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USTIF understands and appreciates the effort necessary to prepare a well-conceived response to a 
bid solicitation. As a courtesy, the following summary information is being provided to the bidders. 
 
Number of firms attending pre-bid meeting:   8 
Number of bids received:     4 
List of firms submitting bids:     Alpha Geoscience 

LaBella Associates 
       MEA 

P. Joseph Lehman 
 
This was a Bid to Result project and technical approach was the most heavily weighted evaluation 
criteria.  The range in cost between the bids was $379,709.38 to $629,429.25. Based on the numerical 
scoring, one (1) bid was determined to meet the “Reasonable and Necessary” criteria established by 
the Regulations and was deemed acceptable by the evaluation committee for USTIF funding. The 
claimant has the option to select any of the consulting firms who properly submitted a bid to 
complete the scope of work defined in the RFB; however, PAUSTIF will only provide funding up 
to the fixed-price cost of the highest bid deemed acceptable by the bid evaluation committee. In this 
case the claimant selected the bidder recommended by the evaluation committee. 

 
The bidder selected by the claimant was MEA, Inc. - $379,709.38 
 
The attached sheet lists some general comments regarding the evaluation of the bids that were 
received for this solicitation. These comments are intended to provide information regarding the bids 
that were received for this solicitation and to assist you in preparing bids for future solicitations. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



GENERAL COMMENTS REGARDING EVALUATED BIDS 
 
 

 
• Bid responses should include enough “original” language and thought that the knowledge and approach 

of the firm can be evaluated. The reason is that the bidders are not prequalified and the evaluation 
committee must evaluate the technical aspects of the bid and bidder. Specifically, bidders should not just 
copy and paste the language in the RFB and provide a cost or not just that the task will be completed for 
certain cost. An explanation should be provided as to how the task will be completed and all pertinent 
detail should be included.  

 
• Consultants were directed in the RFB to specify objective criteria as part of their pilot testing discussion 

that could be evaluated to determine whether the remedial action proposed is a feasible strategy. Bid 
responses were to include specific and appropriate upper and lower limits of the selected criteria that could 
be independently measured or verified. The critical criteria identified in each bid and their associated 
acceptable range of testing results is evaluated by the bid evaluation committee as part of the technical 
review. If the requested criteria is not provided, is unrealistic, and/or unreasonably narrow, then it reduces 
the favorability of the bid as viewed by the bid evaluation committee. 

 
• With this being a Bid-to-Result RFB, the remediation system activities had a performance-based 

component to it and certain requirements (such as up-time and additional quarters). All was specifically 
discussed in the RFB. Bids should acknowledge the warranty requirements and components as well as not 
include language or assumptions that may be construed as contradicting that requirement.  

 
• Bid responses should follow the directions and bid one of the technologies specified in the RFB. 

Consultants are welcome to propose or suggest a different technology or a modification to the technology; 
however as indicated during the bidding process, the consultant should provide that information and costs 
in a separate proposal.  

 
• Bid responses and costs should include all requested activities required to complete the Scope of Work 

included in the RFB. Specifically, if the RFB instructions direct that bid responses should include the costs 
to complete communications, updates, and meetings; then the consultant should include those costs in 
their fixed price bid. Consultants should not put assumptions in their bid that indicate that they will  bill 
certain management tasks separately when the RFB indicates they should be included.  

 
• Bids need to clearly and unambiguously accept the Remediation Agreement provided in the RFB as well 

as include any requested changes to the aforementioned contract. As noted, the Remediation Agreement 
provided in the RFB will be the base for the contract to be signed for this project, not a consultant’s internal 
proposal or contract. This includes any consultant’s internal proposal or contract with terms and conditions 
contrasting that of the Remediation Agreement.  

 
• Bid responses should provide a detailed schedule that acknowledges any timeline requirements included 

in the RFB and meets any specified PADEP deadlines such as a SCR or RAP deadline.  
 

• Please note that tasks and costs related to pilot testing and reporting must be captured under the Pilot 
Testing and Reporting Milestone, and not included in the Supplemental Site Characterization Activities 
and Reporting.  If pilot testing tasks and costs are included in this Site Characterization Milestone, the 
bidder’s technical score may be negatively impacted. 

 
 
 



• Please bid the scope of work as provided in the RFB unless otherwise directed. Consultants are welcome 
to propose or suggest a change in the SOW; however the consultant should bid the SOW as presented in 
the RFB and provide any suggested modification to the SOW and provide the cost difference (+ or -) 
separately in the proposal. 

 
• The RFB requested a total fixed-price bid to complete a specific scope of work. Bids should not include 

an assumption or a reference to a level of effort and/or hours. Costs provided in your bid should be 
developed using your professional opinion, experience, and the data provided.  

 
• Provide a clear description of how the proposed work scope will be completed. The bid package should 

specifically discuss all tasks and subtasks that will be included under the fixed price contract, what specific 
activities are included in each task, and how the tasks will specifically be completed (i.e. explain your 
groundwater sampling method, which guidance documents will be prepared, how waste will be disposed, 
what will be completed as part of the SRS, etc.).  

 
• Please include all requested information (insurance, qualification questions, cost spreadsheet, schedule, 

labor rates, etc.) in the bid submittal.  
 

• Bids should include costs to dispose of all anticipated volumes of waste related to the tasks included in 
the SOW. The volume of waste should be estimated using your professional opinion, experience, and 
available information. If your bid proposes to dispose of waste under a permit, then your bid needs to 
address the potential situation of a permit not being approved. Bids need to specifically indicate that your 
bid costs include the costs to dispose of the waste even if a permit is not approved. As indicated in the bid, 
there should be no assumptions on waste and assuming that a permit will be approved is still making an 
assumption on waste. Bids should also clearly detail how all waste will be handled. 

 
• Bids should appropriately discuss and provide costs for the cost adders included in the RFB.  

 
• Bidders should follow the specific instructions provided in the RFB and include the correct number of 

events based on their proposed schedule. Specifically, if the RFB requests costs to complete events every 
two weeks from the time of contract execution through the completion of a specific report based on the 
schedule provided from the bidder, then the expectation is that the bidder will include enough events on 
their schedule and in their costs.  

	


