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ADDENDUM #1 

REQUEST FOR PROPOSAL (RFP) 
NO. 2025-029 

 
Effective: July 28, 2025 
 

Solicitation Title: Bridalwood Stream Design 
 

Issued By: City of Gaithersburg 
Procurement Division 
31 S Summit Avenue 
Gaithersburg, Maryland 20877 

 

The purpose of this Addendum is to publish the questions received regarding this solicitation and 
the associated responses. This Addendum is incorporated into and made part of the above-named 
Request for Proposals. Except as amended herein, the terms and conditions remain in full force and 
effect. The City is not responsible for the content of the questions and has provided the most 
comprehensive answers based on the interpretation of the questions. 
 
The solicitation is amended as follows: 
 
1. Section 3.1, E, Submission Deadline, is replaced in its entirety with: 

New Submission Deadline, August 7, 2025, 5:00PM. 
 
2. Section 4.1, C, Capability and Qualifications, is replaced in its entirety with: 

This section of the Proposal shall describe the capabilities and qualifications of and the 
resources available to the Offeror to provide the Services. Be concise and try to limit your 
total response for this section to 5 pages (Offeror may attach additional sheets if 
necessary to showcase ability to meet scope).   The Offeror shall have at a minimum:  

i. Describe qualifications and resources of Offeror (Not more than 1 page). 
 

ii. Designed and permitted two (2) stream restoration projects within the 
last five (5) years in addition to at least one (1) project working with 
Governmental Bodies (Not more than two pages).   
 

iii. While the Offeror may have performed more than two (2) stream 
projects, please submit evidence of scope which includes stream 
realignment, wetland formation, and at least one project on removal of 
a dry pond. This section of the proposal should meet all requirements 
of section 2.7 C. (Not more than 2 pages). 
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Below are the questions received and the City’s response: 
 

Q.1. What specific certifications are you looking for in a Wetland Scientist? Would the following 
certifications from our Scientist suffice? 

 
I. USACE Certified Wetland Delineator 

II. Qualified Professional NRI/FSD/FCA 
 
A. A Professional Wetland Scientist (PWS) certification or a person who has attended an 

approved USACE  Wetland Delineator training will meet the wetland professional 
requirement. A Qualified Professional NRI/FSD/FCA certification alone does not meet the 
wetland professional requirement. 

 
Q.2. Can you please clarify your intent with the retrofit, specifically, whether your intent is to 

decommission the pond embankment, so it no longer classifies as a dam under the Pond 
378 criteria and the city no longer has the liability associated with the dam? 

 
A. The intent is to improve water quality and ecosystem function, without increasing flood 

plain elevation downstream. A feasibility study of removal of the dam will be required to 
determine if removal of the dry pond structure is possible within the parameters of these 
goals.  

 
Q.3. Since it’s a tight turnaround between the Q&A and the submission deadline, would you 

consider: 
a. Answering questions on a rolling basis (as received)? 
b. Pushing out the submission deadline so that we have time to react to your 

answers from the Q&A addendum? 
 

A. As amended, new submission deadline is August 7, 2025, 5:00PM. 
 

Q.4. If known, when is this project expected to go to bid for contractors? 
 

A. This will be dependent on when design is substantially complete; we estimate that it will be 
fall of 2026. 

 
Q.5. Section 4.1 C states, “This section of the Proposal shall describe the capabilities and 

qualifications of and the resources available to the Offeror to provide the Services (not 
more than two [2] pages in length).” Does the 2-page limit include the individual project 
descriptions for the two required stream restoration projects outlined in Section 2.7(C) or 
may those project descriptions be provided as supplemental pages in addition to the 2-
page qualifications narrative? We believe including full project descriptions separately 
would offer the Selection Committee a more complete understanding of our relevant 
experience while allowing us to provide a concise summary of firm capabilities within the 
2-page limit. 
 

A. Please see amended language for section 4.1, C. Try to limit your response to 5 pages total. 
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Q.6. The RFP references that the firm shall have designed and permitted Two (2) stream 

restoration projects and at least one (1) project working with governmental bodies. Can 
these projects overlap? Is there a limit to how many projects we can showcase? 
 

A. Yes, a stream restoration with a government body would count towards both 
requirements. There is no limit to number of projects, only the five page limit for this 
section. 

Q.7. Are there any other page limits besides the one listed in Section 4.1.C.? 
 

A. No.  
 

Q.8. Do the projects presented need to be fully constructed or can we feature projects that have 
gotten through final design and permitting but are not constructed yet? 
 

A. Projects need to have been designed and permitted. Projects that are construction ready will 
be accepted. 
 

Q.9.  Can the “evidence of scope which includes stream alignment, wetland formation, and at 
least one project on removal of a dry pond” (4.1.C.ii.) be in addition to the two stream 
restoration projects meeting the qualifications of 4.1.C.i. or do all the requirements in 
4.1.C. ii. need to be included in the two projects required by 4.1.C.i.? 

 
A. Projects presented for stream alignment, wetland formation, and removal of a dry pond 

may be in addition to the stream restoration projects or may include all requirements if 
applicant has a project that fits the criteria. Each project shown should have a clear 
indication as to which criteria it is meeting. 

 
Q.10. Does a conversion of a dry pond to extended detention wetland count toward 4.1.C. ii. 

demonstration of capabilities? 
 
A. Yes. 

  
Q.11. Section 2.6 describes additional staff, should individual resumes be provided for these 

staff/areas of expertise, or should the expertise requested be described in the overall 
staff and capabilities/descriptions? 
 

A. Both formats are acceptable. An overall staff capability summary or graphic paired 
highlighting with two-page resumes preferred.  
 

Q.12. Can the Offeror visit the site prior to the Proposal submission? How should a site visit 
be coordinated? 
 

A. The site is on City property and offeror staff may visit the site at any time. Notification to 
the City is not required. 
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Q.13. The Statement “Offeror shall NOT submit any downloadable file links to Proposal” 

appears to say that links to share sites in the submittal email are not accepted, 
therefore, the proposal must be attached as a PDF file.  What is the maximum file size 
the City can receive as an attachment? 

 
A.   The maximum file size is 150MB.  If you have any difficulty transmitting your proposal, 

please contact procurement immediately. 
 

Q.14.  Is the Pre-Submission Meeting Attendance Sheet considered an Addendum to be listed 
on the Addendum and Amendment Acknowledgment form? 

A. No.  The pre-submission meeting attendance sheet is publicly posted but not part of the 
solicitation document that you need to acknowledge on the Addendum and Amendment 
form in Attachment A. 

Q.15. Will a dam breach analysis need to be performed for this project? The existing 
floodplain can’t be affected, and it does not appear that Route 119 is on the existing 
floodplain map. 

 
A. Yes-a dam breach or feasibility study of dry pond removal should be completed. 

 
Q.16. Would the City be open to extending the project an additional 120 feet downstream to 

the 60” culvert under MD 119 if it is determined that such an extension is necessary to 
provide a stable downstream elevation control for the project? 
 
A. It is not anticipated that this will be required given the current low-grade topography of the 

system. Additionally, completing a design down to MD 119 would require crossing private 
property and it would be dependent on the property owner’s decision to allow the City to 
complete a project on their private property.  

Q.17.  What is the minimum tree DBH (Diameter at Breast Height) required for field survey 
location and identification? 

A. Six (6) inches- it is expected that survey will be limited to City property and there are not 
many trees.  

 

 

~END OF ADDENDUM ~ 


