBLE FOR OPERATING AND MAINTAINING 
TEMPORARY BYPASS PUMPING. AS SUCH, A QUALIFIED 
ATTENDANT MUST BE AVAILABLE TO RESPOND 
THROUGHOUT THE DURATION OF THE TEMPORARY 
BYPASS PUMPING (24 HOURS PER DAY, 7 DAYS PER 
WEEK).

11/23/2010 J. Richardson No

31 11/23/2010 Jeff Bean e-mail Q&D Construction Spec 07190 Section 7190 discusses water repellents.  Where is the water 
repellent intended to be applied? THIS APPLIES TO BLOCK WALL ON SHEET C‐5. 11/23/2010 J. Richardson No

32 11/23/2010 Jeff Bean e-mail Q&D Construction Spec 01140, 1.08
Sectoin 1140 page C-19 subsection 1.08A directs the reader to 
section 02250 for bypass pumping.  Section 2250 is not included 
in the specifications, please clarify. 

SPECIFICATION REFERENCE WILL BE CORRECTED BY 
ADDENDUM.

11/23/2010 J. Richardson Yes No. 2

33 11/23/2010
Barbara 
Linebury/Doug 
Allen

e-mail
Resource 
Development 
Company

Bid Opening Date
Sandy, would the City consider extending the bid date for this 
project to Friday, December 3 because of the Thanksgiving 
holiday?  Please advise.  Thank you.

Unfortunately extending the bid date would not allow us 
to meet the deadline for Board  Approval on December 
16, 2010.

11/23/2010 S. Scott No



34 11/23/2010 Greg Sederstrom e-mail Syblon Reid Gen Engr 
Contractors

Nevada Bid 
Preference

The Bid documents and the Pre-Bid referenced the Nevada 
Bidders preference.  Please confirm that this does not apply As 
this project has federal funding per our conversation ?

It is the City's experience that with any Federally Funded 
Project, the Nevada Bidder's Preference has not been 
allowed.  

11/24/2010 S. Scott No


