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Questions – 3/14/2023:  

 

1. Please confirm the intent of RFP Section X.I.1.c is to follow FDOT Structures Design Guidelines 

Figure 7.1.1-1 (Load Rating Flow Chart) and use the LFR methodology to achieve inventory rating factors 
greater than or equal to 1.0 for the entire bridge when the same cannot be achieved use LRFR 
methodology. This logic is consistent with the approach used in the existing bridge load rating reports 
provided with the RFP documents. 

 

Answer: The intent is to follow the methodology defined in the Bridge Load Rating Manual Chapter 2 – 

Procedure, Widenings Rehabilitations & New Structures.  This procedure is consistent with the provided 
load ratings.  

 

2. RFI Page 93 indicates that Design-Builder shall “Investigate all existing retaining walls and 

abutments impacted by the proposed conditions for geotechnical and structural capacities and strengthen 
or replace the existing retaining walls and abutments as is necessary by these investigations”. Please 
note that the capacity of the existing retaining walls and abutments may be impacted by their physical 
conditions. The RFP Reference Documents include bridge inspection reports but there is no information 
about the conditions of the existing retaining walls. Response to Question 18 in Q&A dated February 9, 
2023, indicates that “maintenance/inspection records for the existing walls are not available”. Please 
confirm the following:  

a. The design of new retaining walls should be based on the assumption that the existing walls are in 

good condition and have the integrity to function as originally designed. Strengthening will be required 

only if the capacity of the existing walls, based on the RFP as-built drawings, is exceeded due to 

additional loads imposed by the new work.  

Answer: The assumption as stated is acceptable. 

 
b. If it is determined after the award that the existing retaining walls require repair/retrofit due to 

deficiencies that could not be determined based on the information provided in the RFP, this will be 

subject to a change order. 

Answer: Un-inspectable wall deficiencies requiring repair/retrofit will be subject to a change order. 

 

3. The DSGNSP01.dgn provided as part of the RFP reference documents shows a proposed 

overhead cantilever sign structure at STA. 588+97.58 northbound outside the project limits and not 
impacted by proposed improvements. Please confirm this overhead cantilever sign structure is excluded 
from the project scope because this sign structure is located outside project limits. 

 

Answer: The cantilever sign structure at Sta. 588+97.58 is not included in the project. 

 

4. As discussed in the previous RFIs, the Pond Siting Report and conceptual design of the drainage 

network included in the RFP were based on criteria of 25-year/24-hr post-development rate attenuated to 
25-year/24-hr pre-development rate, which does not meet the City of Tampa (COT) requirements. The 
COT criteria requires 25-year/24-hr post-development rate attenuated to 5-year/24-hr pre-development 
rate at each connection to the city system. The COT criteria results in almost 3 times more stormwater 
volume that has to be attenuated. The ponds shown on the RFP concept plans are insufficient to meet 
the COT criteria. In addition, the RFP concept design did not consider impervious pavement added by the 
Safety Project, which was significant, and further compounded the issue. We have done extensive 
drainage analysis/modeling and concluded that there are no feasible locations within THEA’s right-of-way 
to install additional ponds necessary to meet the COT requirements and provide sufficient 
storage/attenuation to mitigate the impacts of this project and the Safety Project for each of the six 
primary drainage basins. Since THEA indicated in response to Question 5 in Q&A 02/20/23 that 
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“stormwater management needs of the project will be accomplished within existing ROW”, we believe that 
the only feasible solution is to provide additional/new outfalls. The solution involving new outfalls was also 
suggested by the COT, at a meeting on March 9 that our team had with the COT, to discuss drainage 
design issues on this project and the proposed design approach. However, providing additional outfalls 
would have a significant impact on the project scope, including potential utility conflicts, as well as 
obtaining necessary permits and approvals. This additional scope translates into additional construction 
cost and significant schedule impacts. Not having a clearly defined drainage scope that provides the 
same basis for design, pricing and schedule development to all bidders, presents a significant risk to the 
DB firms and will most likely result in wide cost and schedule variations between the DB firms. To mitigate 
this, we would like to request additional one-on-one meeting to give the bidders opportunity to present the 
drainage issues for each basin and the proposed solutions, and to obtain feedback from THEA which is 
critical to the cost and schedule development. If convenient to THEA, these meetings could be combined 
with the additional one-on-one meetings that THEA is planning to have to do discuss the aesthetic 
concepts. Please advise. 

 

Answer: An amendment will be issued requiring the DB Firm to model all existing and proposed 

stormwater basins and outfall systems impacted by the project to their discharge at the bay. The 

drainage and stormwater network shall meet the City of Tampa criteria which requires the 25-year/24-

hr post-development rate attenuated to 5-year/24-hr pre-development rate at each connection to the 

city system and if not feasible (i.e. within existing THEA ROW) to providing as a minimum, quantifiable 

improvement or a quantifiable determination of no adverse impact to the existing City systems. Also, 

THEA will hold an additional one-on-one optional ATC with each DB Firm on this drainage item. 

 

 

As a follow-up to a previous question regarding the CSX Runaround Track from approximately Sta. 

241+50 to Sta. 250+00. The runaround track will be removed by CSX prior to January 1, 2024. 

   

 

 


