PAGE  

[image: image1.png]


[image: image2.png]



(Note: This letter and the RFP are kept on this site for information only.  The proposal period was closed by September 19, 2000.)

August 1, 2000

TO:
Prospective Research Contractors

Re:
Request for Proposals (RFP) No. 00 - 5 entitled, “Environmental Health Conditions in Portable Classrooms.”

The Air Resources Board invites you to submit a proposal in response to the attached RFP.  

For this RFP the contractor will be selected using the secondary method.  The secondary method awards the contract to the bidder given the highest score by an ARB evaluation committee and whose proposal meets the RFP standards and requirements.  The successful bidder must provide evidence that s/he has the qualifications, competence, experience, resources, and business integrity necessary to carry out the work under the contract as expected.  We reserve the right to reject any proposal deemed nonresponsive to the RFP, not responsible, and/or not reasonable.  ARB staff will make the final decision regarding these conditions.

Proposals are to be submitted in three packets:  (1) the Administrative Documents packet, (2) the Technical Proposal and its associated documents, and (3) the Cost Proposal and its associated documents.  We realize there are many requirements that must be fulfilled to submit a responsive, responsible, reasonable proposal.  In order to be reviewed, your proposal must follow the instructions in the Proposal Submittal Requirements (Appendix II).  For your convenience we have supplied a checklist based on the Proposal Submittal Requirements (Appendix I).  For definitions of terms please refer to the Glossary (Appendix XII).

Public Contract Code, Section 10115 et seq., Title 2, California Code of Regulations, Section 1896.60 et seq. requires that “goals of participation” for Disabled Veteran Business Enterprises (DVBEs) be met for each contract entered into by and between the State and outside contractor(s).  The minimum percentage of participation that must be obtained for this contract is three percent for Disabled Veteran Business Enterprises.  Failure to comply with the DVBE requirement as set forth in Attachment 1 will cause your proposal to be deemed nonresponsive and ineligible for award of this contract. 
 

(Note: This letter and the RFP are kept on this site for information only.  The proposal period was closed by September 19, 2000.)

A proposal that changes the terms of the RFP or the contract provisions will be considered a counterproposal and will be rejected as nonresponsive.  Bids may not exceed $675,000 which is the maximum amount budgeted for this project. Please submit your proposal to:

Bart E. Croes, P.E. 

Chief, Research Division

Air Resources Board

Room 122, 2020 L Street

Sacramento CA  95814

To be considered, your complete proposal must be received at this address by 
2:00 p.m., September 19, 2000.  Once a proposal is opened, the information therein becomes public information.

The evaluation process and selection of a contractor are explained in Appendix III, Contract Award Process.  We anticipate that a contractor will be selected at the November 3, 2000 meeting of the Board's Research Screening Committee.  Following the Board's approval, the administrative process requires a minimum of 90 days.  No work shall begin until the contract is approved by the Department of General Services.  Allow at least 150 days for the complete proposal review process.

The award will be for a cost-reimbursable contract, in which the contractor's costs are reimbursed for actual expenses incurred during the invoice period.  Under no circumstances will ARB reimburse the contractor for costs exceeding the contract award.

We appreciate your interest in our research program and hope to receive a proposal from you if this project is within your area(s) of expertise.  If you have any questions regarding the RFP, please submit them in writing by  August 17, 2000 to the Contracts Administrator, Ms. Emma Plasencia, at the above address.

To help us plan for review of the proposals, we would appreciate receiving a Letter of Intent to Propose by August 31, 2000 from those who are planning to submit a proposal.  Please send Letters of Intent to Propose to Ms. Emma Plasencia.  Please note that submittal of a Letter of Intent is not required prior to submittal of a proposal, and submittal or non-submittal of a Letter of Intent will have no bearing on the scoring of proposals.

For questions concerning DVBE requirements contact: Sally Jorgensen at (916) 327‑8215.  For questions concerning the Enterprise Zone Preference Request contact the California Department of Commerce, Enterprise Zone Program at 

(Note: This letter and the RFP are kept on this site for information only.  The proposal period was closed by September 19, 2000.)

(916) 324‑8211.  For questions concerning the Target Area Contract Preference Act contact the California Office of Small Business Certification and Resources at (916) 322‑5060.

Sincerely yours,

Bart E. Croes, P.E.

Chief, Research Division

Attachments

(Note: This RFP are kept on this site for information only.  The proposal period was closed by September 19, 2000.)
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RFP NO.:
00-5

State of California

Air Resources Board
P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA  95812

July 2000

Request for Proposals

Environmental Health Conditions in Portable Classrooms

The Air Resources Board (ARB) reserves the right to reject any proposal deemed non-responsive to the RFP, not responsible, and/or not reasonable.  These terms are defined in the Glossary (Appendix XII).  

Proposals submitted under this RFP will be evaluated by the “secondary” method.  In the secondary method, the contract award is based on the highest score given to a proposal by an evaluation committee using the established rating criteria (Table 1).  The cost of the proposed research is the highest weighted criteria, although not the determining factor.  This means that the lowest cost bid will not necessarily be awarded the contract.

I. Objective
The objective of this project is to examine environmental conditions in California's portable classrooms, including but not limited to volatile organic chemical (VOC) concentrations and sources; heating, cooling, and ventilation system performance and conditions; and presence of mold and other biological contaminants.  The contractor will collect and analyze mailed survey data and field measurement data that will enable the State to: 1) assess the potential for adverse health impacts from environmental conditions and toxic pollutants that may be present in portable classrooms; and 

2) identify effective actions that can be taken to remedy or prevent any unhealthful conditions found.  

II. Background
Children in California spend, on average, 86 percent of their time indoors.  Those that attend school or daycare spend an average of about 5.5 hours per day, on days when they attend, and the large majority of that time is spent indoors.11,13  Teachers and other school staff typically spend even more time in school buildings.  Public school buildings are also used for community activities, such as adult education and meetings.

Concerns regarding indoor environmental problems in California public schools, especially in portable classrooms, have been raised by scientists, government agencies, school administrators, and environmental health groups.4,5,7,8  Problems reported include contamination from formaldehyde and other VOCs, carbon monoxide and other combustion pollutants, microbial growth, odors, and excessive temperature and noise.  Many such problems have been attributed to inadequate or deferred maintenance; poorly designed and noisy heating, ventilating and air conditioning (HVAC) systems; and the use of pollutant-emitting materials, products, or equipment in or near buildings.5

Some of the contaminants and conditions found in problem classrooms can trigger asthma attacks and allergy symptoms in sensitive individuals; irritate mucous membranes in the eye, nose and throat; cause respiratory infections or headaches; and contribute to the development of cancer.   Some contaminants identified in problem classrooms have been listed as Toxic Air Contaminants by the ARB, and others are listed on California's Proposition 65 list of substances of known or suspected carcinogens and reproductive toxicants. 

Concerns over indoor environmental quality in California’s schools have risen recently because of increased classroom construction, installation, and renovation.  Population growth, along with state bond issues and educational improvement programs, are driving this increase and will continue to do so in the near future.  The demand for classrooms has been largely met by using portable classrooms.  It is estimated that about 250,000 classrooms are currently in use and, of these, 75,000 to 95,000 are portable classroom units.4,7  These portable classrooms range in age from less than one year old to 40 years old.  The California Department of General Services (DGS) expects to lease about 1,000 new units this year.12  In addition, schools are also leasing or purchasing units from other sources.

The limited information available indicates that some indoor environmental conditions in portable classrooms potentially put children at risk of serious health impacts.  Of the 144 school districts in California that responded to a survey addressing indoor air quality problems, 39 percent reported complaints about specific chronic and short-term health conditions, and 63 percent reported non-specific complaints.  These problems were attributed to moisture, fungal contamination, poor ventilation, and maintenance issues.4  Several individual school districts in California have conducted limited indoor environmental monitoring and inspection, often in response to complaints.  However, no systematic or comprehensive survey or measurement of indoor environmental conditions has been conducted in California schools.  

To address increasing concerns about portable classrooms, the Air Resources Board (ARB) and the Department of Health Services (DHS) requested funding in the 2000‑2001 State budget to jointly conduct a comprehensive study and review of the environmental health conditions in portable classrooms.  The Legislature approved the request, with milestones and requirements specified in AB 2872, Shelley, and California Health and Safety Code (HSC) Section 39619.6.  The major fieldwork of the study will be performed under contract as requested in this RFP.   Fieldwork is to begin no later than July 2001.  The final report to the Legislature (including recommendations that will be developed by State agencies) is due by June 30, 2002.  The findings from the proposed field study would form part of the basis for recommendations that ARB and DHS must make to the Legislature regarding ways to “…remedy and prevent unhealthful conditions found in portable classrooms…” (AB 2872).

III. Scope of Work
The contractor will plan and conduct the major survey and fieldwork of a study of environmental conditions in portable classrooms in California, in consultation with ARB and DHS staff.  Other agencies and stakeholders may also review materials and results.  The study will include two parts:  Phase I, the mailed survey, and Phase II, the field measurement study.    

ARB and DHS staff will coordinate all aspects of the study, conduct some of the early Phase I (mailed survey) task work, oversee the Phase II field work and analysis of the data, conduct limited quality assurance/quality control (QA/QC) tasks, and assure sound scientific interpretation of the results.  Both ARB and DHS will review and approve the contractor’s final report, assess the potential for adverse health impacts from the environmental conditions found, develop recommendations, and jointly complete a report to the Legislature.  ARB and DHS will consult with the State Department of Education (DOE), the Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment, DGS, and other agencies, scientists, and stakeholders throughout the project.  

Proposers should note the following specific tasks that will be conducted by ARB or DHS that do not need to be included in proposers' bids.  Further information is provided in subsequent sections.  ARB and DHS will:

1.
Develop the two survey questionnaires (Phase I).

2.
Select the sample of schools to receive the mailed survey (Phase I).

3.
Contact schools/school districts in preparation for the mailed survey.  

4.
Purchase the passive formaldehyde samplers to be used in Phase I (purchase price includes analysis of samples).

5.
Coordinate input from other agencies, scientists, and stakeholders.  ARB and DHS will arrange meetings, compile comments from these groups, and provide a single set of written comments on written plans or reports for response/action by the contractor as indicated in tasks below.   However, the contractor will be asked to verbally respond to questions and comments, where appropriate, from other groups at meetings held during and after the study (see list of meetings below).   

6.
In Phase II, conduct the laboratory analyses of extracted aliquots of vacuum dust samples for cockroach, dust mite, and animal (cat, dog, rodent, bird) allergens.  


Note:  Proposers may submit a separate, optional cost proposal (discussed below) for additional dust analyses of interest to the State.   These include analyses for pesticides (common organochlorines, organophosphates, pyrethroids, and carbamates, final mix to be based on the results from the mailed survey and other information), microbial components such as fungal spores, lead and other toxic metals, and polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs).

ARB and DHS also will conduct limited quality control and quality assurance tasks.  These will include placement and analysis of some ARB/DHS samplers collocated with the contractors' samplers; analysis of some duplicate samples deployed and collected by the contractor; on-site oversight of sample collection and processing; review of data recording, compilation, and clean-up, and handling of results below the limit of detection; and related activities.  However, proposers should propose a complete QA/QC effort on their part. 

The contractor will:

1.
Conduct Phase I, the mailed survey.  This includes: printing and mailing two questionnaires, each about 6-8 pages long, and passive formaldehyde samplers to a relatively large number of schools or school districts (at least 1000) statewide; receiving and statistically analyzing the data obtained; and preparing a written report of the results.  Because of the time constraints of the study, the questionnaires will be developed by the ARB and DHS (in consultation with other State agencies and interested groups), and the passive formaldehyde samplers will be purchased by ARB, by the time a contract is signed.  The purpose of the questionnaires is to obtain data on the number, types, ages, condition, and location of portable classrooms in California; types of HVAC systems installed and their normal operation and maintenance; classroom cleaning and maintenance practices; and other information needed to assess conditions in classrooms and facilitate the selection of an appropriate sample of classrooms for the subsequent field study.  Similar information on traditional classrooms will also be solicited.  The primary questionnaire will be mailed to school facility managers; a second questionnaire will be directed to teachers.  The contractor will be fully responsible for receiving the questionnaires and the results from the formaldehyde sampling, developing and maintaining the data files, statistically analyzing the data, and reporting the results.


Proposers should discuss their experience in conducting and analyzing mail surveys, and explain actions they would take to increase the survey response rate in this study.  Such actions might include mailed follow-up letters, site visits to confirm deployment of samplers and assure questionnaire completion, and other actions.     

2.

Conduct the pilot field study, Phase IIA:  The contractor will test all monitors, procedures, and protocols planned for use in the main field study by evaluating several portable classrooms of different types and one or two traditional classrooms.  This will include inspection and measurements for: 


a.
Formaldehyde (active DNPH method or equivalent preferred).  Other carbonyls, such as acetaldehdye, are also of interest.  At least four carbonyls in addition to formaldehyde will be measured in all classrooms studied in the pilot study.  This set of carbonyl  compounds will also be measured in at least 50% of the classrooms studied in the main field study.  Proposers should specify in their proposals which carbonyl species will be measured and reported in addition to formaldehyde, the percent of classrooms in the main study in which they will be measured and reported, and, if less than 100% of classrooms are proposed for such monitoring, how classrooms will be selected for monitoring of other carbonyls.   

b.
At least eight, non-carbonyl VOCs likely to be emitted from building materials, furnishings, and school products and supplies (Summa steel canister method or equivalent preferred).  These may include aromatics (e.g., benzene, xylenes, toluene, styrene); chlorinated hydrocarbons, such as perchloroethylene, trichloroethylene and para-dichlorobenzene; alcohols; or other chemicals.   VOCs will be collected in all classrooms studied in the pilot study.  To contain costs, proposers may propose to measure VOCs in only a subset of the classrooms studied in the main study, but in no less than 50% of the classrooms studied in the main field study.   Proposers should specify in the proposal which VOCs would be measured and reported, their rationale for selection, and the minimum percent of classrooms in which VOCs would be measured in the main study.   The contractor will preserve the complete analytical output for follow-up review by the State, for QA and for inspection for additional VOCs that may be elevated in classrooms.       

c.
HVAC function, maintenance, use, adequacy (e.g., cfm delivery, real-time carbon dioxide measurements), noise level (decibel measurements), and type of filtration, if any.  The location of air intakes and their proximity to parking areas, busy roadways, sewer exhausts, and other potential sources of contamination will also be recorded.       

d.
Dust samples.  Vacuum dust samples will be collected for animal and arthropod allergen analysis as described in (e) below, as well as for common pesticides,  lead and other metals, and PCBs.  The contractor will be responsible for providing the vacuums to be used, collecting the samples, weighing aliquots of the fine dust fraction, and extracting the dust.6,9,10  The preferred vacuum method is with an HSV3 (ASTM method D5438-00) or an equivalent method with relatively high, known collection efficiency.2,9,10   The contractor will use DHS's extraction process (ref. 6; copies can be provided upon request) to prepare extracts for allergen analysis to be conducted by DHS.   The contractor will transport those extract aliquots to DHS, who will perform the analyses for arthropod and animal allergens.  The contractor will also process or extract portions of the dust samples using methods appropriate for analysis for pesticides, lead and other metals, and PCBs.  Proposals should include a discussion of proposed extraction/processing methods for the various substances, and the storage of samples and extracts. 


Analysis of processed or extracted samples for pesticides, lead and other metals, and PCBs may be conducted by State laboratories or through other contractual means.  Proposers are encouraged to submit a separate, optional cost proposal for analysis of the dust samples for pesticides, lead, other metals, and PCBs.   Such optional proposals are for funds outside of the $675,000 allocated for this RFP.   

e.
Biological agents, including evidence of microbial contaminants (fungal or bacterial growth), cockroaches and other arthropods, and animal allergens, such as rodent, dog, cat, or bird allergens.  Biological agents will be measured in two ways.  First, vacuum dust samples will be collected and extracted by the contractor, and transported to DHS to be analyzed for animal and arthropod allergens, as described in (d) above.   Second, for fungi and other microbial contaminants, surface samples, air samples, or other samples will be taken and analyzed by the contractor, using appropriate methods as proposed by the contractor,1 in all classrooms included in the pilot field study.  However, in the main field study (described below), to reduce costs, the contractor should limit sampling for fungal and other microbial growth to classrooms with suspected contamination, based on room history, visual or other evidence of mold or water damage, odor, questionnaire results, and related factors.  


Proposers should specify in their proposal the criteria they propose to use to select classrooms for fungal and microbial sampling, and a minimum percent of classrooms in which they will sample for fungi and other microbial growth in the main study.   For example, proposers may propose to sample for fungal and other microbial contaminants in 20 percent of the classrooms studied, with selection of the 20 percent based on the criteria specified.  


f.   Carbon monoxide.  Carbon monoxide is a concern in classrooms with gas heating or other combustion sources, and in classrooms near busy roadways, parking areas, or loading zones.

g.
On-site assessments, including a technician walkthrough, facility manager interview, and teacher questionnaire or interview, will be conducted to identify the presence and use of sources of indoor pollutants (type of furnishings, floor covering, art supplies, cleaning agents used, pesticide applications, etc.), school cleaning and maintenance practices, and other necessary information.   Technicians will provide a site sketch and information on the location of portables relative to other school buildings, parking lots, and busy roadways.  The final questionnaires and technician survey will be determined in consultation with the ARB and DHS.  


h.
Real-time particle counts. This information is needed to identify potential exposure and risk from ambient particle sources such as nearby motor vehicles and industries, in addition to indoor particle sources.  Information is desired for the fine particle (PM2.5) range; PM10 equivalent counts may be proposed as well.   Real-time particle count data will be obtained in all of the pilot study classrooms, and in at least 50% of the classrooms studied in the main field study.   

i.   Temperature, humidity.  Technicians will also record information on lighting type and condition, and window/daylighting information. Measurements of other environmental factors are optional.


j.
Other measurements proposed by the contractor. 

k. Outdoor measurements of all pollutants and conditions measured indoors shall be made as appropriate for comparison, to facilitate source apportionment, and to improve our understanding of children's exposures in and around portable classrooms.  

The contractor will submit a pilot study report within five weeks of completion of the pilot field study.  

Proposers should present a preliminary pilot study plan, discuss all methods proposed (including expected accuracy, precision, and limits of detection for the proposed methods; quality assurance; etc.), and discuss their experience measuring environmental factors and air pollutants inside schools and other buildings.   

3.  Conduct the main field study, Phase IIB.  The main study shall include a justifiably representative sample of portable classrooms, selected by stratified random sampling, or a similar method, based on data collected in the mail survey and related information.  To contain costs, a clustered sampling approach may be used, as long as sufficient representativeness is retained.   Seasonality and geographic factors should be considered in developing the proposed sampling scheme and schedule.  The sample of portable classrooms shall include 10 percent known or suspected problem classrooms (to assure that some classrooms with potential problems are included in the study).  The suspected problem classrooms should be selected based on data from the mailed survey or other specified criteria; however, a few may be classrooms brought to the State's or the contractor's attention through other programs or activities.  Additionally, about 25 percent of the total sample of classrooms studied will be traditional classrooms, to facilitate some level of comparison of portables to traditional classrooms.  The main field study will be similar to the pilot, with changes as agreed upon after the pilot results are considered. 


Proposers should indicate the number of portable and traditional classrooms proposed to be studied, and discuss the expected degree of representativeness of those classrooms, relative to California portable and traditional classrooms statewide.  The State anticipates that at least 200 classrooms will be studied in the main study, with multiple classrooms studied at some or all schools selected for the field study.  Proposers should include a preliminary QA/QC plan and a preliminary statistical analysis plan.  

4.  Prepare and submit a Final Report.  The contractor shall prepare a clearly written, draft final report in a well-organized format, as described later in this RFP, including all measurements and data collected, and results of all analyses.  The Executive Summary and major findings must be readable by non-scientists; use of a technical editor is strongly recommended.  This report will serve as part of the basis for the State's assessment of whether portable classrooms pose a potential health risk to students or teachers, and State recommendations to address any problems identified. 

5.  In conjunction with ARB and DHS staff, coordinate with schools, school districts, DOE, parent-teacher groups, and others as needed throughout the study to facilitate the success of the project.  Proposers should discuss their experience working with schools or other public groups in previous research efforts, and include two, regional school outreach meetings in the proposed budget.  

TASKS

Task 1:  Initial Meeting, Finalize Survey Plan.
The contractor shall meet with the ARB contract manager and DHS staff to review the status of the project; finalize the survey questionnaires, sampling plan, schedule, and the survey analysis plan; and discuss the field study component. 

Task 2:  Conduct mailed survey (Phase I).
In consultation with ARB and DHS, contractor shall contact schools, print the questionnaires, mail the questionnaires and survey samplers/materials, provide follow-up to increase the response rate, receive completed surveys and sample results, and prepare the database format. 

Task 3:  Analyze survey results and prepare draft survey report.

The contractor shall assemble all results into a database, conduct statistical analyses of all data, and prepare a draft final report of all data obtained in the survey.  Submit 20 copies and one electronic copy of the draft survey report to ARB for review by  ARB, DHS, and other state agencies. 

Task 4:   Meet with agencies to review draft survey report.

The contractor shall meet with ARB, DHS, and other state agency representatives to review results of the draft survey report, discuss needed additions or changes to the report, and review and finalize the main field study pilot plan.

Task 5:  Submit Final Survey Report, final pilot study plan, and revised draft main study plan.

The contractor shall submit 30 copies and one electronic copy of a revised survey report that incorporates and fully addresses the comments of ARB and DHS, as a Final Survey Report.  The contractor shall submit 20 copies and one electronic copy of a final study plan for the pilot portion of the field study, and prepare and submit 20 copies and one electronic copy of a revised draft main field study plan, including a revised statistical analysis plan.  The contractor shall also contact schools and associated organizations in preparation for the pilot study, in consultation with ARB and DHS.   

Task 6:  Conduct pilot field study (Phase IIA).
The contractor shall conduct a pilot study in several portable classrooms and one or two traditional classrooms, as agreed in the pilot study plan, to test field measurement methods, finalize protocols and procedures, and assure the feasibility of the main study plan.  This is expected to be an intensive, 1-2 week field effort.  

Task 7:  Analyze pilot study results and submit pilot study report.

The contractor shall analyze the samples and data from the pilot study, and prepare and submit 20 copies and one electronic copy of a draft report that includes all data obtained in the pilot study, plus the contractor’s recommendations for any modifications to the main field study protocols and design, based on the pilot study experience.  The pilot study report should be submitted within five weeks of completion of the pilot fieldwork.

Task 8:  Meet with agencies to review pilot study results, finalize main study plan, and submit final main study plan. 

The contractor shall meet with ARB, DHS, and other State agency representatives to review the pilot study results and discuss any changes needed to the main study plan. Twenty copies and one electronic copy each of a final pilot study report and a final main study plan incorporating agreed upon changes shall be submitted within three weeks after the meeting.

Task 9:  Conduct the main study (Phase IIB).

With the consultation and oversight of ARB and DHS staff, the contractor shall conduct the main field study, following the agreed upon study plan.  The contractor shall be responsible for the collection and analysis of all data, including questionnaire and technician data, with the exception of the analysis of vacuum dust samples, which shall be collected and extracted by the contractor but analyzed by DHS for arthropod and animal allergens, and by others for other contaminants as described in the Scope of Work above.  ARB and DHS will provide analysis of limited quality control samples, as discussed above.  

Task 10:  Analyze all main study data, prepare draft final report, submit for agency review.  

The contractor shall analyze all samples collected, enter data into a database in an agreed upon format, conduct statistical analysis of the data as agreed in the statistical analysis section of the main study plan, and prepare a draft final report as specified below in the "Contract Deliverables" section.  The draft final report shall include all study results, discussion of all methods used and all work conducted under the contract. 

Task 11:  Meet with agency staff and stakeholders to review main study results.

The contractor shall meet with ARB and DHS staff and others to review and discuss the main study results and the draft final report.  The contractor shall present two seminars on the results, one in Sacramento and one in Berkeley, and shall also assist with presenting results from the study at a stakeholders' meeting in Sacramento.  The draft final report shall be revised as requested by the ARB contract manager (who will include comments from other state agency representatives and other groups as appropriate), and as required by ARB's Research Screening Committee. 

Task 12:  Final Report and Deliverables
The contractor shall deliver a revised final report and all data compilations within 45 days of receipt of ARB's comments, as specified below.

IV.  Other Proposal Requirements
To be considered for the contract, all proposals responding to this RFP must fulfill the requirements in the Proposal Submittal Requirements (Appendix II).  Proposals will be rated according to the criteria shown in Table 1 (below), as discussed in the pages following Table 1.

V. Meetings
1.
Initial Meeting.
Before work on the contract begins, the principal investigator and key personnel will meet with the ARB contract manager, other ARB staff, and DHS staff in Sacramento, California, to discuss the overall plan, details of performing the tasks, the project schedule, items related to personnel or changes in personnel, the survey plan, and any issues that should be resolved before work can begin.

2.
Progress review  meetings.
The contractor and appropriate members of his or her staff shall meet with the ARB contract manager and DHS staff for 2 additional meetings in Sacramento, California, as indicated in Tasks 4 and 8.  In other months, the contractor shall participate in monthly progress discussions via conference call with ARB and DHS staff; these will be arranged by ARB.  

3. Technical Seminars.

The contractor shall present the results of the project to State agency staff at two seminars, one in Sacramento and the other in Berkeley, and shall assist in presenting the results of the study at a stakeholders' meeting in Sacramento. 

4.
Other Meetings.


The contractor shall participate in two, regional school outreach meetings.  For bidding purposes, proposers should assume that one meeting will be held in Los Angeles, and the other in Sacramento. 

VI.  Contract Deliverables
1.
Invoices.

The contractor shall submit an original and one copy of monthly invoices.  The invoice shall itemize all expenses incurred during the payment period completed.  Each item in the invoice shall correspond to one of the numbered items in the Budget Summary (page 2 of the Budget Submittal Form, Attachment 5).  Direct labor charges and subcontractor and consultant charges should be subdivided into number of hours spent by each staff classification (e.g., Senior Scientist, Research Assistant) for the invoice period.  The contractor's fee should be billed as a percent of the invoice total.  Invoices should be submitted to:

Ms. Emma Plasencia

Air Resources Board

Research Division

P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812


The contractor will not be paid for the payment period completed unless the invoice and a progress report satisfying the requirements in item 2 below have been submitted to the Contracts Administrator and are deemed by ARB staff to reflect reasonable work done in accordance with the contract.

2.
 Progress Reports.


The contractor shall provide progress reports on a monthly basis.  With respect to the payment period completed, the contractor shall forward to the Contracts Administrator, Emma Plasencia (eplasenc@arb.ca.gov), an electronic copy of the progress report along with each invoice.  The progress report shall also be forwarded to the ARB contract manager at the same time.  The progress report should be produced in Microsoft Word( (preferred), WordPerfect® or in PDF format.  

Each progress report shall include:


(a)
A brief narrative account of project tasks completed or partially completed since the last progress report.  The task names must match those in Section III of this RFP, "Scope of Work".


(b)
A brief discussion of problems encountered during the reporting period and how they were or are proposed to be resolved.

(c) A brief discussion of work planned, by project task, before the next progress report.

(d) A graph showing allocation of the budget and amount used to date for each task (see Example D).

(e) A graph showing percent completion for each task (see Example E).

If the project is behind schedule, the progress report must contain an explanation of the reasons and discuss how the contractor plans to resume the schedule.  In months when other reports required under various tasks are submitted, those may substitute for the monthly progress reports.  These include the draft survey report, the final survey report, the pilot study report, and the draft final and final reports.

3.
Draft Final Report.

Within 15 months of the start of the contract, the contractor shall deliver to the ARB, 30 bound copies of a draft final report and one electronic copy on a 3.5" diskette(s) or CD (produced with Microsoft Word® [preferred] or WordPerfect®) for review by ARB staff, DHS staff, and the ARB's Research Screening Committee.  The printed reports may be stapled or spiral bound, depending on size.  The draft final report shall conform to the Research Contract Final Report Format, Appendix VII.
Within 30 days of receipt of ARB's comments on the draft final report, the contractor shall deliver to the contract manager five copies of the final report incorporating alterations and additions requested by the ARB.

4.
Final Report.

Upon approval of the amended final report by the contract manager, the contractor shall deliver to the ARB within two weeks, two camera-ready unbound originals and 10 spiral-bound copies of the final report incorporating all final alterations and additions.  Do not add a company cover to the bound copies; the title page should be the first visible page.  The final report shall conform to the Research Contract Final Report Format, Appendix VII.
At the same time that the contractor delivers the approved final report to ARB, s/he will also deliver two electronic copies of the final report on a 3.5" diskette(s) or CD, one produced with Microsoft Word® (preferred) or WordPerfect® and one in PDF format.

5.
Data Compilations.


Together with the final report, the contractor shall deliver a set of all data compilations as specified by the contract manager.  These are expected to be requested in SAS, Excel, ASCII, or similar format. 

VII.  Funding
Funding of up to $ 675,000 for a cost-reimbursable contract has been allocated for this project.  A cost-reimbursable contract is one in which the contractor's costs are reimbursed by ARB at specified intervals, upon completion of the work required for that period.  The interval for this contract is monthly.

Only those costs actually incurred by the contractor and appearing on the invoice for the billed period will be reimbursed.  No reimbursement will be made for invoices that, in the judgment of ARB staff, do not comply with the requirements of the contract.  Under no circumstances will ARB reimburse the contractor for costs exceeding the contract award.

VIII.  Time Allowed
Allow at least 150 calendar days for the entire evaluation process of your proposal by ARB and the California Department of General Services.
A period of up to 15 months will be allowed for completion of all work on the project and submittal of the draft final report.  An additional three months will be allowed for ARB and DHS staff review of the draft final report, Research Screening Committee review, incorporation of any necessary revisions by the contractor, and submittal of the final report.

IX.  Confidential Information
All proposals received by the State are public records and will be available for review by the public at the ARB Research Division office.  Proposals containing information the bidder requires to be kept confidential will be rejected as non-responsive.

X.  Contract Provisions
The successful bidder, upon accepting the award, will be required to enter into and sign a contract that incorporates certain contract provisions.  These include the State Standard Agreement (Appendix V), the ARB's Standard Agreement Provisions (Appendix VI), the Research Contract Final Report Format (Appendix VII), and other contract provisions (Appendices VIII through XII).  Contract provisions are not negotiable.  If your proposal represents a counter-offer changing the terms of the RFP or the contract provisions, it will be rejected as non-responsive.

XI.  Attachments, Examples, and Appendices to this RFP

This RFP is accompanied by the following documents:

Attachments 1-6.  All of these must be completed and returned to ARB with the proposal.  Attachments 1-4 must be submitted in the Administrative Documents packet.  Attachments 3 and 4 are required only if you are claiming the target area and/or enterprise zone preference, respectively.  Attachment 5 must be submitted in the Cost Proposal packet.  Attachment 6 must be submitted in the Technical Proposal packet.

Examples A-E.  These are samples to follow when composing documents required in the proposal (Examples A-D) or in fulfillment of the contract (Example E).

Appendices I-XII.  These are for your information.  They are not to be returned with the proposal.  Appendices I through IV are designed to help you prepare and submit your proposal.  Appendices V through XI will be incorporated into the contract.  Appendix XII is a Glossary of terms used in this RFP.

It is the bidder's responsibility to see that his or her copy of the RFP has all the Attachments, Examples, and Appendices.  Please check your copy.  If any are missing, call Emma Plasencia, (916) 323-1524.
Table 1

RATING CRITERIA

for

Environmental Health Conditions in Portable Classrooms 


RATING CRITERION


MAXIMUM POINTS POSSIBLE 


1.
Technical approach and work plan, including
15*


understanding of the problem

2. Knowledge of and previous related experience  
20**


measuring pollutants in indoor environments,


and in assessing HVAC and indoor environmental 


conditions, especially in schools.

3.
Availability of facilities and equipment
10

4.
Level and quality of effort to be provided,
15*


and project management plan

5.
QA/QC plan and statistical analysis plan
10

6.
Cost
30


TOTAL SCORE
100


A proposal must have a total score of at least 85 points to be qualified for consideration for this contract.

*Proposals receiving less than 12 points for this criterion will not qualify for further consideration.

**Proposals receiving less than 16 points for this criterion will not qualify for further consideration.

The following criteria will be used by reviewers evaluating proposals submitted in response to this RFP.  The review panel will include ARB and DHS staff, and may include others as well.

After studying the RFP, each panel member will review each proposal and assign points for each criterion discussed below.  The reviewers will then meet either in person or by teleconference to discuss in detail the strengths, weaknesses, and ratings of each proposal.  After this discussion, reviewers may revise their criteria scores.  After revision of criteria scores, the reviewers' scores will be averaged for each criterion for each proposal (reviewers’ scores will be given equal weighting).  All of a proposal’s averaged criteria scores will be added to give that proposal's total score.

1.
Technical approach and work plan, including understanding of the problem (15 points).  This criterion has a minimum qualifying score of 12 points; that is, proposals rated below 12 points for this criterion will be considered non-responsive and will be eliminated from further consideration.  The purpose of this criterion is to provide bidders the opportunity to demonstrate their understanding of the purpose of the RFP, and to lay the groundwork for the actual work to be performed for this project.  This portion of the bidder's proposal should spell out, in adequate detail, exactly what the bidder proposes to do to satisfy the requirements of the RFP.  As part of the criterion, bidders should demonstrate their understanding of the questions, or needs, that ARB and DHS are  seeking to have addressed.  The technical approach and workplan are considered the heart of the proposal and will receive a high level of scrutiny.  This part of the proposal will be compared against the RFP to ensure that all specified tasks and deliverables are responsive.  

2.
Knowledge and previous related experience in measuring pollutants in indoor environments, and in assessing HVAC and indoor environmental conditions, especially in schools (20 points).  This criterion has a minimum qualifying score of 16 points; that is, proposals rated below 16 points for this criterion will be considered nonresponsive and will be eliminated from further consideration.  For this criterion, reviewers will rate the bidder's experience and breadth of knowledge in all areas relevant to this project, including experience measuring pollutants indoors, assessing indoor environmental conditions, and assessing HVAC function and problems, especially in schools.  Reviewers will also consider laboratory expertise in the methods proposed, knowledge and experience with survey research, and statistical expertise.  The bidder should indicate how skills developed in previous related work will be applied.  

3.
Availability of facilities and equipment (10 points).   For this criterion, reviewers will evaluate, based on availability of facilities and equipment, the bidder's ability to initiate and complete the work of the project expeditiously.  Documentation of availability of facilities and equipment to be used in the project must be included in the proposal.  

4.
Level and quality of effort to be provided, including project management plan (15 points).  This criterion has a minimum qualifying score of 12 points; that is, proposals rated below 12 points for this criterion will be considered nonresponsive and will be eliminated from further consideration.   For this criterion, reviewers will evaluate and compare the specifics of each bidder's proposal relative to those of competitors' proposals.  Reviewers will consider the background, experience, and expertise of the proposers, the availability of key personnel, and the number of hours devoted to each task (individual efforts as well as task totals).  Reviewers will also consider the total number of measurements proposed, and the total number of classrooms to be sampled.  Does the proposal allocate a sufficient number of person-hours at the appropriate levels of expertise to accomplish the objectives of the study?  To ensure effective technical contributions and leadership from the principal investigator(s), their combined labor hours should be no less than 15 percent of the total proposed personnel hours.

The project management plan will be evaluated based on the provisions for project management and oversight, the feasibility of the project schedule, the planned allocation of resources, proposed methods for measuring project progress against the plan, and proposed methods for detecting and correcting deviations from the planned schedule.  It is important that this project be completed in the proposed time frame.  Reviewers will consider how the proponent will assemble and manage resources (e.g. personnel, subcontractors, equipment) and how coordination will be achieved.  Reviewers will base their ratings on answers to at least these questions: Does the proposal allocate time and resources in such a way that the objectives of the study will be met?  Is supervision and oversight adequate for ensuring that the project will remain on schedule?  Is the distribution of workload appropriate for activities such as data reduction, computer simulation, analysis, report preparation, meetings, and travel? 

6. QA/QC plan and statistical analysis plan (10 points).  The quality assurance/quality control (QA/QC) plan in the proposal will be evaluated on its ability to provide quality data and statistically sound results.  Reviewers will consider, among other aspects of quality assurance and quality control, whether the proposal demonstrates the bidder's expertise in assuring the quality of measurement and survey data, through specification of sufficient measures such as duplicates, blanks, data review, assignment of a QA officer, etc.  The statistical analysis plan will be evaluated on its consideration of the data (and sample sizes) needed to accomplish the goals of the study within the specified budget, a clear statement of objectives or hypotheses, and specification of the analytical procedures to be used. 

7.
Cost  (30 points).  This criterion allows staff to evaluate and compare the budgets of each proposal relative to those of its competitors.  If a small business has a technically qualified proposal, its bid will be given a 5 percent preference as stated in Attachment 2.  The technically qualified proposal that has the lowest cost will be given a maximum score of 30 for this criterion.  All other technically qualified proposals will be scored in proportion to the lowest-cost proposal, as shown in the example below.  The example shows how staff would prorate the score for four bidders with costs of  $ 674,000, $664,400, $655,800, and $651,000.

Example of Score Proration

for Cost Criterion

Maximum points possible: 30



Bidder A (lowest cost proposal):  ($651,000/651,000) x 30 = 30 points



Bidder B:  ($651,000/655,800) x 30 =  29.8 points



Bidder C:  ($651,000/664,400) x 30 =  29.4 points



Bidder D:  ($651,000/674,000) x 30 =  29.0 points
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