
 

 

 
June 12, 2026 

RFP No. PWA 2026 - 001 - ADDENDUM NO. 1 
PAVEMENT MANAGEMENT PLAN UPDATE,  

ADA AND SIDEWALK CONDITION ASSESSMENT, AND  
POLICY DEVELOPMENT AND SUPPORT SERVICES. 

 
To All Prospective Proposers: 
 
Please note the following requirements as part of the bid proposal for the subject project: 
 

1. The Proposal Due Date: The Proposal Submission deadline is hereby extended. 
The City must receive the Proposal on or before 4:00PM, June 26, 2026. 
 

2. The Revised Schedule of Events in Section II.A is hereby revised as follows: 
 

3. Attachment A: Responses to questions received from prospective proposers are 
attached hereto as Attachment A and are hereby incorporated into the RFP.  

 
4. Task 11 is hereby clarified as set forth in Attachment A, Response 7. 

 
Except as expressly modified by this Addendum No. 1, all other terms, conditions, and 
requirements of the RFP shall remain unchanged. 
 
This addendum MUST be signed by the proposer and submitted along with each SOQ. No 
SOQ will be accepted without the signed addendum. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
Sarkis Oganesyan, P.E. 
Assistant Director of Public Works/City Engineer 
 
Acknowledgement: 
Proposer:      By:  
 
Title:        Date: 
  

EVENT RESPONSIBILITY DATE 
RFP Distribution City 5/11/2026 

Last Day to Submit Request for 
Clarification Proposer 5/29/2026 

Response to Received Request for 
Clarification City 6/12/2026 

RFP Proposals Due Proposer 6/26/2026, 4 p.m. 
Last Day to Submit Letter of 

Objection Proposer 7/7/2026, 4 p.m. 

for
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Note: Repeated and substantially similar questions have been consolidated for 
clarity. The responses below supersede and respond to all related questions 
received on the same topic. 
 
Question 1: 
For Section IV.B, Mandatory Qualifications, may the experience of all teaming partners, 
the full proposed team, or subconsultants be considered? For Tasks 10 and 11, will 
comparable technology-forward deployments outside California be accepted if the 
technology, scope, and deliverables are similar? 
 
Response 1: 
For purposes of Section IV.B, the Proposer remains responsible for satisfying the 
mandatory qualification requirements. Relevant experience of proposed subconsultants, 
teaming partners, and key personnel may also be presented and will be considered as 
part of the overall evaluation where applicable. Comparable deployments outside 
California may be submitted as supplemental experience; however, proposers should 
note the RFP’s stated preference for experience in a California public agency context, 
particularly where California-specific code, public right-of-way practice, and 
implementation considerations are relevant. 
 
Question 2: 
Will the City consider alternative approaches that meet or exceed the RFP objectives, 
even if the proposed approach differs from the example technologies or platforms listed 
in the RFP? Will differences in methodology, QA/QC rigor, validation procedures, and 
traceability documentation be considered as part of the evaluation? 
 
Response 2: 
Yes. The City will consider alternative approaches that meet or exceed the RFP 
objectives, provided the proposed approach is clearly described and fully addresses the 
scope, deliverables, defensibility, QA/QC, traceability, and implementation requirements 
in the RFP. Differences in methodology, QA/QC rigor, validation procedures, and 
traceability documentation may be considered as part of the evaluation in accordance 
with the published criteria. 
 
Question 3: 
For Task 10, please clarify the City’s expected definition of “sidewalk condition index.” 
Does the City have a preferred rating scale, defect classification system, or scoring 
methodology? 
 
Response 3: 
The City has not prescribed a single proprietary sidewalk condition index, defect 
classification, or scoring methodology. Proposers shall describe a clear, defensible, 
repeatable methodology that produces condition ratings, recommended repair types, and 
quantities suitable for programming and prioritization. 
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Question 4: 
For Task 10, please clarify whether the sidewalk assessment is limited to sidewalks 
within the public right-of-way, or whether it should also include related pedestrian 
facilities and appurtenant areas such as driveway aprons, curb ramp landings, bus stop 
landing areas, pedestrian easements, curb-adjacent tree wells, and other public 
pedestrian access routes. Does the City have interest in the extraction or inventory of 
additional right-of-way assets that may be identifiable from the same collection effort? 
 
Response 4: 
For Task 10, proposers shall address sidewalks and related pedestrian access route 
elements within the public right-of-way as supported by the provided reference data and 
the proposer’s assessment methodology. Curb ramps and intersection ADA compliance 
elements are addressed under Task 11 as clarified by this addendum. The extraction or 
inventory of additional right-of-way assets is not required by the RFP; however, 
proposers may describe such capabilities or value-added information in their proposals. 
 
Question 5: 
For Task 10, does the City have estimated sidewalk quantities, centerline mileage, or 
square footage to be used for pricing? What level of photo documentation is expected? 
Does the provided Sidewalk Assets GIS Dataset represent complete citywide sidewalk 
geometry, or is the consultant expected to supplement and correct it? 
 
Response 5: 
Proposers shall base their quantity assumptions and pricing on the reference datasets 
provided with the RFP. The City is not issuing separate verified quantity totals by 
addendum. The existing reference datasets are provided for proposal development and 
scope planning; proposers shall not assume they are complete or final without validation. 
The selected consultant shall validate, supplement, and correct relevant data as needed 
to satisfy the scope. Proposers shall also include photo documentation sufficient to 
support defensibility, QA/QC, future reference, and condition-based programming, and 
shall clearly describe their proposed imagery approach in the technical proposal. 
 
Question 6: 
For the required ten-year trip-and-fall and public right-of-way accessibility claims review, 
will the City provide claims data in GIS-ready or tabular format? Will claim locations, 
dates, claim types, payment/denial status, and claim descriptions be provided? Should 
proposers assume legal review, attorney-client privileged materials, or confidential claim 
file review is excluded? Will additional geolocation or claims data processing be 
required? 
 
Response 6: 
The City anticipates providing available non-privileged claims information relevant to the 
required ten-year trip-and-fall and public right-of-way accessibility claims review, subject 
to legal, confidentiality, and privilege limitations in tabular format. Attorney-client 
privileged materials, legal analysis, and confidential claim file review are excluded from 
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consultant scope. Proposers should assume that some normalization, data cleanup, 
and/or location-referencing effort may still be required. 
 
Question 7: 
For Task 11, please clarify the intended scope and depth of the ADA curb ramp and 
intersection assessment. Is the task limited to curb ramps only, or should related path-of-
travel deficiencies and intersection accessibility elements be included? Are proposers 
expected to capture ADA compliance information for signalized intersections, including 
crosswalks, pushbuttons, refuge islands, and related elements? Does the City expect a 
full dimensional compliance assessment of every location or only a screening-level 
evaluation with targeted field verification? 
 
Response 7: 
Task 11 shall be interpreted to require a full dimensional ADA compliance assessment 
within the public right-of-way at applicable ramp and intersection locations, not merely a 
screening-level inventory. In addition to curb ramps, the assessment shall include 
associated intersection accessibility elements necessary for ADA evaluation, including 
but not limited to landings, running slope, cross slope, flare slope, detectable warning 
surfaces, crosswalk connections, pushbutton/APS accessibility, refuge islands, and 
related pedestrian access route elements at signalized intersections. Proposers shall 
incorporate this clarified scope into their technical approach, pilot, schedule, and pricing. 
 
Question 8: 
For Task 11, please provide the estimated total number of ADA curb ramps or 
intersection features to be assessed. Does the City have an existing citywide curb ramp 
inventory, ADA Transition Plan, Self-Evaluation, or related ADA planning documents that 
will be made available? 
 
Response 8: 
Proposers shall base quantity assumptions and pricing on the reference datasets and 
materials provided with the RFP. The City is not issuing separate verified quantity totals 
by addendum. To the extent reference information is included with the RFP materials, 
proposers may rely on those materials for proposal development; however, proposers 
shall not assume that existing data or planning materials are complete, current, or fully 
suitable for direct implementation without validation. 
 
Question 9: 
For Task 12, should the combined sidewalk and ADA programming be priced only if both 
Tasks 10 and 11 are authorized, or should the consultant assume this task may proceed 
independently using existing City data? 
 
Response 9: 
Proposers are required to submit technical responses and pricing for all tasks identified 
in the RFP. For proposal purposes, Task 12 shall be priced based on the outputs of 
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Tasks 10 and 11 as described in the scope. The City reserves the right to authorize, 
sequence, or amend tasks in accordance with the RFP. 
 
Question 10: 
For Task 13, must the sidewalk asset inventory dashboard and work order system be 
built within the City’s existing GIS or Cityworks environment, or is a separate hosted 
platform acceptable? Must the work order module integrate with the City’s existing work 
order or asset management system, or is a standalone lightweight system acceptable? 
 
Response 10: 
A separate hosted platform is acceptable, provided it is compatible with the City’s 
existing GIS and technology environment, remains linked to the GIS asset inventory, 
includes the required dashboard and work-order functionality, and is maintainable by City 
staff. Proposers shall not assume required integration with an existing City work order or 
asset management platform unless expressly proposed by the proposer and clearly 
described in the proposal. A standalone lightweight work order system is acceptable. 
 
Question 11: 
For Task 13, should proposers include all hosting, licensing, subscription, maintenance, 
and support costs in the proposal, and if so, for how long? How many City users should 
be assumed for dashboard and work order access? 
 
Response 11: 
For proposal purposes, proposers shall assume up to five (5) City users for Task 13. 
Proposers shall include all costs necessary to deliver and operate the proposed solution 
during the contract term and shall clearly identify any ongoing hosting, licensing, 
subscription, maintenance, support, or other recurring costs. 
 
Question 12: 
For the public-facing PCI web map and internal dashboards, should proposers assume 
the City will provide ArcGIS Online, ArcGIS Enterprise, or other software access, or 
should the consultant include hosting and user access costs? Are there specific 
cybersecurity, data hosting, or City IT review requirements that should be included in the 
schedule and cost? Does the City envision these tools as long-term operational 
platforms? 
 
Response 12: 
Proposers shall clearly state all assumptions regarding any City-provided software, 
licenses, hosting environments, or user access. Unless specifically identified by the 
proposer as an assumption, proposers shall include the costs necessary to implement 
their proposed solution. Hosted solutions shall comply with the RFP requirements 
regarding cybersecurity and data hosting. The City intends for the resulting datasets, 
dashboards, and tools to support ongoing program administration and future use by City 
staff after project completion. 
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Question 13: 
Please clarify whether the City expects one combined project schedule for all Tasks 1 
through 17, or separate schedules for the base scope and each additional task. 
 
Response 13: 
Proposers shall submit one integrated project schedule covering the full scope of Tasks 
1 through 17, with clear task-level breakdown, sequencing, dependencies, and milestone 
dates. Supplemental task-specific detail may also be included if helpful. 
 
Question 14: 
For Tasks 8, 9, and 13, how important is it to the City that pavement, sidewalk, and ADA 
datasets be maintained within a common geospatial environment that supports future 
integrated capital planning and project bundling? Will the City place value on solutions 
that provide a unified platform experience, minimize duplication across systems, reduce 
long-term software dependency, and support future infrastructure datasets and capital 
planning initiatives beyond the scope of this project? 
 
Response 14: 
Yes. Consistent with the published evaluation criteria, the City places value on solutions 
that are practical, maintainable, minimize unnecessary duplication, reduce long-term 
software dependency, and support ongoing program administration and future integrated 
planning. Proposers may describe how their approach supports a common geospatial 
environment, unified workflows, long-term data continuity, and future expandability; 
however, proposals will be evaluated based on the published criteria and required scope. 
 
Question 15: 
Please provide the current MicroPAVER version in use, approximate database age, 
whether the City expects migration of historic inspection records and treatment histories, 
whether the City maintains a historical database of pavement cuts and PCI by location, 
and whether the City can provide additional information regarding GIS architecture, 
ArcGIS Enterprise deployment, ArcGIS Online usage, Cityworks version, and preferred 
hosting environment. 
 
Response 15: 
The City’s existing reference materials and datasets provided with the RFP constitute the 
reference information available for proposal purposes. Proposers shall rely on those 
materials and their own professional judgment in developing scope assumptions, 
validation needs, and implementation approach. The selected consultant shall assume 
that reconciliation and validation of available historic and existing data, including 
pavement management records, treatment histories, and any available related records 
needed to satisfy the scope, are part of the work. 
 
Question 16: 
Will the Best Value evaluation consider the extent to which proposed solutions enable 
City staff to independently maintain, update, and expand the resulting system after 
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project completion? Will the City consider long-term usability, preservation of data 
continuity across future assessments and CIP updates, comprehensiveness of scope 
coverage, and whether exclusions or assumptions may lead to change orders? Could a 
lower-priced proposal with significant exclusions score lower than a more complete and 
implementable proposal? 
 
Response 16: 
Yes. Proposals will be evaluated in accordance with the published RFP criteria. As part 
of that evaluation, the City may consider the soundness and completeness of the 
technical approach, QA/QC rigor, validation procedures, traceability, maintainability by 
City staff, long-term usability of deliverables, clarity of assumptions, completeness of 
scope coverage, and overall best value. A lower-priced proposal with material 
exclusions, unclear assumptions, or incomplete scope coverage may be scored lower 
than a proposal offering a more complete and implementable solution. 
 
Question 17: 
Will the City extend the proposal deadline, including in light of the June 19 holiday? 
 
Response 17: 
Yes. The Proposal submission deadline is extended to 4:00 p.m. on June 26, 2026. 
 
Question 18: 
What is the anticipated budget for this effort? 
 
Response 18: 
The City is not disclosing an anticipated budget for this procurement. Proposers shall 
submit pricing based on their understanding of the RFP scope and requirements. 
 
Question 19: 
Does the City have a preference on the number of copies and/or flash drive to be 
submitted in Envelope 2, Cost Proposal? Are proposers required to follow the exact 
order of items as listed in the Proposal Forms Checklist when organizing the proposal 
submission? 
 
Response 19: 
Proposers shall submit Envelope 2 in accordance with the RFP. No additional hard-copy 
or flash-drive requirement applies to Envelope 2 beyond what is expressly stated in the 
RFP. Proposers shall organize Envelope 1 consistent with the Proposal Forms Checklist 
to facilitate City review. 
 
Question 20: 
Would an electronic digital signature such as DocuSign be acceptable? Please clarify 
where wet-ink signatures are required and confirm whether this requirement applies to 
the Cover Letter and the original signature page. 
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Response 20: 
Wet-ink signatures are required for original proposal documents requiring signature, 
including the original cover letter and Proposal Form signature page(s). Electronic or 
digital signatures such as DocuSign are not acceptable for proposal submission. Any 
digital-signature provisions in the sample contract apply to contract execution and not to 
proposal submission. 
 
Question 21: 
Please confirm whether a performance bond is required for this RFP. 
 
Response 21: 
No performance bond is required to be submitted with the Proposal. 


	Addendum No. 1 - RFP PWA-2026-001 Pavement Management Program Update

