
CITY OF PACIFIC GROVE 
300 Forest Avenue, Pacific Grove, California 93950 

 
 

 

 

TO: Honorable Mayor and Members of City Council 

FROM: Daniel Gho, Public Works Superintendent  

MEETING DATE: June 3, 2015 

SUBJECT Design and Construction of the Pacific Grove Local Water Project 

CEQA: Council Certified the EIR for this project using the CEQA Plus process 

 

 

RECOMMENDATION 

Receive a status report on the receipt of proposals for the designing and construction of 

the Pacific Grove Local Water Project, and provide any desired direction.   

 

BACKGROUND 

The Pacific Grove Local Water Project consists of the designing and building of a 

satellite recycled water treatment plant able to produce 125 acre feet of irrigation water 

and a recycled water distribution system able to distribute that water to the Pacific Grove 

Golf Links, El Carmelo Cemetery, and surrounding areas.  Components include:  a new 

diversion pipeline that would be constructed from the diversion structure to the treatment 

facility, headworks facility (including flow metering, fine screens, and grit removal), 

combined biological filtration treatment using a membrane bioreactor (MBR) process, 

disinfection, solids management, odor control, retrofit of the existing tanks to serve as 

recycled water storage reservoirs, and a pump station to pressurize the recycled water 

distribution system.   

 

DISCUSSION 

On February 19, 2015, the City issued a Request for Qualification for the Project.  A 

large number of firms expressed interest and attended the pre-submission conference.  

Five design-build entities (generally a partnership between an engineering firm and a 

construction firm) submitted Statements of Qualifications (SOQ), presented in alphabetic 

order: 

 Anderson Pacific/IEC 

 Auburn Constructors/HydroScience 

 Overaa Construction/Stantec   

 PercWater/Pace 

 Western Water/Summit 

 

The five SOQs were evaluated by the City, Brezack & Associates Planning (which has 

been lead consultant on several similar projects), and Dennis Kasper, a civil engineer 

with significant experience in small MRB plants, based on the following criteria: 

 Relevant experience of the proposed D-B Entity team and that of key individuals 

included in its organization chart. 

 Review of specific MBR project experiences and accomplishments. 
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 Verification of the information and client experiences for reference projects cited 

in the SOQs. 

 Evaluation of the DB Entity’s project experience with projects similar to the 

City’s project. 

 Verification of the administrative and legal qualifications of the proposed DB 

Entity. 

 Credit checks and a review of financial strength. 

 Responses to follow-up questions, identified by the City. 

 

Based on the evaluation of the statements of qualifications, the City entered into the 

second stage of the procurement process, issuing a Request for Proposals (RFP) on 

March 31to three design-build entities, again presented in alphabetic order: 

 Auburn Constructors/HydroScience 

 Overaa Construction/Stantec   

 PercWater/Pace 

 

The three entities all have a strong record in designing and building MBR facilities 

similar to what we are proposing for Pacific Grove: 

 Auburn Constructors/HydroScience has designed and built 21 projects similar 

to Pacific Grove’s.  This Design-build entity has worked with municipalities such 

as San Jose, Roseville, and Milpitas, to name a few, along with numerous 

sanitation districts, and also private industry.   (See Attachment 1) 

 Overaa Construction/Stantec has completed more than 85 design-build projects, 

many that are similar-sized projects as Pacific Grove’s.  They have worked 

together with other municipalities, such as the City of Hollister, Healdsburg, City 

of Lathrop, and a wide array of Public Utility Districts to Design and Build 

treatment facilities.  (See Attachment 2)   

 Percwater/Pace Engineering has designed and built over 60 water infrastructure 

and reuse projects that are currently under operation in California, New Mexico 

and Arizona for municipalities, service districts, and private industry.  (See 

Attachment 3)   

 

On May 8, the City received strong proposals for the design and construction of the 

project from all three engineering and construction teams.   

 

The City established a review committee to review the proposals and interview the 

proposers.  Members of the review committee included City staff, Brezack & Associates 

Planning staff, as well as Dennis Erickson. Evaluation criteria included:  

 Quality 

 Schedule 

 Administrative suitability 

 Technical approach 

 Adherence to the requirements of the RFP 

 Completeness of the submittals 

 Composition of the Design - Build Teams 

 Understanding of regulatory requirements 

 Ability of the team to work collaboratively with the City  

 Project cost and cost savings measures 
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The review committee undertook an extensive review and analysis of the proposals, and 

conducted a series of detailed interviews with the proposers on May 13-14.  (The 

presentation slides for the three entities are included, in alphabetic order, as Attachments 

4-6.)  As is clear from the slides, there are substantial differences in the approaches 

recommended by the three entities.  Each also is basing its proposal on a different 

manufacturer of the membranes required for the membrane bioreactor filtering process, 

which is at the heart of the treatment modality: 

Auburn—Ovivo MicroBlox system 

PercWater—Koch membranes 

Overaa—General Electric membrane 

The variety in the proposals is of great advantage to the City, as it allows us to pick the 

system best able to meet the City’s long-term needs.  It also increases the complexity of 

the evaluation and value engineering process. 

 

The detailed review criteria are included amongst the review tables in Attachment 7.  

Attachment 7 does not include the ratings of each of the entities along each of the criteria, 

as that would release proprietary information that the proposers have not yet authorized 

the City to release.  In addition, it would weaken the City’s negotiating position.  When 

staff brings back the recommended entity to the Council on June 17, the proprietary 

information and the evaluation details for at least the recommended firm will be 

provided. 

  

Proposed construction costs for all three projects came in higher than the engineer’s 

estimate of $5.4 million.  However, ongoing maintenance and operations costs for the 30-

year life cycle of the project came in significantly less.  As a result, the overall life cycle 

costs, and the cost per acre foot of water, are lower than projected in the engineer’s 

estimate.  Thus, although the City and CourseCo are now paying over $6,000 per acre 

foot of potable water (a price that will undoubtedly go up as desal-generated water comes 

on line), the cost of producing the 125 acre feet per year of non-potable water generated 

by the LWP will be approximately $3,000 per acre foot. 

 

Because of the relatively high construction costs, the review team has entered into an 

intensive value engineering process with the proposers, to reduce initial costs, while 

maintaining or even improving the quality of the facility.  For example, because the LWP 

will be an on-demand facility, with its operations being interruptible, there are options for 

reducing design requirements, since if there is a problem, the plant can be temporarily 

taken off line.  Or again, the RFP called for the design and construction of modest 

operator working quarters in the upper level of the clarifier building.  Given that the three 

proposers project less than 0.5 FTE will be required to operate and maintain the entire 

facility, the team is working with each of the proposers to explore the removal or scaling 

back of these working quarters. 

 

As a result of the evaluation of the proposals and the value engineering efforts, the 

evaluation team is intending to enter into final negotiations with Auburn Constructors/ 

HydroScience and Percwater /Pace.  Both of these designs–build teams meet the criteria 

that the team used to evaluate the proposals.  The Overaa/Stantec proposal was not able 

to meet the City’s needs to the same level.   

 

The evaluation team will continue to work with the two teams addressing value 

engineering, the design, schedules, regulatory requirements, the use of local talent, 

project cost, and administrative matters such as insurance requirements,.  Upon the 
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conclusion of these discussions, City Staff will return to Council with a final recommendation.  

In order to stick to the preferred schedule, this will occur on June 17, 2015.   

 

FISCAL IMPACT 

Other than staff time, and reimbursement of the time invested by the outside members of the 

evaluation committee, there is no significant impact to continuing the negotiations and bringing a 

proposed agreement to the Council for the design and construction of the Pacific Grove Local 

Water Project.  The continued negotiations will decrease the costs of the facility, thereby 

decreasing the costs of the non-potable water produced. 

 

ATTACHMENTS     
1. Auburn Constructors SOQ executive summary and referenced projects 

2. Overaa SOQ executive summary and referenced projects 

3. Percwater SOQ executive summary and referenced projects 

4. Auburn Constructors interview presentation 

5. Overaa interview presentation 

6. Percwater interview presentation 

7. Criteria tables for shortlist creation and proposal evaluation 

 

RESPECTFULLY SUBMITTED,                                          REVIEWED BY, 

 

  
 _____________________________                     ________________________   

Daniel Gho Thomas Frutchey 

PUBLIC WORKS SUPERINTENDENT CITY MANAGER 
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