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No v Stab: 

-107 RES , - ACCEPTED 

Current-Holder . ReferenCe Categories 

General and -Shts L STRUCTURES 
B-3: 

• •Creaiat ;'00, • Veysion 'Delegate For 

Thomas Andres 3/25/2016 1 

Comments 1 thru 22 below are for information only. No response is required. The comments are intended to assist in providing general feedback to the DBF 

1. General: 
a. See CADD Manual, pg. 4-41 thru 4-47 for structures plans naming and numbering convention and sheet order. 

http://www.dot.state.Thus/ecso/downloads/publications/manual/CADDManual2015/Files/10.1.15/CADDManual2015.pdf 

b. Include bridge geotechnical report and borings in next submittal. 
c. Include Traffic Control Plans for SW 8th Street in next submittal. 
d. Is the C/L Structure & PGL baseline tied-in via surrey? Include project survey control sheets in next submittal. 
e. Locate and show all existing utilities within the project limits in next submittal. 

2. Sheet B-2: 
a. Include a note for lightning protection design criteria. fib Bulletin No. 30 "Acceptance of Stay Cable Systems using Prestressing Steels", NFPA 70 (National Electric 
code) and NFPA 780 (Standard for the Installation of Lightning Protection Systems). 
b. Expand "Screeding Deck Slab Note" to say: ...TO ENSURE A UNIFORM TEXTURE OF THE FINAL COMPLETED STRUCTURE." to ensure that the CIP and precast 
deck interfacing surfaces also meet finish requirements. 
c. Rename "Deck Planing and Profilographing" note title to "Deck Finishing" since the short-bridge criteria will be used. 
d. Note 4: If SIP Forms are permitted, the designer needs to include the dead load (forms and the weight of the concrete to fill the flutes) which were assumed in the 
design. 
e. Future Bearing Replacement: Include a step to unbolt the bottom stay pipe connection (Detail B, Sheet B-16) prior to jacking span or incorporate Comment 11.c below. 

f. Per, SDG 2.4.1.E, since bridge is higher than 75 ft. Evaluate gust factor per ASCE/SEI 7-05. Show gust factor G that was used in General Notes. 

3. Sheet B-3: 
a. See SDM Chapter 7 for PLAN AND ELEVATION DRAWING requirements. 
b. Call-out the existing overhead utility. Is it to remain? Can it be shut down? Is this an electric line? If so, include voltage. Is the clearance the minimum distance or 
the vertical distance? Clarify. 
c. Review strain-compatibility implications created by part of the continuous (for LL) structure being founded on deep foundations and part founded on spread footings. A 

MANUEL FELICIANO 4/22/2016 1 

(1) It is our understanding that these comments were provided for information only and no response is required at this time. These comments are intended to assist in 
progressing the DBF's concept to 90% plans. 
(2) It is our understanding that these comments were provided for information only and no response is required at this time. These comments are intended to assist in 
progressing the DBF's concept to 90% plans. 
(3) It is our understanding that these comments were provided for information only and no response is required at this time. These comments are intended to assist in 
progressing the DBF's concept to 90% plans. 

Thomas Andres 4/25/2016 1 

Response Accepted & Comment Closed 
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-108 RESI, • ACCEPTED Shts B-4 thru B-7: STRUCTURES 

Createdafir ___ --.."- ---"'--7 ' Created:On 'TIMM Jefegatiii:or 
aa.....Ail.. . ......--- .. .......... . 4.. - 

Thomas Andres-. 3/25/2016 71

4. Sheet B-4: 
a. Show cross slope on both sides of the section. 
b. Gradual drainage pipe slopes will be difficult to maintain. Greater slopes would be self-cleaning. Also design-in sufficient longitudinal slope of canopy to avoid ponding 
water. Provide pipe cleanout details during final design and verify that 8 inch diameter pipe is sufficient. 
c. Consider the following cross section shape related issues: 

i. Add a large 2'-0" chamfer at canopy-web interfaces and at walkway-web interfaces to reduce the likelihood of cracking at the 90 degree 

ii. Review section for buckling of the unbraced compression flange (canopy). 
iii. Review the shape of the canopy at the outer fibers— high compression will occur at the top two corners. 
iv. The inset pipe in the bottom center of the walkway will likely create a weak point which will be a crack initiation point due to transverse 

post tensioning stresses. This is also an issue at the locations where the live end of the PT bar is at the bottom of the truss - if a recess anchor is used. See B-17, Detail 'A' 
Also all diagonal Type B member anchors appear to conflict with the drainage pipe. 

v. There is insufficient details of the walkway deck web interface and the canopy web interface where there is significant interfacing shear 
between the elements. 

corners. 

5. Sheet B-5: 
a. Spread footing layouts do not match B-19 thru B-21. 
b. See SDG 3.8 for spread footing requirements. 
c. See SDM, Chapter 11 for foundation layout sheet requirements. 
d. Show critical temporary walls which are required to construct pylon footing alongside SW 8th Street. 
e. Include Roadway Plan Set which includes requirements for traffic control and pavement and striping restoration of SW 8th Street required to facilitate the Pylon footing 
construction under existing roadway. 

6. Sheets B-6 and B-7: Bury top of footing a minimum of 3'-0" below finished ground per SDG 3.11.2.C. 
MANUEL FELICIANO 4/22/2016 1 

(4) It is our understanding that these comments were provided for information only and no response is required at this time. These comments are intended to assist in 
progressing the DBF's concept to 90% plans. 
(5) It is our understanding that these comments were provided for information only and no response is required at this time. These comments are intended to assist in 
progressing the DBF's concept to 90% plans. 
(6) It is our understanding that these comments were provided for information only and no response is required at this time. These comments are intended to assist in 
progressing the DBF's concept to 90% plans. 

Thomas Andres 4/25/2016 1 

Response Accepted & Comment Closed 
_ . 

No Status Current Holder Reference Categories 

109 RESPONSE ACCEPTED 13-8: STRUCTURES 

dieated - I.Tifeatfori 1 isfon DeFegfirFar 
Y.L _ 

Thomas Andres 3/25/2016 1 

7. Sheet B-8: 
a. It is unclear why the 3" CIP vertical closure joint is required. Recommend maintaining a 2 ft. closure pour throughout. Issues with the 3" CIP vertical closure joint 
include: 

i. Ability to consolidate grout/concrete in the 3" vertical gap. 
ii. Ability to splice PT bar duct. 
iii. Ability to accommodate fit-up with hauling defection (SPMTs) shape versus in-place self-weight deflection shape during element placement. 

b. The vertical PT. ducts located in the precast truss elements (both spans) need to be oversized to facilitate fit-up. 
c. It is unclear how pylon pier is connected from the underlying pier element-up thru the bottom walkway around the web element and thru the canopy. 
d. Show duct for the continuity tendon in Section A-A. 
e. Experience has shown that full-continuous-for-LL behavior which is assumed in design may not be achieved in the structure because of camber growth over time. 
Consider adding additional continuity bars/tendons in the bottom walkway element and sequence construction as follows: Pour walkway closure, stress walkway continuity 
bars/tendons, pour remaining closure, and then stress canopy continuity tendons. That way the bottom is pre-compressed in the vent of camber growth. 

MANUEL FELICIANO 4/22/2016 1 

(7) It is our understanding that these comments were provided for information only and no response is required at this time. These comments are intended to assist in 
progressing the DBF's concept to 90% plans. 

Thomas Andres 4/25/2016 1 

Response Accepted & Comment Closed 



No Stab' Current Holder Reference Categories 

110 RES1, ACCEPTED Shts. B-9 and B-1 t, STRUCTURES 

Createcrig9 _ Created7Q6,,,  Ve o 

Thomas Andres 3/25/2016 1 

8. Sheets B-9 and B-10: 
a. Care needs to be taken to avoid issues associated with elastic shortening of the elements during stressing of longitudinal tendons. For instance the form has to be 
designed to be compressible or removable (region 1), and embedded skid plates need to be embedded in such a way that the heel does not spell or crack as the element 
cambers up and drags on its heel (region 2). 
b. The plans need to clearly show the sequence of all stressing. Maintaining stress limits throughout all intermittent phases to avoid cracking of the members will be 
extremely tricky and will likely necessitate stressing all web members along with some transverse/longitudinal stressing in increments such that members stay in 
compression. Also predicting where the PT stressing actually goes will be tricky. For instance any forces imposed on web joints affect all members framing into the joint. 
Longitudinal stressing of the canopy/walkway will tend to go into the stiff web element and not in the canopy/walkway. Also the design needs to pay particular shear lag 
affects and member interface shear (horizontal shear) through all phases of stressing. 
c. There is a concern with tension behind the compression zone due to longitudinal PT of the walkway at the member ends as the top of the web and canopy element 
gets dragged along (shear lag in region 3). 

d. There appears to be significant shear lag issues in both the canopy and walkway as the stiff web element is being dragged behind the compression zone. The 
designer needs to pay particular attention in these areas. Moving the canopy continuity tendon to the middle tendon spot may improve the issue. Consider adding 
additional longitudinal tendons in the added 2 it. corner chamfers (Comment 4.c.i). 

e. The concrete mix design needs to be flowable concrete or SCC to minimize potential for honeycombing of the element especially in areas where the concrete is cast 
under overlying formed surfaces (such as diagonals). 

MANUEL FELICIANO 4/22/2016 1 

(8) It is our understanding that these comments were provided for information only and no response is required at this time. These comments are intended to assist in 
progressing the DBF's concept to 90% plans. 

Thomas Andres 4/25/2016 

Response Accepted & Comment Closed 
. 

No Stifus Current Holder • Reference Categories 

111 RESPONSE ACCEPTED Shts B-11 thru B-16: STRUCTURES 

; Versron 
h .Wn. • 

Thomas Andres 
3/25/2016

— 1 

AVar,....vaeon. 

9. Sheets B-11, B-12, B-14, and B-15: Duct radii are less than the minimum radii required by SDG Table 1.11.4-2. Also provide a tangent of 5-0" at all anchorages -
industry practice. 

10. Sheet B-13: 
a. Verify stability of the structure during fabrication as the outer two ends of the walkway support beams are cambered upward due to the transverse PT in the deck. 
b. The 3 %" distance to the flat duct is insufficient when accounting for an outer duct diameter of 1.54". See SDG Table 1.11.4-1. 

11. Sheet B-16: 
a. The longest pipe (145'-9") will deflect 2.44 inches under its own dead load. This assumes a standard pipe wall thickness. Even thicker walled 16 inch pipes appear to 
be unacceptable solutions. Consider a 20 inch or 24 inch O.D. with an X-Heavy wall thickness for the longest pipe and a standard pipe thickness for the rest. 
b. Are the anchor bolts to be embedded in the members? Avoid drill and epoxy options if possible. See suggested detail below in item C to facilitate fit-up. 
c. The pipes will be a maintenance issue long term. Will they be galvanized and then painted. How will inside of pipe be maintained if it is not galvanized? Pipes will 
attract live loads, thermal loads, and wind loads. See suggested detail (tight fitting inner slide pipe) below to avoid stressing of the pipes. Require pipes to be completely 
sealed against rain intrusion. 

d. Given the sharply acute angles - How is quality welded insured? Also it is nearly impossible to inspect / perform NDT. 
MANUEL FELICIANO 4/22/2016 1 

(9) It is our understanding that these comments were provided for information only and no response is required at this time. These comments are intended to assist in 
progressing the DBF's concept to 90% plans. 
(10) It is our understanding that these comments were provided for information only and no response is required at this time. These comments are intended to assist in 
progressing the DBF's concept to 90% plans. 
(11) It is our understanding that these comments were provided for information only and no response is required at this time. These comments are intended to assist in 
progressing the DBF's concept to 90% plans. 

Thomas Andres 

Response Accepted & Comment Closed 

4/25/2016 1 



No Slats 

`112 REST.. ' ACCEPTED 

Created $y.
Thomas Andres 

Current Holder Reference 

Shts B-17 and B-2k. 

Created On ' ViirsTO n 
3/25/2016 1 

. 

Categories 

STRUCTURES 

12. Sheet B-17: 
a. See comment 8 above regarding providing a detailed stressing sequence. All web members may have to be stressed (even members 1, 9, 11 thru 14 and 24) to avoid 
cracking. See Comment 8.c above. 
b. The PT bars at the bottom joint intersection member 7 and 8 conflict (the bars are in the same vertical plane). 
c. In the case where the bars are stressed from the bottom, how is stressing accessed? Also if an anchor recess is provided at this location, the recess will weaken the 
member. 
d. Include reinforcing and bursting steel details in the next submittal. 
e. Recommend showing section views for members without PT bars. 
f. The web truss will be very difficult to form without shrinkage cracking of the geometrically constrained members. Concrete placed around rigid inner forms are prone to 
shrinkage cracking and difficult to strip without damaging the member. See sketch below. Also over the length of the web element how will shrinkage be facilitated— will the 
inner forms be allowed to float or will the element be cast in stages? Recommend a shrinkage reducing admixture, a staged construction process and possibly call-for all of 
the inner forms to be lined with thin compressible rubber liners. 

13. Sheet B-26: 
a. Expand SPMT support beam details including dimensions from the end of the precast truss and analyze/design the precast truss system for the hauling support 
stresses consistent with the plan details and assumed support conditions. 
b. Outside of the roadway pavement limits, the SPMTs will have to roll on steel plates or mats. Show on this sheet or 8-27. 
c. Require shop drawings for the SPMT move in final plans — give requirements related to maximum twist and differential boundary conditions during the move to avoid 
cracking of the element. 

MANUEL FELICIANO 4/22/2016 1 

(12) It is our understanding that these comments 
progressing the DBF's concept to 90% plans. 
(13) It is our understanding that these comments 
progressing the DBF's concept to 90% plans. 

Thomas Andres 

Response Accepted & Comment Closed 

Status 

113 RESPONSE ACCEPTED 

Thomas Andres 

were provided for information only and no response is required at this time. These comments are intended to assist in 

were provided for information only and no response is required at this time. These comments are intended to assist in 

4/25/2016 1 

Current Holder, 

tirated7Oh 

5-/-25/2016 

Reference Categories 

Shts B-17, B-27 and B- STRUCTURES 
28, 

Verera 
1 

Ntillitirf dr 

14. Sheet B-27 and B-17: For the CIP truss span, it is unclear how the bottom live-end PT bar for member 23 can be stressed with the support/abutment in the way. 
Also see Comment 12.c above regarding stressing access with the forming system in the way. 

15. Sheets B-27 and B-28: Expand to include member fabrication forming and stressing, and continuity stressing steps in sufficient detail. 

16. Sheet B-28, Step 5: Include continuity stressing steps. See Comment 7.e above. 
MANUEL FELICIANO 4/22/2016 1 

(14) It is our understanding that these comments were provided for information only and no response is required at this time. These comments are intended to assist in 
progressing the DBF's concept to 90% plans. 
(15) It is our understanding that these comments were provided for information only and no response is required at this time. These comments are intended to assist in 
progressing the DBF's concept to 90% plans. 
(16) It is our understanding that these comments were provided for information only and no response is required at this time. These comments are intended to assist in 
progressing the DBF's concept to 90% plans. 

Thomas Andres 4/25/2016 1 

Response Accepted & Comment Closed 



!No Statr 

'114 RES', ACCEPTED 

reattiday 
Thomas Andres 

17. Sheet 10 of 106: 
18. Sheet 15 of 106: 
19. Sheet 16 of 106: 
20. Sheet 17 of 106: 
21. Sheet 55 of 106: 
22. Sheet 92 of 106: 

ERIKA HANGO 

Current Holder Reference 

General: 

Categories 

STRUCTURES 

Creataci3On, Jelegefefor 

3/25/2016 1 

Lighting should meet IESNA and CPTED (crime prevention strategies thru environmental design). 
Flat area included curb element will attract skate boarders. 
Follow CPTED standards: Keep tree branches > 6' above ground, and ground cover/shubs below Z tall to eliminate hiding places. 
Benches should have center arm rest or similar to keep people from sleeping on them. 
Panels create an opportunity for local artwork — creates ownership and reduces vandalism. 
Follow CPTED Guidelines — cut off fixture, reduced glare, etc. 

4/1/2016 1 

(17) The project will be designed to the relevant standards and guidelines of the Illuminating Engineering Society (IES) and the Crime Prevention Through Environmental 
Design Association (CPTED). This would include: illuminance levels, lighting uniformity, glare control, light source color, impact of lighting on perceived safety/security and 
light's use to enhance wayfinding and orientation. . 
(19) Understood, the design will follow CPTED standards and will be further detailed in the 90% landscaping submittal. 
(22)Understood. These details will be further developed and provided in the 90% submittal. 

Thomas Andres 4/14/2016 1 

Response Accepted & Comment Closed 



Comments 1 thru 22 below are for information only. No response is required. The comments are 
intended to assist in progressing the DBF's concept to 90%. 

1. General: 
a. See CADD Manual, pg. 4-41 thru 4-47 for structures plans naming and numbering 

convention and sheet order. 

htto://www.dot.state.fl.us/ecso/downloads/publications/nnanual/CADDManual2015/Files/10.1. 
15/CADDManuaI2015.pdf 

b. Include bridge geotechnical report and borings in next submittal. 
c. Include Traffic Control Plans for SW 8th Street in next submittal. 
d. Is the C/L Structure & PGL baseline tied-in via survey? Include project survey control 

sheets in next submittal. 
e. Locate and show all existing utilities within the project limits in next submittal. 

2. Sheet B-2: 
a. Include a note for lightning protection design criteria. fib Bulletin No. 30 "Acceptance of 

Stay Cable Systems using Prestressing Steels", NFPA 70 (National Electric code) and 
NFPA 780 (Standard for the Installation of Lightning Protection Systems). 

b. Expand "Screeding Deck Slab Note" to say: ...TO ENSURE A UNIFORM TEXTURE OF THE 
FINAL COMPLETED STRUCTURE." to ensure that the CIP and precast deck interfacing 
surfaces also meet finish requirements. 

c. Rename "Deck Planing and Profilographing" note title to "Deck Finishing" since the 
short-bridge criteria will be used. 

d. Note 4: If SIP Forms are permitted, the designer needs to include the dead load (forms 
and the weight of the concrete to fill the flutes) which were assumed in the design. 

e. Future Bearing Replacement: Include a step to unbolt the bottom stay pipe connection 
(Detail B, Sheet B-16) prior to jacking span or incorporate Comment 11.c below. 

f. Per, SDG 2.4.1.E, since bridge is higher than 75 ft. Evaluate gust factor per ASCE/SEI 7-
05. Show gust factor G that was used in General Notes. 

3. Sheet B-3: 
a. See SDM Chapter 7 for PLAN AND ELEVATION DRAWING requirements. 

b. Call-out the existing overhead utility. Is it to remain? Can it be shut down? Is this an 
electric line? If so, include voltage. Is the clearance the minimum distance or the 
vertical distance? Clarify. 

c. Review strain-compatibility implications created by part of the continuous (for LL) 
structure being founded on deep foundations and part founded on spread footings. 

Although there is likely surface rock at the site, any settlement of the abutments relative 
to the pylon need to be accounted for in the design. 

4. Sheet B-4: 
a. Show cross slope on both sides of the section. 
b. Gradual drainage pipe slopes will be difficult to maintain. Greater slopes would be self-

cleaning. Also design-in sufficient longitudinal slope of canopy to avoid ponding water. 



Provide pipe cleanout details during final design and verify that 8 inch diameter pipe is 
sufficient. 

c. Consider the following cross section shape related issues: 
i. Add a large 2'-0" chamfer at canopy-web interfaces and at walkway-web 

interfaces to reduce the likelihood of cracking at the 90 degree corners. 
ii. Review section for buckling of the unbraced compression flange (canopy). 
iii. Review the shape of the canopy at the outer fibers— high compression will occur 

at the top two corners. 
iv. The inset pipe in the bottom center of the walkway will likely create a weak 

point which will be a crack initiation point due to transverse post tensioning 
stresses. This is also an issue at the locations where the live end of the PT bar is 
at the bottom of the truss - if a recess anchor is used. See B-17, Detail 'A'. Also 
all diagonal Type B member anchors appear to conflict with the drainage pipe. 

v. There is insufficient details of the walkway deck web interface and the canopy 
web interface where there is significant interfacing shear between the 
elements. 

5. Sheet B-5: 
a. Spread footing layouts do not match B-19 thru B-21. 
b. See SDG 3.8 for spread footing requirements. 
c. See SDM, Chapter 11 for foundation layout sheet requirements. 
d. Show critical temporary walls which are required to construct pylon footing alongside 

SW 8th Street. 
e. Include Roadway Plan Set which includes requirements for traffic control and pavement 

and striping restoration of SW 8th Street required to facilitate the Pylon footing 
construction under existing roadway. 

6. Sheets B-6 and B-7: Bury top of footing a minimum of 3'-0" below finished ground per SDG 
3.11.2.C. 

7. Sheet B-8: 
a. It is unclear why the 3" CIP vertical closure joint is required. Recommend maintaining a 

2 ft. closure pour throughout. Issues with the 3" CIP vertical closure joint include: 
i. Ability to consolidate grout/concrete in the 3" vertical gap. 
ii. Ability to splice PT bar duct. 
iii. Ability to accommodate fit-up with hauling defection (SPMTs) shape versus in-

place self-weight deflection shape during element placement. 
b. The vertical PT. ducts located in the precast truss elements (both spans) need to be 

oversized to facilitate fit-up. 
c. It is unclear how pylon pier is connected from the underlying pier element-up thru the 

bottom walkway around the web element and thru the canopy. 
d. Show duct for the continuity tendon in Section A-A. 
e. Experience has shown that full-continuous-for-LL behavior which is assumed in design 

may not be achieved in the structure because of camber growth over time. Consider 
adding additional continuity bars/tendons in the bottom walkway element and 
sequence construction as follows: Pour walkway closure, stress walkway continuity 



bars/tendons, pour remaining closure, and then stress canopy continuity tendons. That 
way the bottom is pre-compressed in the vent of camber growth. 

8. Sheets B-9 and B-10: 
a. Care needs to be taken to avoid issues associated with elastic shortening of the 

elements during stressing of longitudinal tendons. For instance the form has to be 
designed to be compressible or removable (region 1), and embedded skid plates need to 
be embedded in such a way that the heel does not spall or crack as the element 
cambers up and drags on its heel (region 2). 

2' - 1 

Region 1 - - 

2' 1 01/2" I Region 2 

b. The plans need to clearly show the sequence of all stressing. Maintaining stress limits 
throughout all intermittent phases to avoid cracking of the members will be extremely 
tricky and will likely necessitate stressing all web members along with some 
transverse/longitudinal stressing in increments such that members stay in compression. 
Also predicting where the PT stressing actually goes will be tricky. For instance any 
forces imposed on web joints affect all members framing into the joint. Longitudinal 
stressing of the canopy/walkway will tend to go into the stiff web element and not in 
the canopy/walkway. Also the design needs to pay particular shear lag affects and 
member interface shear (horizontal shear) through all phases of stressing. 

c. There is a concern with tension behind the compression zone due to longitudinal PT of 
the walkway at the member ends as the top of the web and canopy element gets 
dragged along (shear lag in region 3). 



J -7/Z 

24' -1 1" 19'-914" 

Region 3 

I 4S.

2'-11 

2' -101/2 " 

d. There appears to be significant shear lag issues in both the canopy and walkway as the 
stiff web element is being dragged behind the compression zone. The designer needs to 
pay particular attention in these areas. Moving the canopy continuity tendon to the 
middle tendon spot may improve the issue. Consider adding addional longitudinal 
tendons in the added 2 ft. corner chamfers (Comment 4.c.i). 

- Q STRUCTURE & PYLON 

-11-11 
11 11 ,1

i SY rIt•C: W. 

;I II -1-1--

e. The concrete mix design needs to be flowable concrete or SCC to minimize potential for 
honeycombing of the element especially in areas where the concrete is cast under 
overlying formed surfaces (such as diagonals). 

9. Sheets B-11, B-12, B-14, and B-15: Duct radii are less than the minimum radii required by SDG 
Table 1.11.4-2. Also provide a tangent of 5'-0" at all anchorages - industry practice. 

10. Sheet B-13: 
a. Verify stability of the structure during fabrication as the outer two ends of the walkway 

support beams are cambered upward due to the transverse PT in the deck. 
b. The 3 %" distance to the flat duct is insufficient when accounting for an outer duct 

diameter of 1.54". See SDG Table 1.11.4-1. 
11. Sheet B-16: 

a. The longest pipe (145'-9") will deflect 2.44 inches under its own dead load. This 
assumes a standard pipe wall thickness. Even thicker walled 16 inch pipes appear to be 
unacceptable solutions. Consider a 20 inch or 24 inch O.D. with an X-Heavy wall 
thickness for the longest pipe and a standard pipe thickness for the rest. 

b. Are the anchor bolts to be embedded in the members? Avoid drill and epoxy options if 
possible. See suggested detail below in item C to facilitate fit-up. 



c. The pipes will be a maintenance issue long term. Will they be galvanized and then 
painted. How will inside of pipe be maintained if it is not galvanized? Pipes will attract 
live loads, thermal loads, and wind loads. See suggested detail (tight fitting inner slide 
pipe) below to avoid stressing of the pipes. Require pipes to be completely sealed 
against rain intrusion. 

Filet Weld 
All around 
one side only ' 

simimilon=iimmz
d. Given the sharply acute angles - How is quality welded insured? Also it is nearly 

impossible to inspect / perform NDT. 
12. Sheet B-17: 

a. See comment 8 above regarding providing a detailed stressing sequence. All web 
members may have to be stressed (even members 1, 9, 11 thru 14 and 24) to avoid 
cracking. See Comment 8.c above. 

b. The PT bars at the bottom joint intersection member 7 and 8 conflict (the bars are in the 
same vertical plane). 

c. In the case where the bars are stressed from the bottom, how is stressing accessed? 
Also if an anchor recess is provided at this location, the recess will weaken the member. 

d. Include reinforcing and bursting steel details in the next submittal. 
e. Recommend showing section views for members without PT bars. 



f. The web truss will be very difficult to form without shrinkage cracking of the 
geometrically constrained members. Concrete placed around rigid inner forms are 
prone to shrinkage cracking and difficult to strip without damaging the member. See 
sketch below. Also over the length of the web element how will shrinkage be facilitated 
— will the inner forms be allowed to float or will the element be cast in stages? 
Recommend a shrinkage reducing admixture, a staged construction process and possibly 
call-for all of the inner forms to be lined with thin compressible rubber liners. 

ELEVATION 

13. Sheet B-26: 
a. Expand SPMT support beam details including dimensions from the end of the precast 

truss and analyze/design the precast truss system for the hauling support stresses 
consistent with the plan details and assumed support conditions. 

b. Outside of the roadway pavement limits, the SPMTs will have to roll on steel plates or 
mats. Show on this sheet or B-27. 

c. Require shop drawings for the SPMT move in final plans — give requirements related to 
maximum twist and differential boundary conditions during the move to avoid cracking 
of the element. 

14. Sheet B-27 and B-17: For the CIP truss span, it is unclear how the bottom live-end PT bar for 
member 23 can be stressed with the support/abutment in the way. Also see Comment 12.c 
above regarding stressing access with the forming system in the way. 

15. Sheets B-27 and B-28: Expand to include member fabrication forming and stressing, and 
continuity stressing steps in sufficient detail. 

16. Sheet B-28, Step 5: Include continuity stressing steps. See Comment 7.e above. 
17. Sheet 10 of 106: Lighting should meet IESNA and CPTED (crime prevention strategies thru 

environmental design). 
18. Sheet 15 of 106: Flat area included curb element will attract skate boarders. 
19. Sheet 16 of 106: Follow CPTED standards: Keep tree branches > 6' above ground, and ground 

cover/shubs below 2' tall to eliminate hiding places. 
20. Sheet 17 of 106: Benches should have center arm rest or similar to keep people from sleeping 

on them. 
21. Sheet 55 of 106: Panels create an opportunity for local artwork — creates ownership and 

reduces vandalism. 
22. Sheet 92 of 106: Follow CPTED Guidelines — cut off fixture, reduced glare, etc. 
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No Stati' 

'\GREED WITH 

Greater By- ;,.!.• 

Thomas Andres 

Current Holder 

-CreatedSn 

6/6/2016 

Reference Categories 

Sheet B-5 and STRUCTURES 
Calculations: 

-fi n Delegate For 

1 

PPM Exhibit 26-DD requires that all 90% Foundation Component Submittals include additional details and backup information necessary to substantiate the loading on the 
foundations. This information was not included in the 90% Foundation Component Submittal Package. In addition, the previous 30% comments questioned many of the 
design assumptions related to the bridge superstructure and cross section. See the highlighted comments-in-attached pdf. For this reason, the 90% Foundation Component 
Submittal needs to be resubmitted with the necessary back-up information and comment responses to Substan rate tffe- loading on the foundations. 

MANUEL FELICIANO 6/16/2016 1 

The backup information (structural calculations) was submitted with the 90% foundation submittal. Please check the structural calculations that contain all the necessary 
information to substantiate the loading on the foundations. 

The 30% comments/questions are related to the superstructure design. The responses to these comments will be provided with the 90% superstructure submittal. We are 
not expecting any significant change in the superstructure design that will affect the dimensional characteristics of the footings. 

Thomas Andres 9/19/2016 1 

It was agreed that the foundations would be designed with a small reserve so that the superstructure comments could be resolved at a future date. 

MANUEL FELICIANO 9/19/2016 1 

Comment Agreed & Closed 

I No :Status Current Holder: Reference Categories 

16 RESPONSE ACCEPTED Sheet B-9: STRUCTURES 

Etea,i3y, .,, - great =Mil , p  -   a- anirittrVei 
Thomas Andres 6/6/2016 1 

Verify the 127 ton uplift resistance requirement. It is not clear why such a large up-lift resistance is required (simple span dead loads and continuous live loads). 

MANUEL FELICIANO 6/16/2016 1 

The uplift resistance requirement is to meet the wind loading demand in accordance with the project design criteria. 

Thomas Andres 
Response Accepted & Comment Closed 

6/23/2016 1 

No Status Current Holder 

17 RESPONSE ACCEPTED 

feitiWBV, 1
- . 

Thomas Andres — 6/8/2016 

Reference Categories 

General STRUCTURES 

fv.ardii Delegate For 

1 

The 90% Foundation Component Package did not include an independent peer review as required by PPM 26.3.2 and PPM 26.12. Although the structure is a fake cable 
stay, it is designed for simple span dead loads made continuous for live loads; it also is classified as unique bridge type with component-to-component configurations and 
details not normally used in Florida. We therefore request that the resubmitted 90% Foundation Component Package include a peer review. 

MANUEL FELICIANO 6/29/2016 1 

The Independent Review for the bridge component submittals is being performed by a separate FIGG office that acts independently, was not involved in the original design 
and does not have any other responsibilities on this project. The independent review is being performed with separately generated structural models, analysis methods and 
calculations. This process is consistent with the project specific Design Quality Management Plan and the MCM/FIGG technical proposal that were accepted by FIU as part 
of the design-build contract which is being administered by FIU through the FDOT Local Agency Program. This is the same Design Quality Management procedure that 
FIGG has successfully performed for all of our major bridges around the country. We will submit the tabulated list of all review comments from the independent review and 
responses from the originator of the design along with the signed independent review certification letter for the 90% Foundations Submittal. 

Thomas Andres 9/19/2016 1 

Response Accepted & Comment Closed 



Comments 1 thru 22 below are for information only. No response is required. The comments are 
intended to assist in progressing the DBF's concept to 90%. 

1. General: 
a. See CADD Manual, pg. 4-41 thru 4-47 for structures plans naming and numbering 

convention and sheet order. 

http://www.dot.state.fl.uslecsaidownloads/publications/manual/CADDManual2015/Files/10.1. 
15/CADDManual2015.pdf 

b. Include bridge geotechnical report and borings in next submittal. 
c. Include Traffic Control Plans for SW 8th Street in next submittal. 
d. Is the C/L Structure & PGL baseline tied-in via survey? Include project survey control 

sheets in next submittal. 
e. Locate and show all existing utilities within the project limits in next submittal. 

2. Sheet B-2: 
a. Include a note for lightning protection design criteria. fib Bulletin No. 30 "Acceptance of 

Stay Cable Systems using Prestressing Steels", NFPA 70 (National Electric code) and 
NFPA 780 (Standard for the Installation of Lightning Protection Systems). 

b. Expand "Screeding Deck Slab Note" to say: ...TO ENSURE A UNIFORM TEXTURE OF THE 
FINAL COMPLETED STRUCTURE." to ensure that the CIP and precast deck interfacing 
surfaces also meet finish requirements. 

c. Rename "Deck Planing and Profilographing" note title to "Deck Finishing" since the 
short-bridge criteria will be used. 

d. Note 4: If SIP Forms are permitted, the designer needs to include the dead load (forms 
and the weight of the concrete to fill the flutes) which were assumed in the design. 

e. Future Bearing Replacement: Include a step to unbolt the bottom stay pipe connection 
(Detail B, Sheet B-16) prior to jacking span or incorporate Comment 11.c below. 

f. Per, SDG 2.4.1.E, since bridge is higher than 75 ft. Evaluate gust factor per ASCE/SEI 7-
05. Show gust factor G that was used in General Notes. 

3. Sheet B-3: 
a. See SDM Chapter 7 for PLAN AND ELEVATION DRAWING requirements. 
b. Call-out the existing overhead utility. Is it to remain? Can it be shut down? Is this an 

electric line? If so, include voltage. Is the clearance the minimum distance or the 
vertical distance? Clarify. 

c. Review strain-compatibility implications created by part of the continuous (for LI) 
structure being founded on deep foundations and part founded on spread footings. 
Although there is likely surface rock at the site, any settlement of the abutments relative 
to the pylon need to be accounted for in the design. 

4. Sheet B-4: 
a. Show cross slope on both sides of the section. 
b. Gradual drainage pipe slopes will be difficult to maintain. Greater slopes would be self-

cleaning. Also design-in sufficient longitudinal slope of canopy to avoid ponding water. 



Provide pipe cleanout details during final design and verify that 8 inch diameter pipe is 
sufficient. 

c. Consider the following cross section shape related issues: 
i. Add a large 2'-0" chamfer at canopy-web interfaces and at walkway-web 

interfaces to reduce the likelihood of cracking at the 90 degree corners. 
ii. Review section for buckling of the unbraced compression flange (canopy). 
iii. Review the shape of the canopy at the outer fibers— high compression will occur 

at the top two corners. 
iv. The inset pipe in the bottom center of the walkway will likely create a weak 

point which will be—a-crack initiation point due to transverse post tensioning 
stre-s-i -es. This   issue at the locations %Aire the -live. end of the :PT bar is 
at thib§ltdi-ifo—f the, truss:  if a recess anchor is used. See B-17, DetailW. Also 
;all diagonal Type B member anchors appear to conflict with the drainage pipe. 

v. Thifels-ifislifficieiif details'of the W—alk-WAy-de-ck weliinteilace and The canopy 
w613 interface vihere thbre is significant interfacing shear between the 
elements. 

5. Sheet B-5: 
a. Spread footing layouts do not match B-19 thru B-21. 
b. See SDG 3.8 for spread footing requirements. 
c. See SDM, Chapter 11 for foundation layout sheet requirements. 
d. Show critical temporary walls which are required to construct pylon footing alongside 

SW 8th Street. 
e. Include Roadway Plan Set which includes requirements for traffic control and pavement 

and striping restoration of SW 8th Street required to facilitate the Pylon footing 
construction under existing roadway. 

6. Sheets B-6 and B-7: Bury top of footing a minimum of 3'-O" below finished ground per SDG 
3.11.2.C. 

7. Sheet B-8: 
a. It is unclear why the 3" CIP vertical closure joint is required. Recommend maintaining a 

2 ft. closure pour throughout. Issues with the 3" CIP vertical closure joint include: 
i. Ability to consolidate grout/concrete in the 3" vertical gap. 
ii. Ability to splice PT bar duct. 
iii. Ability to accommodate fit-up with hauling defection (SPMTs) shape versus in-

place self-weight deflection shape during element placement. 
b. The vertical PT. ducts located in the precast truss elements (both spans) need to be 

oversized to facilitate fit-up. 
c. It is unclear how pylon pier is connected from the underlying pier element-up thru the 

bottom walkway around the web element and thru the canopy. 
d. Show duct for the continuity tendon in Section A-A. 
e. Experience has shown that full-continuous-for-LL behavior which is assumed in design 

may not be achieved in the structure because of camber growth over time. Consider 
adding additional continuity bars/tendons in the bottom walkway element and 
sequence construction as follows: Pour walkway closure, stress walkway continuity 



bars/tendons, pour remaining closure, and then stress canopy continuity tendons. That 
way the bottom is pre-compressed in the vent of camber growth. 

8. Sheets B-9 and B-10: 
a. Care needs to be taken to avoid issues associated with elastic shortening of the 

elements during stressing of longitudinal tendons. For instance the form has to be 
designed to be compressible or removable (region 1), and embedded skid plates need to 
be embedded in such a way that the heel does not spall or crack as the element 
cambers up and drags on its heel (region 2). 

2'-1 

Region 1 

2' - 1 016" Region 2 

b. The plans need to clearly show the sequence of all stressing. Maintaining stress limits 
throughout all intermittent phases to avoid cracking of the members will be extremely 
tricky and will likely necessitate stressing all web members aloog with some 
trailSverse/longitudinal stressing in increments such that members stay in compression. 
Alsopredictifig- where the PT stressing actually goes will be tricky. For instance any 
;forces  imposed on web joints affect all members framing into the.joint. Longitudinal
;str..essing of the canopy/walkway will tend to go into the stiff web element and not in 
the canopy/walkway. Also  OA 

,;member interface shear (horizontal shear) throLigh all 
ic. There 1S-a concern with tension  behind the-Cofn-Pre-ssion zone diie to lOngitudinal PT of 

ihe-Vialki-vaY at the member ends--a-g- the tali iii-the- Web-lii-d-Cancipielelife-ntlets 
4raggad along (shear lag in region 3). 



24' -11" 

3 --D /2 

19'-91/4" 

Region 3 

Z-101/2 " 

d. There appears to be significant shear lag issues in both the canopy and walkway as the 
stiff web element is being dragged behind the compression zone. The designer needs to 
pay particular attention in these areas. Moving the canopy continuity tendon to the 
middle tendon spot may improve the issue. Consider adding addional longitudinal 
tendons in the added 2 ft. corner chamfers (Comment 4.c.i). 

€ STRUCTURE & RV LON 

e. The concrete mix design needs to be flowable concrete or SCC to minimize potential for 
honeycombing of the element especially in areas where the concrete is cast under 
overlying formed surfaces (such as diagonals). 

'Sheets B-11, B-12, B-14,-and B-15:'Duct radii are less than the minimum radii reetuirecl by SDG 
',Table 1.114-2. Also provide a tangent of 5'-0" at all anchorages -..industry practice. 

10. Sheet B-13: 
a. Verify stability of the structure during fabrication as the outer two ends of the walkway 

support beams are cambered upward due to the transverse PT in the deck. 
b. The 3%" distance to the flat duct is insufficient When accounting for an outer duct 

diameter of 1.54". See SDG Table 1.11.4-1. 
11. Sheet B-16: 

a. The longest pipe (145'-9") will deflect 2.44 inches under its own dead load. This 
assumes a standard pipe wall thickness. Even thicker walled 16 inch pipes appear to be 
unacceptable solutions. Consider a 20 inch or 24 inch O.D. with an X-Heavy wall 
thickness for the longest pipe and a standard pipe thickness for the rest. 

b. Are the anchor bolts to be embedded in the members? Avoid drill and epoxy options if 
possible. See suggested detail below in item C to facilitate fit-up. 



c. The pipes will be a maintenance issue long term. Will they be galvanized and then 
painted. How will inside of pipe be maintained if it is not galvanized? Pipes will attract 
live loads, thermal loads, and wind loads. See suggested detail (tight fitting inner slide 
pipe) below to avoid stressing of the pipes. Require pipes to be completely sealed 
against rain intrusion. 

Filet Weld 
All around \ 
one side only 

d. Given the sharply acute angles - How is quality welded insured? Also it is nearly 
impossible to inspect / perform NDT. 

12. Sheet B-17: 
a. See comment 8 above regarding providing a detailed stressing sequence. All web 

members may have to be stressed (even members 1, 9, 11 thru 14 and 24) to avoid -
cracking. See Comment 8.c above. 

b. The PT bars at the bottom joint intersection member 7 and 8 conflict (the bars are in the 
(saiirie-Ver--fiCil Pia 

1c. in the case Wherethe bars are stressed from the bottom, how is stressing accessed? 
;Also^if an anchor; recess is provided' it this.   the .recess will weakeifthi-rriernber. 

rd. ,lii-clUde reinforcing and bursting sfe-e-lifetag in the next silbinittal. 
e. Aeccimnierid shoWing section-VieWilor members without-PT bars-. 



f. The web truss will be very difficult to form without shrinkage cracking of the 
geometrically constrained members. Concrete placed around rigid inner forms are 
prone to shrinkage cracking and difficult to strip without damaging the member. See 
sketch below. Also over the length of the web element how will shrinkage be facilitated 
— will the inner forms be allowed to float or will the element be cast in stages? 
Recommend a shrinkage reducing admixture, a staged construction process and possibly 
call-for all of the inner forms to be lined with thin compressible rubber liners. 

ELEVATION 

13. Sheet B-26: 
a. Expand SPMT support beam details including dimensions from the end of the precast 

truss and analyze/design the precast truss system for the hauling support stresses 
consistent with the plan details and assumed support conditions. 

b. Outside of the roadway pavement limits, the SPMTs will have to roll on steel plates or 
mats. Show on this sheet or B-27. 

c. Require shop drawings for the SPMT move in final plans — give requirements related to 
maximum twist and differential boundary conditions during the move to avoid cracking 
of the element. 

,14. Sh-eet B-27 and B-17: For the CIP truss span, it is unclear how the-bottom live-erid PT bar for. 
'member 23 can be stressed with the support/abutment in the way. Also see Cpmment 1.2.c 
ib-O--Ye regarding- stressing access with the fo-i-ming system in the way..;

;).S. Sheets B-27 aiid B-28: Expandto inclale-Thernber fabrication for -Ming-and stressing, and 
stressing in sUfficient  

16. Sheet B-28, Step 5: Include continuity_ stressing steps. See Comment 7.e above. 
17. Sheet 10 of 106: Lighting should meet IESNA and CPTED (crime prevention strategies thru 

environmental design). 
18. Sheet 15 of 106: Flat area included curb element will attract skate boarders. 
19. Sheet 16 of 106: Follow CPTED standards: Keep tree branches > 6' above ground, and ground 

cover/shubs below 2' tall to eliminate hiding places. 
20. Sheet 17 of 106: Benches should have center arm rest or similar to keep people from sleeping 

on them. 
21. Sheet 55 of 106: Panels create an opportunity for local artwork— creates ownership and 

reduces vandalism. 
22. Sheet 92 of 106: Follow CPTED Guidelines — cut off fixture, reduced glare, etc. 
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Status 

RESPONSE ACCEPTED 

eFisted By 

Thomas Andres 
•-- L_ 

Current Holder Reference 

General: 

Ckeated On 

6/17/2016 

trtift!on 

Categories 

STRUCTURES 

Deleijiito For 

The RFP requires sufficient information in component submittals to allow for a complete review. As previously stated in the 90% Foundation Component Submittal,this 
submittal lacks sufficient backup information necessary to substantiate the loading on the elements supporting the superstructure. As previously stated, the previous 30% 
comments questioned many of the design assumptions related to the bridge superstructure and cross section. See the highlighted comments in attached pdf. For this 
reason, the 90% Substructure Component Submittal needs to be resubmitted with the necessary back-up information and comment responses to substantiate the loading on 
the substructure. 

MANUEL FELICIANO 7/21/2016 1 

As agreed at the meeting held on 6/30/2016 between FDOT Central Office, FIU, and FIGG, the 90% substructure submittal will be resubmitted including a summary of the 
C/D ratios for all the substructure components supporting the bridge. 

Thomas Andres 7/28/2016 1 

Response Accepted & Comment Closed 



_ , .... 
' No Stat' Current Holder Reference Categories 

a RESh,y - ACCEPTED General: STRUCTURES 

,diiatikFBy ,,,,,,: _,. ____ ._..... ......—_,..-_ 
Oteafed On ^ -Version i Wei iiti For 

Thomas Andres 6/17/2016 1 

The 90% Substructure Component Package did not include an independent peer review as required by PPM 26.3.2 and PPM 26.12. Although the structure is a fake cable 
stay, it is designed for simple span dead load made continuous for live loads; it also is classified as unique bridge type with component-to-component configurations and 
details not normally used in Florida. We therefore request that the resubmitted 90% Foundation Component Package include a peer review. 

MANUEL FELICIANO 7/21/2016 1 

As agreed at the meeting held on 6/30/2016 between FDOT Central Office, FIU, and FIGG, the independent peer review for the substructure will be included prior to the 
RFC submittal. 

Thomas Andres 7/28/2016 1 

Response Accepted & Comment Closed 

No Status 
....... 

Current Holder Reference Categories 

3 RESPONSE ACCEPTED Sheet B-1: STRUCTURES 

Created By . Created ̂ an '.  Version Delegate For 
. .....,..— ..,.. — ._....• _ J..4._ ia.... Le.— — 

Thomas Andres 6/17/2016 1 

The 90% Substructure Component Submittal is missing the pylon truss system connection details (Sheets B-36 and B-37). The 90% Substructure Component Submittal is 
missing the pylon diaphragm dimensions and reinforcing and the upper pylon dimensions and reinforcing (Sheets B-24 and B-25). The RFP requires sufficient information 
in component submittals to allow for a complete review. Also the FDOT Boilerplate states that partial submittals will not be allowed. (i.e. Further dividing the foundation, 
substructure, or superstructure into Pier 2, Abutment 1, Span 4, etc will not be accepted). It is important that the interfacing elements be provided so that a complete review 
can be performed. 

MANUEL FELICIANO 7/21/2016 1 

The upper and intermediate pylon will be included with the 90% substructure resubmittal. 

Thomas Andres 

Response Accepted & Comment Closed 

7/28/2016 1 

^No Status Current Holder Reference Categories 

4 RESPONSE ACCEPTED Sheet B-23' STRUCTURES 

Cfeatelitir Created On - VON& Deaf I& Kai 

Thomas Andres 6/17/2016 1 

a. Indicate that concrete for the pylon is to be mass concrete. 

b. Section C-C: Contact splice at footing-pylon connection: The 2 x 13 inner 11P01 bars does not match the 2 x 11 Pylon dowels shown on Sheet B-10 (previous 
submittal). 

c. Will there be any interfacing steel between the pylon and the CIP span? See General comment above. The concern is potential camber-growth over time and the 
effects on the grouted shim joint. See previous 30% comment related to continuous for LL designs. 

MANUEL FELICIANO 7/21/2016 1 

a) A note will be added indicating that the base of the pylon is a mass concrete pour. 
b) The dowel detail has been further coordinated. 
c) Yes, there will be interfacing steel between the pylon and the CIP span. The submittal will show the requested reinforcement details. The effect of the camber-growth has 
been analyzed and its effect on the grouted joint is not significant. 

Thomas Andres 7/28/2016 1 

Response Accepted & Comment Closed 

^ No Status Current Holder Reference Categories 

5 RESPONSE ACCEPTED 5. Sheets B-2, B-70 STRUCTURES 
thru B-83: 

treated , EIV 
 

Created
V"' Vara Delegate Far 

Thomas Andres 6/17/2016 1 

Verify that all concrete covers meet the requirements of SDG Table 1.4.2-1. See attached document for Department's interpretation of requirements. 

MANUEL FELICIANO 7/21/2016 1 

According to the RFP Design Criteria Section 2.4, structural elements for stairs, elevators, and ramps shall be designed in accordance with the Florida Building Code 
(Chapter 19) and ACI 318 (Section 7.7.1). The minimum cover for slabs and stairs is 1.5 in. We agree that for columns the concrete cover is equal to 3 inches. 

Thomas Andres 7/28/2016 1 

Response Accepted & Comment Closed 



FIU 90% Substructure Component Plans Review 

1. General: The RFP requires sufficient information in component submittals to allow for a 
complete review. As previously stated in the 90% Foundation Component Submittals review 
comments sufficient backup information necessary to substantiate the loading on the 
substructure elements was not included in the this 90% substructure Component Submittal 
Package. In addition, the previous 30% comments questioned many of the design assumptions 
related to the bridge superstructure and cross section. See the highlighted comments in 
attached pdf. For this reason, the 90% Substructure Component Submittal needs to be 
resubmitted with the necessary back-up information and comment responses to substantiate 
the loading on the foundations 

2. General: The 90% Substructure Component Package did not include an independent peer 
review as required by PPM 26.3.2 and PPM 26.12. Although the structure is a fake cable stay, it 
is designed for simple span dead load made continuous for live loads; it also is classified as 
unique bridge type with component-to-component configurations and details not normally 
used in Florida. We therefore request that the resubmitted 90% Foundation Component 
Package include a peer review. 

3. Sheet B-1: The 90% Substructure Component Submittal is missing the pylon truss system 
connection details (Sheets B-36 and B-37). The 90% Substructure Component Submittal is 
missing the pylon diaphragm dimensions and reinforcing and the upper pylon dimensions and 
reinforcing (Sheets B-24 and B-25). The RFP requires sufficient information in component 
submittals to allow for a complete review. Also the FDOT Boilerplate states that partial 
submittals will not be allowed. (i.e. Further dividing the foundation, substructure, or 
superstructure into Pier 2, Abutment 1, Span 4, etc will not be accepted). It is important that 
the interfacing elements be provided so that a complete review can be performed. 

4. Sheet B-23: 
a. Indicate that concrete for the pylon is to be mass concrete. 
b. Section C-C: Contact splice at footing-pylon connection: The 2 x 13 inner 11P01 

bars does not match the 2 x 11 Pylon dowels shown on Sheet B-10 (previous 
submittal). 

c. Will there be any interfacing steel between the pylon and the CIP span? See 
Comment 3 above. The concern is potential camber-growth over time and the 
effects on the grouted shim joint. See previous 30% comment related to continuous 
for LL designs. 

5. Sheets B-2, B-70 thru B-83: Verify that all concrete covers meet the requirements of SDG Table 
1.4.2-1. See table below for Department interpretation of requirements. 
Sheet, Element Description Cover Based on Moderately Aggressive 

Substructure and Superstructure 
B-70, B-78: Landing Bent 3", except for bearing pedestal 2" 
B-71: Upper Landing Columns (Section E-E) 3" , everything else 2" 
B-72, B-75, B-76, B-80, B-83: Stairs 2" 
B-73, B-74: Electrical Room Columns (Section A-A and B-B) 3" , 

everything else 2" 



B-78: Upper Landing Columns (Section D-D) 3" , everything else 2" 
B-81: Electrical Room Columns (Section A-A) 3" , everything else 2" 



Comments 1 thru 22 below are for information only. No response is required. The comments are 
intended to assist in progressing the DBF's concept to 90%. 

1. General: 
a. See CADD Manual, pg. 4-41 thru 4-47 for structures plans naming and numbering 

convention and sheet order. 

http://www.dot.state.fl.us/ecso/downloads/publicationsimanual/CADDManual2015/Files/10.1. 
15/CADDManual2015.pdf 

b. Include bridge geotechnical report and borings in next submittal. 
c. Include Traffic Control Plans for SW 8th Street in next submittal. 
d. Is the C/L Structure & PGL baseline tied-in via survey? Include project survey control 

sheets in next submittal. 
e. Locate and show all existing utilities within the project limits in next submittal. 

2. Sheet B-2: 
a. Include a note for lightning protection design criteria. fib Bulletin No. 30 "Acceptance of 

Stay Cable Systems using Prestressing Steels", NFPA 70 (National Electric code) and 
NFPA 780 (Standard for the Installation of Lightning Protection Systems). 

b. Expand "Screeding Deck Slab Note" to say: ...TO ENSURE A UNIFORM TEXTURE OF THE 
FINAL COMPLETED STRUCTURE." to ensure that the CIP and precast deck interfacing 
surfaces also meet finish requirements. 

c. Rename "Deck Planing and Profilographing" note title to "Deck Finishing" since the 
short-bridge criteria will be used. 

d. Note 4: If SIP Forms are permitted, the designer needs to include the dead load (forms 
and the weight of the concrete to fill the flutes) which were assumed in the design. 

e. Future Bearing Replacement: Include a step to unbolt the bottom stay pipe connection 
(Detail B, Sheet B-16) prior to jacking span or incorporate Comment 11.c below. 

f. Per, SDG 2.4.1.E, since bridge is higher than 75 ft. Evaluate gust factor per ASCE/SEI 7-
05. Show gust factor G that was used in General Notes. 

3. Sheet B-3: 
a. See SDM Chapter 7 for PLAN AND ELEVATION DRAWING requirements. 
b. Call-out the existing overhead utility. Is it to remain? Can it be shut down? Is this an 

electric line? If so, include voltage. Is the clearance the minimum distance or the 
vertical distance? Clarify. 

c. Review strain-compatibility implications created by part of the continuous (for LL) 
structure being founded on deep foundations and part founded on spread footings. 
Although there is likely surface rock at the site, any settlement of the abutments relative 
to the pylon need to be accounted for in the design. 

4. Sheet B-4: 
a. Show cross slope on both sides of the section. 
b. Gradual drainage pipe slopes will be difficult to maintain. Greater slopes would be self-

cleaning. Also design-in sufficient longitudinal slope of canopy to avoid ponding water. 



Provide pipe cleanout details during final design and verify that 8 inch diameter pipe is 
sufficient. 

c. :Consider the following cross section shape related issues: 
i. Add a large 2'-0" chamfer at canopy-web interfaces and at Walkway-web 

interfaces to reduce the likelihood of cracking at the 90 degree corners. 
ii. Review section for buckling of the unbraced compression flange (canopy). 
iii. .Revieik the shape of the canopy at, the outer fihers high compression will occur 

at Itie.tov*-6-eoiriers. 
iv. ;The inset pipe in the hPttPhl_centes,OflheNe*AaYYtilllikelY create a:We? k 

point which willLbe a crack initiation ppint dVe to traftvgrsetioSt tensionin=g_; 
1,stretses: jhis is ilS2_ an issue at the laationii'mihere the live end of thin har is 
41-  the battbniTTOIXhi if a recess anchor is used: See'S-ir 

B'fall dragonal•Type member' anchors appear to conflict withtliWdraihageliipe: 
i;Thq,IiiiginSkifficient -cktails.of the walkway deck;web intefface7and the,cabppy 
web ifiteftke Where there is significant interfaCing:Shear hetwien tke 
relements 

5. Sheet B-5: 
a. Spread footing layouts do not match B-19 thru 13-21. 
b. See SDG 3.8 for spread footing requirements. 
c. See SDM, Chapter 11 for foundation layout sheet requirements. 
d. Show critical temporary walls which are required to construct pylon footing alongside 

sw r Street. 
e. Include Roadway Plan Set which includes requirements for traffic control and pavement 

and striping restoration of SW 8th Street required to facilitate the Pylon footing 
construction under existing roadway. 

6. Sheets B-6 and B-7: Bury top of footing a minimum of 3'-0" below finished ground per SDG 
3.11.2.C. 

7. Sheet B-8: 
a. It is unclear why the 3" CIP vertical closure joint is required. Recommend maintaining a 

2 ft. closure pour throughout. Issues with the 3" CIP vertical closure joint include: 
i. Ability to consolidate grout/concrete in the 3" vertical gap. 
ii. Ability to splice PT bar duct. 
iii. Ability to accommodate fit-up with hauling defection (SPMTs) shape versus in-

place self-weight deflection shape during element placement. 
b. The vertical PT. ducts located in the precast truss elements (both spans) need to be 

oversized to facilitate fit-up. 
c. It is unclear how pylon pier is connected from the underlying pier element-up thru the 

bottom walkway around the web element and thru the canopy. 
d. Show duct for the continuity tendon in Section A-A. 
e. Experience has shown that full-continuous-for-LL behavior which is assumed in design 

may not be achieved in the structure because of camber growth over time. Consider 
adding additional continuity bars/tendons in the bottom walkway element and 
sequence construction as follows: Pour walkway closure, stress walkway continuity 



bars/tendons, pour remaining closure, and then stress canopy continuity tendons. That 
way the bottom is pre-compressed in the vent of camber growth. 

8. Sheets B-9 and B-10: 
a. Care needs to be taken to avoid issues associated with elastic shortening of the 

elements during stressing of longitudinal tendons. For instance the form has to be 
designed to be compressible or removable (region 1), and embedded skid plates need to 
be embedded in such a way that the heel does not spall or crack as the element 
cambers up and drags on its heel (region 2). 

b. The plans need to clearly show the sequence of all stressing. Maintaining stress limits 
throughout all intermittent phases to avoid cracking of the members will be extremely 
ricky-and will likely necessitate stressing all web Members along with some 

transverse/longitudinal stressing in increments such tat members stay in compression. 
CAR° predicting Where the RT:ttresitYg actually goes will be tricky; For instance any 
Tofeel imposed on veAjOintsAfect7a117merfilierstaniffigirifkthelaint  :tOfikitifdi
We-Wit of the cano0y/WalkivnyWill teTiClIo go alto thelfiff 
the canopy/walkway..Also the digign needs to, pay pOttjgd,Ws 1)0f igegrget§ and 
member,  interface their) through all phases of stressing. 

4 crheye-ii-i —oyfideriWitfiwigioFibeiti .the.-compression zone-40e to,ldilettidibM r PT of 
fthe7WelkwaYaf the fneMer efieltig-Ihe top of the,web and canopy element gets 
dragged along (Ole?'" lag in region 3). 



24' -11" 

- D /2 

19'-9%" 7-101. 

Region 3 

Z -101/2" 
-J

d. There appears:to he Signiffeaht•ihear lag issues 'in -both the canopy and W41144Y:ii the 
stiff ,1*-eb-eleMent isteingdragged behind the compression zOne:TheVestgret nerds to 
,.pay.particu-lar attentionin these areas. MovingthicanoPyrcantinWtendoh*i the 
middle tendon $pot may improve the issue Cof4der Addicts addionelleinkiti.idihel 
'tendons in the added 7 it corner ,ehamfers (Cominent 4.e.1).-

1.—( STRUCTURE & PYLON 

IT 1 
STRuclulzt a PYLCh 

ill !I 11 II !I it I. 
r 141 11 it 

A.4 

e. The concrete mix design needs to be flowable concrete or SCC to minimize potential for 
honeycombing of the element especially in areas where the concrete is cast under 
overlying formed surfaces (such as diagonals). 

- §Ag.0s13741 P4-V09,-4;f04-1495i 
;fable I  Tingerit7tf Vic)"at 01akeffidilagesljrdifStrYkjeffee. 

10. Sheet B-13: 
a. Verify stability of the structure during fabrication as the outer two ends of the walkway 

support beams are cambered upward due to the transverse PT in the deck. 
'b.= 1-41 distance to the flat duOt is insufficient *hid ..acdeWrithigfoill'an'router duct 

diaiheter of 1.54". See op Taw 111::44: 
11. Sheet B-16: 

a. The longest pipe (145'-9") will deflect 2.44 inches under its own dead load. This 
assumes a standard pipe wall thickness. Even thicker walled 16 inch pipes appear to be 
unacceptable solutions. Consider a 20 inch or 24 inch O.D. with an X-Heavy wall 
thickness for the longest pipe and a standard pipe thickness for the rest. 

b. Are the anchor bolts to be embedded in the members? Avoid drill and epoxy options if 
possible. See suggested detail below in item C to facilitate fit-up. 



c. The pipes will be a maintenance issue long term. Will they be galvanized and then 
painted. How will inside of pipe be maintained if it is not galvanized? Pipes will attract 
live loads, thermal loads, and wind loads. See suggested detail (tight fitting inner slide 
pipe) below to avoid stressing of the pipes. Require pipes to be completely sealed 
against rain intrusion. 

Filet Weld 
All around 
one side only 

d. Given the sharply acute angles - How is quality welded insured? Also it is nearly 
impossible to inspect / perform NDT. 

12. Sheet B-17: 
a. ,See comment 8 above regarding providing-a detailed stressing sequence. All web 

Jrieniihershiyhaiieto be stressed  9, 11 thiii 14 and 24) to avoid 
,'crackihg,Seetorninfrif f8y cabb.Ve. 

the bottom joint intersection eirehl:120-7A11.0 8confilet (the.h...Ars are  -the 
same vertical Jjlaney: 

c. tin the case where,the 'ars.are stressed from the bottom, how is,Stressirigact@s5A.V, 
(Also if an anchor recess is provided at thiS localionTthe.reEist will Weak-athe64Mber. 

- anCludereinforcint and -bin-Sting steel.detailS-in the next Subthittal:

CXecgrhrileh:d.'A-0WhIgigOtiO.ffiiie*Teii: "* -69*ti*Jitio.Of 11-:b1.1* 



f. The web truss will be very, difficult to form without shrinkage cracking of the 
geometrically constrained members. Concrete placed around rigid inner fOrms are 
.prone to shrinkage cracking and difficult to strip without damaging the memher. See 
sketch below. Also over the length of the web element how will shrinkage be facilitated 

will the inner fOrms be allowed to float or will the element be cast in stages? 
;Recommend a shrinkage reducing admixture, a staged construction process and possibly 
:eall-fOr all of the innerforms-to be lined WithtliiriCainpreSSible- rubber liners 

ELEVATION 

13. Sheet B-26: 
a. Expand SPMT support beam details`including dimensiOns from the end-of theprecast 

truss and anaim/design the precast truss, system for the hauling support stresses 
consistent with thePlan details and assumed stipport Conditions. 

b. Outside of the roadway pavement limits, the SPMTs will have to roll on steel plates or 
mats. Show on this sheet or B-27. 

c. Require shop drawings for the SPMT move in final plans — give requirements related to 
maximum twist and differential boundary conditions during the move to avoid cracking 
of the element. 

:14. Sheet B-27.ari-d1347: or the ciP.trusSspan;it is unclear' how the bOttoniliVe-end PT bar for 
,member 23'can heiffetsed with the sup.pOrtiabutment in tha- W4y.4..AlsO see Comment 12.c 
a hove !ego rding stressing access with the forming SySteni *file way:- 

C15 Sheets B 27.an l B 28 Expand to ind-Ude member fabrication forming and stressing, and.
stglisinsufficient detail.*i 

16. Sheet B-28, Step 5: Include continuity stressing steps. See Comment 7.e above. 
17. Sheet 10 of 106: Lighting shoirld meet IESNA and CPTED (crime prevention strategies thru 

environmental design). 
18. Sheet 15 of 106: Flat area included curb element will attract skate boarders. 
19. Sheet 16 of 106: Follow CPTED standards: Keep tree branches > 6' above ground, and ground 

cover/shubs below 2' tall to eliminate hiding places. 
20. Sheet 17 of 106: Benches should have center arm rest or similar to keep people from sleeping 

on them. 
21. Sheet 55 of 106: Panels create an opportunity for local artwork — creates ownership and 

reduces vandalism. 
22. Sheet 92 of 106: Follow CPTED Guidelines — cut off fixture, reduced glare, etc. 
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48, - RESE ACCEPTED Sheet BW-1 ,TRUCTURES 

C reaterillft Zreate On '-. Vers of relegate For 
14..  .. ...- 7.7.. , t. r .  .. .. 

Thomas Andres 7/13/2016 1 

a. Section A-A: Specification 455-5.15.3 allows for a batter tolerance of 114 inches per foot from vertical therefore the panels will not likely bear on both piles for their full 
length. The concern is that soil fines will migrate through the open joint. Require filter fabric to be attached to back-of-wall across panels via an approved mastic. 
b. Filter Fabric Placement Detail: The bottom-of-panel elevation appears to be lower than top-of-rock in a few locations. Is it the EOR's intent that the toe be preformed? 
Are there any requirements for grouting the toe at these locations? 

These comments require a written response. 
MANUEL FELICIANO 8/16/2016 1 

a) Filter fabric will be placed across panel joints via approved mastic. 
b) All panels will be embedded a minimum of 2 ft below top of natural rock. The canal needs to be excavated to achieve the proposed cross section as shown on the 
drainage plans. A trench will be excavated to set the panels given the hard natural limestone. The purpose of setting the panels into the limestone is to avoid soil migration 
under the panels. There are not any requirements for grouting the toe at these locations. 

Thomas Andres 8/18/2016 1 

Response Accepted & Comment Closed 

No Status Current Holder Reference Categories 

49 RESPONSE ACCEPTED Sheet BW-7: STRUCTURES 

Created l39 Created do '  'V61.111611 011iffigatb For 

Thomas Andres 7/13/2016 1 

a. Note 5: Expand note for galvanizing to include nuts, bearing plates and couplers. 

b. Section A-A: The anchor bars appear to go-through the proposed foundations. Please address the following: 

I. Has the design of the retaining wall accounted for the influence of the spread footing surcharge loadings? 
II. Clarify if the PVC pipe shown on Sheet BW-8 is to be embedded into the spread footings. If so, address how concrete cover will be maintained. If not, address impact of 
Spread Footing Settlement on possible anchor bar kinking. 

These comments require a written response. 
MANUEL FELICIANO 8/2/2016 1 

a) Note will be expanded. 
b) Yes, surcharge loading from adjacent foundations has been included in the design. 
c) Yes, PVC pipe will be embedded into spread footing. We will coordinate with bridge designer to include appropriate notes with respect to cover. 

Thomas Andres 8/18/2016 1 

Response Accepted & Comment Closed 
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i No Stab, Current Holder Reference Categories 

1 , REST ,./ ' ACCEPTED Calculations Gene STRUCTURES 

Croatia'Eti- Created On ' ,..1614 ate For i 
Thomas Andres 7/15/2016—  ."1- — 1— ti

The reserve capacity for the various spread footings appear to enough to account for any future design refinements to the superstructure (all C/Ds a 1.12). However the 
calculations for the pylon pile compression C/D = 1.04, and the pile geotechnical capacity C/D ratio =1.00. See attached. 

We are thinking that a 6-8% reserve would be a reasonable cushion in order to relax the project contract requirements which would allow superstructure design refinements 
to occur later so that we could move forward with the 90% foundation submittal package. 

Either resolve the outstanding superstructure comments or resubmit the plans and calcs. for the pylon to give a larger C/D cushion. 
MANUEL FELICIANO 7/19/2016 1 

Per our telephone conversation on 7/18/16, please find attached the revised Pile Data Table drawing (Sheet B-9) showing the maximum "Required Nominal Bearing 
Resistance" of 450 tons. We agreed to show the required nominal bearing resistance (RNBR) in the "installation criteria" of the Pile Data Table instead of showing the 
factored design load divided by the resistance factor (phi). As I mentioned to you, the original design assumed a nominal bearing resistance of 450 tons despite the fact that 
the pile data table was presenting a lower value equal to the factored design load divided by the resistance factor. Also attached is a summary of the calculations showing 
the updated values for your review. 

Thomas Andres 7/25/2016 1 

Will base review on this response. 

No T • Status Current Holder Reference Categories 

8 - COMMENT AGREED WITH General: STRUCTURES 

created By ;;'  Created,On  Version — Delegit or 

Thomas Andres  7/25/2016    1 

The submittal did not include an Independent Peer Review per the requirements of RFP pgs. 27 and 28 and PPM Chapter 26. 
Per our discussions, we have agreed to relax the requirement for the peer review to be in the 90% submittal provided that the independent peer review (Engineer's 
comments, comment responses, resolution and signed and sealed cover letter) be submitted for all component plans prior to Releasing For Construction Plans for each 
component (foundation, substructure, superstructure). 

MANUEL FELICIANO 8/17/2016 

Comment Agreed & Closed 
. _ . . 

No , Status Current Holder Reference Categories 

9 RESPONSE ACCEPTED Sheets B-11 and B-15: STRUCTURES 

Created Bye.. ‘2_,..  - 
— 

Creafe‘On ::  :1 ersion. DolegatefOr 

Thomas Andres - ''.7/25/2016 1 
....—..._.. 

Add note that says: Construct shallow foundations in accordance with Specification 455. 

MANUEL FELICIANO 8/17/2016 

The suggested note will be added to all applicable drawings. 

Thomas Andres 8/18/2016 

Response Accepted & Comment Closed 

1 

1 

1 
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2 COMMENT AGREED WITH General: STRUCTURES 

Creatticiejo 7 - PrOatett On` Vas fitiii Delegate
12.4oi_1. ......_ - ... au. —ram ......, ,.... ilg.....aii- -. ';,..-.. ..- —........4 

Thomas Andres 8/8/2016 1 

The RFP, page 27; PPM 26.3.2 and PPM 26.12 requires an independent peer review as part of the 90% Substructure Component Package. As discussed in our project 
meeting, we agree to wave the this specific requirement for this submittal however a completed independent peer review is required prior to RFC of the plans. 

MANUEL FELICIANO 9/7/2016 

Comment Agreed & Closed 



Nor Stab Current Holder Reference Categories 

3 RES•,, " ACCEPTED Sheet B-23: ;TRUCTURES 
IS' 

Created By ,,t  ',  Created_-te,On Version aelegate For 
—. .,,,....... 

Thomas Anares 8/8/2016 1 

Are the 2-2"utility conduits to be cast into the pylon base? If so, include on sheet. 

MANUEL FELICIANO 9/12/2016 1 

No, there are no utility conduits in the pylon base. 

Thomas Andres 9/15/2016 1 

Response Accepted & Comment Closed 

No Status Current Holder Reference Categories 

4 RESPONSE ACCEPTED Sheet B-24: STRUCTURES 

t'reated By, Created On Versions. V.or 
: 

AndresThomas "' 8/8/2016 1 

a. The details on this sheet are not consistent with the calculations (simple span-for-DL, continuous-for-LL). The CIP back-span needs to be detailed independent of the 
pylon and the pylon concrete cannot be placed until closure pours are placed and continuity stressing has occurred. Revise pylon/walkway interfacing details consistent with 
design assumptions See attached sequence of construction steps. 
b. The sheet is not legible due to the very small scale of the section views. See SDM 2.9. Separate this sheet into two or three sheets to better communicate to the 
Contractor what is intended. 
c. The CIP pylon/precast walkway connections are extremely congested. Show larger scale 2D or 3D integrated drawings per SDM Chapter 20 to insure that there are no 
conflicts of embedded items (PT ducts, PT anchors, anchor caps, couplers, reinforcing steel, conduits, piping, etc.). 
d. Section B-B: How will column concrete below the precast canopy surface be consolidated such that honeycombing is avoided (roughly 2'-0" x 6'-0" horizontal surface)? 
Consider casting-in bleed holes or pour holes in overlying portion of precast element. 
e. Section D-D: The inner two PT anchor caps appear to conflict with the 11P03 rebar couplers. 
f. Section D-D: It is not dear why the inner two PT anchor caps are not depicted in the Cross Section View. 
g. Section A-A: Is the pipe cast in the precast walkway component? Is the pipe sections connected with bell and spigot joints and provide interfacing details. Clarify intent. 

ERIKA HANGO 9/7/2016 1 

a. The details on sheet B-24 show that the vertical member of the back span will be cast monolithically with the intermediate section of the pylon. The assumed back span 
and intermediate pylon construction sequence is attached for your review. 
b. The drawing will be revised to show a bigger scale using more than one drawing. 
c. An integrated 3-D drawing was developed to ensure the embedded items are not in conflict. This drawing will be used by the design build team during the planning phase 
for the construction of this section of the bridge. 
d. The contractor is planning to cast the canopy section (2'x6') at the same time as the intermediate section of the pylon to avoid any possibility of imperfection in the pour. 
e. We have verified that the 11P03 bars do not conflict with the anchor caps. It appears that the rebar couplers are in conflict with the anchor caps, but the couplers are 
located at a different elevation than the anchor caps. 
f. The cross section (looking upstation) shows the back span tendons and Section D-D only shows the main span tendons because the plan view is not wide enough to show 
the back span tendons. 
g. The pipe is not cast with the precast walkway component. A section of the drain pipe will be cast in the pylon CIP section and the embedded pipe will be connected to the 
exterior pipe under the deck. 

Thomas Andres 9/16/2016 1 

On Response a, if vertical member of the back span will is cast monolithically with the intermediate section of the pylon then the design assumptions of simple span for dead 
loads is not correct. As the forms deflect under concrete weight, continuity stresses will be developed between the pylons and the span. 

ERIKA HANGO 9/22/2016 1 

The simple span condition only occurs during the main span erection. The back span is designed to resist the continuity forces between the pylon and the truss. After the 
transverse closures are poured the continuity tendons are stressed creating a two span continuous structure. 

Thomas Andres 9/26/2016 1 

Okay, but the acceptability of this design approach depends on the Contractor's formwork stiffness - if he chooses a fairly stiff forming system then the design assumptions 
may be okay - if not then I would except cracking. 



Ne Titaf 

5 ACCEPTED 

didated131% 
Thomas Andres 

Current Holder Reference '7.- Categories 

Sheets B-70 and 'TRUCTURES 

-- Created On Jelegateriii 

8/9/2016 

a. By inspection, the reinforcing for these framed piers does not appear to be balanced. If 48 #11 bars are required in the 5 ft. cap positive moment region, then significantly 
more than 748 bars will be required in the negative moment regions of the frame (outer third of cap-around corners and along outer face of column into footings) especially 
factoring-in that the column is only 2 ft. wide. Also verify that the footings have been designed to resist the sliding forces of the frame pier and that the moments in the pier 
account for the soil springs of the spread footings. See attached sketch. 
b. Include a call-out at the column plaza concrete slab interface. Require 3/4" premolded expansion material on all four sides of column. Typical comment on all sheets that 
have column/building elements that interface the plaza concrete slab. 

MANUEL FELICIANO 9/7/2016 1 

a. A sensitivity study was performed. The results indicated the columns are flexible and only a small amount of negative moment exists at the face of the columns; 
therefore, the design is adequate. Soil springs will increase the flexibility of the columns and result in a decrease in pier moments. 
b. The call-out will be added to the drawings. 

Thomas Andres 9/16/2016 1 

For Comment a, the framed pier is not balanced. The moment at the center of the cap is a function of the moments that have to be carried around the corners into the 
column. Either the 48411s is excessive or the 748s is too little. I suspect that less than 48#11 are required and more than 748s are required. 

ERIKA HANGO 9/22/2016 1 

The moment in the negative region of the beam is equal to the moment at the top section of the column (see attachment). Therefore, the 748 bars at the top of the beam 
are adequate to resist the beam moment demand. The same area of steel is placed at the outside face of the column. Note that the beam depth is 2.5 time the depth of the 
column. The 48411 bars are required to resist the positive moment demand. The moment distribution along the beam is directly related to the stiffness of the columns. A 
wider column will create more negative moment in the beam. 

Thomas Andres 9/26/2016 1 

Okay, but make sure that both the 24 ksi limit and the reinforcing steel fatigue has been checked. 

No  Status Current Holder Reference Categories 

6 RESPONSE ACCEPTED Sheet B-71: STRUCTURES 

Triattiday -, Created —On ; Version Delegate 
,..„—....,_. , ..-.  

Thomas Andres 8/9/2016 1 

Separate into two sheets. Sheet is difficult to read because scale of details are too small. See SDM 2.9. 

MANUEL FELICIANO 9/7/2016 1 

The drawing will be revised to show a bigger scale using more than one drawing. 

Thomas Andres 9/15/2016 

Response Accepted & Comment Closed 

1 
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7.-No— Stab-

10 ' ACCEPTED 

Ffeited  t _ 
Thomas Andres 

Current Holder 

Created On 
9/26/2016 

Reference Categories 

Geotechnical Rep( ;TRUCTURES 

Version )elegatn e For 

The following comment requires a written response: shallow foundation bearing capacity analysis appears to have assumed no influence of groundwater, and no horizontal 
forces. Both parameters can have a significant effect on the estimated bearing capacity. Please update the calculations and re-size the footings if necessary. 

ERIKA HANGO 10/18/2016 1 

The influence of groundwater was taken into consideration. However, shallow foundation bearing capacity analyses are conservative already as they assume footings 
bearing on granular soils (not rock) with a soil friction angle of 40 degrees, when in fact the footings will sit on competent natural limestone (which may also be treated as a 
cohesive mass with a relatively high cohesion value), in which case the resulting bearing capacity would have been even significantly higher. As suggested, we have made a 
slight revision to the calculations to incorporate the effect of groundwater while keeping the original conservative assumptions the same. The resulting bearing capacity is 
now more conservative and still much higher than the maximum recommended factored bearing resistance of 14 ksf. The attached revised report incorporated the revised 
calculations reflecting this consideration. We disagree that the bearing capacity analyses do not consider the effect of horizontal forces. The design loading information was 
provided by the bridge engineer, including axial, lateral, and applied moments. Hence, all external stability checks were performed for all external loads provided and 
eccentricity also checked for these loads. No re-sizing of the footings is necessary. 

Thomas Andres 10/27/2016 1 

Response Accepted & Comment Closed 

!No Status Current Holder Reference Categories 

11 RESPONSE ACCEPTED Sheet B-3: STRUCTURES 

Created_ By , -CreatetiOn VW'sr6 111- Vffe egliffW 
. _ 

Thomas Andres 9/26/2016 1 

This comment is for information only (no response required) due to this being the Foundation Submittal however the General Notes do not address the corrosion protection 
of the stay -pipe (inner and outer). How is the inside of the pipe protected (primer, etc.)- can it be coated? Recommend a High Performance Painting System on the 
outside per Specification 560. It is not clear what an Architectural Coating is? 

MANUEL FELICIANO 10/18/2016 1 

Noted. 

Thomas Andres 10/27/2016 1 

Response Accepted & Comment Closed 

No Status Current Holder Reference Categories 
12 RESPONSE ACCEPTED Sheets B-8 and B-11 STRUCTURES 

thru B-17: 

ereileT1W77' adated CAT %Tit& Mitigate Fiir 
Thomas Andres 9/26/2016 1 

This comment requires a written response: Label Footings (Type 1 thru Type 8) on Sheets B-11 thru B-17 per the naming convention given on B-8. 

MANUEL FELICIANO 10/18/2016 1 

The footing labels on drawing B-11 thru B-17 have been revised to match the labels on drawing B-8. 

Thomas Andres 10/27/2016 1 

Response Accepted & Comment Closed 



MEMORANDUM 

TO: The Files 

FROM: Dwight D. Dempsey, P.E., S.E. 

REFERENCE: UniversityCity Prosperity Project 
Pedestrian Bridge Plans Discussion, 9/15/2016 
FIGG Project No. 2262.03 

DATE: January 21, 2016 

A meeting on the referenced project was held from 9;06 to 10:00 a.m. on Thursday, 
September 15, 2016 at FDOT Central Office in Tallahassee, Florida to discuss the pedestrian 
bridge plans. Participants included: 

FDOT Central Office: Robert Robertson, Tom Andres, Teddy Theryo 

FDOT District 6: Alfredo Reyna (via phone) 

FIU: Alberto Delgado (via phone) 

FIGG: Denney Pate, Dwight Dempsey, Manuel Feliciano 

A document containing the FIGG responses to FDOT comments was discussed during this 
meeting (copy attached). The following is a summary of key items from this meeting: 

1. FIGG will list the gust effectfactor considered for the bridge design in the General 
Notes (Item 

2. FDOT suggested increasing the size of the'vertical PT bar duct for the vertical PT bars 
thatare used to connect the-superstructure to the pylon base. FIGG will check if 
'MOT suggestion is fe'asible. 

3. FIGG to add a note to the bridge plans to require additional testing of the pipe welds 
to the base plate to ensure highest quality welds (e.g. ultrasonic or radiographic 
testing). 

4. FIGG toinvestigate feasibility of adding a 9" chamfer where the truss members 
connect tOthe canopy and bridge deck at the end of the bridge span where the 
longitudinal PT terminates. 

5. FIGG to ensure the PT bar anchor cap is utilized at the live and dead ends. 

6. FIGG to investigate and work with MCM to implement flexible formwork systems to 
allow the bridge deck section to be minimally restrained after casting. 

7. FDOT to further review superstructure status set plans that were provided during the 
meeting and provide comments back to FIGG by 9/21. 

xc: All Attendees 



Andres, Tom 

Andres, Tom 
it: Friday, September 16, 2016 11:57 AM 

To: Dempsey, Dwight; Feliciano, Manuel; Robertson, Robert; Theryo, Teddy; Pate, Denney; 
Rodrigo Isaza ; Eugene Collings-Bonfill - P.E., PMP; Alberto 
Delgado ; Reyna, Alfredo 

Subject: RE: FIU Pedestrian Bridge Superstructure - Draft Meeting Summary 
Attachments: FIU Superstructure Feedback.pdf 

Dwight, 

I concur with your draft meeting summary. I performed a very quick cursory review of the superstructure status 
set. Instead of typing up the comments, I simply marked up the set (sorry for my poor handwriting). See attached. A lot 
of the comments were discussed in yesterday's meeting or are follow-ups to earlier 30% review comments. 

Let me know if you have any questions. 

Thomas A. Andres P.E. 
Assistant State Structures Design Engineer 
605 Suwannee St., MS 33 
Tallahassee, FL 32399-0450 

 

)nn: Dempsey, Dwight  
it: Friday, September 16, 2016 11:45 AM 

To: Andres, Tom ; Feliciano, Manuel ; Robertson, Robert 
; Theryo, Teddy ; Pate, Denney 

; Rodrigo Isaza ; Eugene Collings-Bonfill - P.E., 
PMP ; Alberto Delgado ; Reyna, Alfredo 

 
Subject: FIU Pedestrian Bridge Superstructure - Draft Meeting Summary 

Tom/All, 

Please find the attached draft summary from our meeting with Central Office yesterday. Please review and provide me 
with your comments by COB Monday, 9/19 and I will send out the final summary on 9/20. 

Thank you! 

Dwight 

Dwight D. Dempsey, P.E., S.E. 
Regional Director 
Southeastern Regional Office 

Bridge Engineers, Inc. 
N. Calhoun St. 

l'&lahassee, FL 32301 
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No Stet- — Current Holder Reference Categories 

7 COl T AGREED WITH General: STRUCTURES 

Create& By *gar() 1%ertfolri aeferitigkif 
Thomas Andres 10/11 /2016 1 

Include step by step fabrication sequence in the plans and include a TSP for the construction of the precast main-span and CIP back span. The TSP should require a more 
detailed step-by-step fabrication sequence to be submitted in an Erection Manual submitted by a Specialty Engineer. 
The Erection Manual shall include the following: 
- Positioning, use and sequencing of falsework, jacking and/or releasing of falsework, formwork, temporary towers, supports and the like. 
- Step-by-step PT bar stressing and longitudinal tendon stressing sequence so that stresses during fabrication of both main span and back span stay below design code 
limits. Also include a step-by-step casting and form stripping sequence with clear delineation of required construction joints. Depict the support condition at the near-site 
casting yard at the time of stressing. 
- Positioning, detailed step-by-step erection plan of the Self-Propelled-Modular-Transporter (SPMT) move of the precast main-span. Include drawings and calculations for 
the structural based on the support conditions of the precast main-span during the SPMT move. 

MANUEL FELICIANO 10/28/2016 1 

The general fabrication sequence for the construction of the precast main span and CIP back span has been provided as part of the plan set (see Erection Sequence 
drawings). The erection manual will provide the mentioned information showing more details of the stressing sequences, support conditions during casting, form stripping 
sequence, and location of temporary towers. 
The step-by-step erection plan of the SPMT will be provided on a separate submittal by the Contractor's Specialty Engineer. 

Thomas Andres 11/1/2016 1 

This response is okay provided that the step-by-step information per response to Comment 10 is provided in the final plans. 

MANUEL FELICIANO 

Comment Agreed & Closed 

No Status 

8 RESPONSE ACCEPTED 

Create014 ' 
• - 

Thomas Andres 

11/8/2016 

Current Holder 

Crnfh! 

10/11/2016 

Provide connection details between main span truss with the pylon. 

MANUEL FELICIANO 10/28/2016 

Reference 

General: 

Version 

1 

1 

Categories 

STRUCTURES 

Connection details between the main span truss and pylon have been provided on the substructure drawings. 

Thomas Andres 

Response Accepted & Comment Closed 

No Status 

9 RESPONSE ACCEPTED 

Created'By 

Thomas Andres 

11/1/2016 1 

Current Holder Reference Categories 

Sheets B-38 thru B-45 STRUCTURES 
and B-61, B-63, and B-
65: 

C reated0i -VeVslicin 

10/11 /2016 1 
trartalk:ePR 

Add PT bar anchor caps (top and bottom) per SDG 1.11.2, Standard Index 21802 and Specification 462-1.2.a consistent with approved FDOT PT systems and resize 
element as required to fit caps. 

MANUEL FELICIANO 10/28/2016 1 

Permanent grout caps are provided at the top anchor of each PT bar (Anchorage Protection Type 9 per Standard Index No. 21802). Caps are not needed at the bottom 
anchor of each PT bar because exposure levels and the risk of corrosion are lower beneath the deck. Dead end anchors will be cast with the precast section with no block 
out and coated with a galvanizing compound (e.g. Zinc Clad III HS) for additional protection. 

Thomas Andres 11/1/2016 1 

Response Accepted & Comment Closed 



No Stag 

10 REv ;E ACCEPTED 

Current Holder Reference Categories 

Sheets B-37 thru STRUCTURES 
B-42, B-43, and 

Created By 

Thomas Andres 

Created On 

fa/11/2016 

Version 

1 

Delegate.For, •1 

Include step-by-step PT bar stressing and longitudinal tendon stressing sequence so that stresses during fabrication of both main span and back span stay below design 
code limits. Also include a step-by-step casting and form stripping sequence with clear delineation of required construction joints. For the main span section (Sheets B-37 
thru B-40) depict the support condition at the near-site casting yard at the time of stressing. Also check the temporary condition at the time of transport with a clear 
delineation of the SPMT support location on stage 3, Sheet B-108 (cantilever distance) consistent with the calculations. 

MANUEL FELICIANO 10/28/2016 1 

The PT bar stressing sequence will be provided with the Final submittal. The longitudinal tendon stressing sequence is shown on Sheet B-108 (Stage 2). Calculations 
showing stresses during stressing operations are below the allowable limits will be provided with the Final submittal. 
A step-by-step casting and form stripping sequence will be provided with the Final submittal. 
Support conditions for the main span during stressing operations will be shown on the Final submittal. 
The temporary support conditions during transport shown on Sheet B-108 (Stage 3) have been revised. 

Thomas Andres 11/1/2016 1 

Response Accepted & Comment Closed 

No • Status 

11 RESPONSE ACCEPTED 

Cleated* 
Thomas Andres 

Current Holder 

Created On. 

10H1/201e 

Reference 

Sheet B-37, Note 8: 

Version 

1 

Categories • 

STRUCTURES 

Diriegiedi or 

Clarify that the PT bars for members 2 and 11 will not be grouted at the near-site casting yard but will be de-tensioned prior to grouting after span is transported via SPMT to 
the site. 

MANUEL FELICIANO 10/28/2016 1 

Note 8 has been clarified. 

Thomas Andres 11/1/2016 1 

Response Accepted & Comment Closed 

No Status 

12 RESPONSE ACCEPTED 

reatedW 

Thomas Andres 

Current Holder 

Cr Orr 

cif Via 16 

Reference 

Sheets B-48 and B-50: 

VelSiOn 

1 

Categories 

STRUCTURES 

DIAQTWP26t.

There is concern of potential cracking due to tension behind the inner PT tendon anchor as the compression zone drags the end web diagonal and pylon (Sheet B-48) 
behind it. This was an earlier comment. 

MANUEL FELICIANO 10/28/2016 1 

Reinforcement has been added to the Type III and Type IV Deck Diaphragms to address this comment. 

Thomas Andres 

Response Accepted & Comment Closed 

No Status 

13 RESPONSE ACCEPTED 

11/1/2016 1 

Current Holder 

created BY ' Created-on 

Thomas Andres 10/11/2016 1 

Extend the tie down stirrup legs longer to be able to resist radial forces in the curved zones of the tendons. 

MANUEL FELICIANO 10/28/2016 1 

The tie down stirrup legs have been extended. 

Thomas Andres 11/1/2016 1 

Response Accepted & Comment Closed 

Reference Categories 

Sheets B-53 (Section A- STRUCTURES 
A), B-55 (Section A-A), 

Version -1Arefirelf fr" 



No Ste 

14 RE8 ,E ACCEPTED 

Created,By 

Thomas Andres 

Current Holder 

Created Oh 

10/11/2016 

Reference 

Sheets B-56: 

Verilon 

Categories 

STRUCTURES 

Digeliti7For 

There is concern of potential cracking due to tension behind the inner (phase 1 C5) PT tendon anchor as the compression zone drags the pylon behind it. This was an 
earlier comment. 

MANUEL FELICIANO 10/28/2016 1 

Reinforcement has been added to the Type III Canopy Diaphragm to address this comment. 

Thomas Andres 

Response Accepted & Comment Closed 

No Status 

15 RESPONSE ACCEPTED 

Thomas Andres 

11/1/2016 1 

Current Holder 

Cleated On 

1011172016 —

Reference 

Sheets B-60, and B-
108, Stage 3: 

Version

1

Categories --

STRUCTURES 

DalegatTrOr-

The support conditions at the near site casting yard and during SPMT transport is critical (P.T. stressing through SPMT transport). The support needs to be provided at the 
ends through the end diaphragm at the element lifts off formwork during longitudinal/transverse stressing in the near site casting yard. Support needs to stay in the middle 
(specify distance) of the cross section during SPMT transport. Also the main span element needs to remain vertical during SPMT transport. Add the appropriate notes to 
both sheets consistent with the calculations. 

MANUEL FELICIANO 10/28/2016 1 

Support condition notes have been added to Sheets B-60 and B-108 (Stage 3). 

Thomas Andres 11/1/2016 1 

Response Accepted & Comment Closed 

No Status Current Holder Reference Categories 

16 RESPONSE ACCEPTED Sheets B-65, B-66, and STRUCTURES 
B-67: 

Ciaafed15y 'Created On Version Delegate For 

Thomas Andres 10/1 1 /2016 1 

-• 

Check the canopy design where the longitudinal tendons are deviated in plan view resulted in transverse bending of the canopy, due to PT eccentricity. 

MANUEL FELICIANO 10/28/2016 1 

The transverse local effect of the longitudinal tendons has been taking into account in the design of the canopy. Additional calculations will be provided with the Final 
submittal. 

Thomas Andres 11/1/2016 1 

Response Accepted & Comment Closed 

No Status Current Holder Reference Categories 

17 RESPONSE ACCEPTED Sheet B-69: STRUCTURES 

0'0ga:13k • Creatolhaii Verlsion Delegate For 
• . _ 

Thomas Andres 10/11/2016 1 

Specify PT Anchorage Protection Type 8 for down STA (non-stressing end). Replace Anchorage Protection Type 3 to Type 2 for longitudinal multi-strand tendons in the 
deck and canopy. Note: Type 3 is for segmental match-cast joint. 

MANUEL FELICIANO 10/28/2016 1 

Anchorage protection is not needed at the bottom anchor of each PT bar because exposure levels and the risk of corrosion are lower beneath the deck. Dead end anchors 
will be cast with the precast section with no block out and coated with a galvanizing compound (e.g. Zinc Clad III HS) for additional protection. 
Type 3 Anchorage Protection has been revised to Type 2 Anchorage Protection. 

Thomas Andres 11/1/2016 1 

Response Accepted & Comment Closed 



No Stat, 

18 RE 3E ACCEPTED 

Current Holder Reference 

Sheet B-70: 

Categories 

STRUCTURES 

%rented By' Created On Version Del atirr5i-
Thomas Andres 1 6/1i /2016 

a. Provide pipe camber diagrams. 
b. It is unclear how the bolts are fastened to the pylon. Show detail. If the nut is oriented outward how is simply removing the nut sufficient for allowing the necessary 
movement for jacking? Suggest that head of bolt be oriented outward with imbedded coupler inner shank, nut and plate washer. 
c. How is inner surface of pipe protected against corrosion? 
d. We have long-term concerns with cracking of the pipe at the welds. Consider an inner stiffener with a weld access hole to strengthen pipe/plate connection especially for 
the outer pipes. Sheet B-70: The stay pipe numbering system here is different from sheet B-109. 
e. Pipe support geometry: it appears the pipe sagging and truss deformation have not been included in the Angle Top and Angle Bottom of the steel pipe. 
f. Specify the 16" stay pipe ASTM spec. 

MANUEL FELICIANO 11/11/2016 1 

a. The camber diagrams will be provided with the erection manual. 
b. Additional details will be provided to show how the bolts are fastened to the pylon on the final submittal. 
c. Weep holes will be provided at the bottom of each pipe in order to drain any water due to condensation. This will reduce the possibility of corrosion at the bottom of the 
pipe. 
d. Both the forces and variation in force in the steel pipe sections are low when compared to the cross section area. The cross section areas were selected to provide 
stiffness in order to meet specified vibration frequencies. The areas were not based upon needed force resistance (strength). While the Department's suggested detail would 
be possible, it would create additional non-uniformity due to the stiffeners and the access holes. Installation of the stiffeners and the repair of the access holes would create 
additional residual thermal stresses. The simpler weld detail is preferred by the Designer. The stay pipe numbering on Sheet B-109 has been revised. 
e. The angle top and angle bottom were calculated based on the final pipe shape. The sagging of the pipe will be eliminated with the camber of the pipe and the effect of the 
superstructure deformations is not significant in the angle calculations. The maximum rotation is 0.0024 rad due to permanent loads. 
f. The ASTM spec has been referenced. 

Thomas Andres 12/6/2016 1 

Regarding Item c, if the inner surface of the pipe is not primed or coated in any way, we suggest that the pipe be completely sealed prior to installation (including at the 
ends). This will reduce the likelihood of moisture condensation (corrosion) over time and potential staining. SDG 10.7.D.2 requires tubular members to be capped and 
sealed • 

No Status Current Holder Reference Categories 

19 RESPONSE ACCEPTED Sheet B-103: STRUCTURES 

CreatedcSy c reate'-' —Wic Viiiiiiin Delegate.For 
,,,,..„..... _ 
Thomas Andres 1 0/11/2016 1 

a. Add cross reference note to Sheet B-70 for unbolting pipe supports. 
b. Detail 1: The side and top elastomeric cover for the steel plates, show 1/8" thick. FDOT Standard Index No.20510 required 1/4" thick. In elevation view End Bent 1 and 
End Bent 3, show the gap dimensions between the top surface of the end bent and underneath of the superstructure. 

MANUEL FELICIANO 10/28/2016 1 

a. A cross reference note has been added to Sheet B-103. 
b. The side elastomeric cover for the steel plates has been revised to 1/4". The top elastomeric cover provided for the steel plates is 3/8". The gap dimensions have been 
added. 

Thomas Andres 

Response Accepted & Comment Closed 

11/1/2016 1 

No Status Current:Holder Reference Categories 

20 RESPONSE ACCEPTED Sheet B-104, Stage 4, 
Step 3: 

STRUCTURES 

C rested By ' Created On Version- CreiegateFor 

Thomas Andres 10/11/2016 — 1 

There are concerns with connecting the back-span to the pylon prior fabricating span. Concerns include: 
a. Stresses of connection due to flexibility of formwork. 
b. Camber (rotational) stresses due to longitudinal P.T. 
c. Local stresses (shear lag) at inner anchor as the compression zone drags the pylon. 

MANUEL FELICIANO 10/28/2016 1 

a. FIGG has evaluated the back span to pylon connection assuming that the falsework is a very flexible system in order to get an upper bound value for the design tension 
force between the back span canopy element and the pylon. The connection has been designed to resist construction loads. Please refer to pg. 477-478 of Pylon 
Substructure Final Design Calculations. 
b. The rotational stresses due to post-tensioning have been evaluated. According to our model the maximum camber rotation at the pylon is less than 0.0008 rad. In 
addition, the maximum tensile and compressive stresses due to the longitudinal P.T. are within the allowable limits by the AASHTO code. 
c. Additional reinforcement has been provided between the interface of the diaphragm and the pylon. 

Thomas Andres 11/1/2016 1 

Response Accepted & Comment Closed 



FIU Superstructure 90% Comments 

1. General: Include step by step fabrication sequence in the plans and include a TSP for the 
construction of the precast main-span and CIP back span. The TSP should require a more 
detailed step-by-step fabrication sequence to be submitted in an Erection Manual submitted by 
a Specialty Engineer. 

The Erection Manual shall include the following: 
Positioning, use and sequencing of falsework, jacking and/or releasing of falsework, 
formwork, temporary towers, supports and the like. 
Step-by-step PT bar stressing and longitudinal tendon stressing sequence so that stresses 
during fabrication of both main span and back span stay below design code limits. Also 
include a step-by-step casting and form stripping sequence with clear delineation of 
required construction joints. Depict the support condition at the near-site casting yard at 
the time of stressing. 
Positioning, detailed step-by-step erection plan of the Self-Propelled-Modular-Transporter 
(SPMT) move of the precast main-span. Include drawings and calculations for the structural 
based on the support conditions of the precast main-span during the SPMT move. 

2. General: Provide connection details between main span truss with the pylon. 

3. Sheets B-38 thru B-45 and B-61, B-63, and B-65: Add PT bar anchor caps (top and bottom) per 
SDG 1.11.2, Standard Index 21802 and Specification 462-1.2.a consistent with approved FDOT 
PT systems and resize element as required to fit caps. 

4. Sheets B-37 thru B-40, B-42, B-43, and B-69: Include step-by-step PT bar stressing and 
longitudinal tendon stressing sequence so that stresses during fabrication of both main span and 
back span stay below design code limits. Also include a step-by-step casting and form stripping 
sequence with clear delineation of required construction joints. For the main span section 
(Sheets B-37 thru B-40) depict the support condition at the near-site casting yard at the time of 
stressing. Also check the temporary condition at the time of transport with a clear delineation of 
the SPMT support location on stage 3, Sheet B-108 (cantilever distance) consistent with the 
calculations. 

5. Sheet B-37, Note 8: Clarify that the PT bars for members 2 and 11 will not be grouted at the 
near-site casting yard but will be de-tensioned prior to grouting after span is transported via 
SPMT to the site. 

6. Sheets B-48 and B-50: There is concern of potential cracking due to tension behind the inner PT 
tendon anchor as the compression zone drags the end web diagonal and pylon (Sheet B-48) 
behind it. This was an earlier comment. 

7. Sheets B-53 (Section A-A), B-55 (Section A-A), B-57 (Section A-A), B-59 (Section A-A), B-51 
(Section A-A and View B-B): Extend the tie down stirrup legs longer to be able to resist radial 
forces in the curved zones of the tendons. 

8. Sheets B-56: There is concern of potential cracking due to tension behind the inner (phase 1 
C5) PT tendon anchor as the compression zone drags the pylon behind it. This was an earlier 
comment. 

9. Sheets B-60, and B-108, Stage 3: The support conditions at the near site casting yard and during 
SPMT transport is critical (P.T. stressing through SPMT transport). The support needs to be 
provided at the ends through the end diaphragm at the element lifts off formwork during 



longitudinal/transverse stressing in the near site casting yard. Support needs to stay in the 
middle (specify distance) of the cross section during SPMT transport. Also the main span 
element needs to remain vertical during SPMT transport. Add the appropriate notes to both 
sheets consistent with the calculations. 

10. Sheets B-65, B-66, and B-67: Check the canopy design where the longitudinal tendons are 
deviated in plan view resulted in transverse bending of the canopy, due to PT eccentricity. 

11. Sheet B-69: Specify PT Anchorage Protection Type 8 for down STA (non-stressing end). Replace 
Anchorage Protection Type 3 to Type 2 for longitudinal multi-strand tendons in the deck and 
canopy. Note: Type 3 is for segmental match-cast joint. 

12. Sheet B-70: 
a. Provide pipe camber diagrams. 
b. It is unclear how the bolts are fastened to the pylon. Show detail. If the nut is oriented 

outward how is simply removing the nut sufficient for allowing the necessary movement 
for jacking? Suggest that head of bolt be oriented outward with imbedded coupler 
inner shank, nut and plate washer. 

c. How is inner surface of pipe protected against corrosion? 
d. We have long-term concerns with cracking of the pipe at the welds. Consider an inner 

stiffener with a weld access hole to strengthen pipe/plate connection especially for the 
outer pipes. Sheet B-70: The stay pipe numbering system here is different from sheet B-
109. 

e. Pipe support geometry: it appears the pipe sagging and truss deformation have not 
been included in the Angle Top and Angle Bottom of the steel pipe. 

f. Specify the 16" stay pipe ASTM spec. 
13. Sheet B-103: 

a. Add cross reference note to Sheet B-70 for unbolting pipe supports. 
b. Detail 1: The side and top elastomeric cover for the steel plates, show 1/8" thick. FDOT 

Standard Index No.20510 required YI" thick. In elevation view End Bent 1 and End Bent 
3, show the gap dimensions between the top surface of the end bent and underneath of 
the superstructure. 

14. Sheet B-104, Stage 4, Step 3: There is still a concern with connecting the back-span to the pylon 
prior fabricating span. Concerns include: 

a. Stresses of connection due to flexibility of formwork. 

b. Camber (rotational) stresses due to longitudinal P.T. 
c. Local stresses (shear lag) at inner anchor as the compression zone drags the pylon. 
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12 RESPONSE ACCEPTED Sheets B-24, Cross STRUCTURES 
Section and Section A-
A: 

CreatedBy 

Thomas Andres 

Created Oh 

10/28/2016 

Version aetegate,For, 

The scale of the sections make it difficult to understand detailer's intent. Also showing all bars instead of first and last grouping of the bars would help reduce congestion and 
clarify intent. 

MANUEL FELICIANO 11/14/2016 1 

New details were previously developed using a bigger scale. The Contractor has reviewed this drawing and believes that these details are clear for construction. 

Thomas Andres 12/6/2016 1 

The details on Sheet B-24 violate the requirements of Structures Detailing Manual Sections 2.8 and 2.9. 



No Statr Current Holder Reference Categories 

13 . RES JE ACCEPTED Sheets B-24 and L STRUCTURES 

Crefited7Dy, . Crept Vorsibn bialliWra 
Thomas Andres 10/28/2016 1 

The pouring sequence of the pylon column and CIP backspan and limits of the various construction joints is unclear. 

MANUEL FELICIANO 11/14/2016 1 

The pouring sequence is shown on the Erection Sequence sheets submitted with the 90% Superstructure plans. The Contractor has reviewed these drawings and believes 
that these details are clear for construction. 

Thomas Andres 12/6/2016 1 

We still feel that plans are not as clear as they should be. 

No Status 
. _ 

Current Holder Reference Categories " 

14 RESPONSE ACCEPTED Sheet B-24, Section A- STRUCTURES 
A and Detail 1: 

.1L PreatedAy- C dttn *Triton 
Thomas Andres 10/28/2016 1 

Clarify on the precast mainspan side of Section View that the Pylon Base / Precast Mainspan interface is to be grouted. 

MANUEL FELICIANO 11/14/2016 1 

A note has been added to clarify the interface to be grouted. 

Thomas Andres 12/6/2016 1 

Response Accepted & Comment Closed 

No Status Current Holder 

15 RESPONSE ACCEPTED 

CrOatea BY 

Thomas Andres 

Reference Categories 

Sheets B-24, Detail/, STRUCTURES 
and Sheet B-25 
Section E 

Created Qn ItortkOn 

10/262016 1 

D 407:For 

Is the intent to embed a section of drainage pipe in the pour then couple the pipe either-side of pour? The structural plans need to be detailed accordingly and sections 
need to accommodate the pipe joints. 

ERIKA HANGO 11/14/2016 1 

Yes, this is the intent. The concrete opening (6" radius) has been sized to accommodate the PVC coupling (<5" radius). Additional details are provided on the 
Superstructure plans. 

Thomas Andres 12/6/2016 1 

Response Accepted & Comment Closed 
. _ 

No Status Current Holder Reference Categories 

16 RESPONSE ACCEPTED Sheet B-25: STRUCTURES 

Created 6y Created "Om VersGii --bVF.6ViVF517- 7 
Thomas Andres 10/28/2016 1 

Include a Note 8 which states that the annulus between the 11P06 bars and the 4" I.D. reinforcement sleeve is to be grouted prior to concreting. 

MANUEL FELICIANO 11/14/2016 1 

The suggested note has been added. 

Thomas Andres 12/6/2016 1 

Response Accepted & Comment Closed 



No StaTi Current Holder Reference Categories 
17 Ra. ;E ACCEPTED Sheet B-26, Sech STRUCTURES 

C: 

Cttititekliti Ciflatietriari ; Version Didega eTi5.r. - 77
Thomas Andres 10/28/2016 1 

Show the 11P06 bars. 

MANUEL FELICIANO 11/14/2016 1 

The 11P06 bars are shown on Sheet B-26 as hollow circles. The 11P06 bars are cast with the intermediate pylon and splice with the 11P01 bars in the upper pylon. 
Thomas Andres 12/6/2016 1 

Okay. Call-out the IIP06 hollow bars in Section C-C. 
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3 RESPONSE ACCEPTED B-39, B-40, B-43 and B- STRUCTURES 
69: 

Created By Cre'REPT7 Varslon 

Thomas Andres 2/20/2017 1 

Corrosion protection is not in compliance with Design Index 21802. 

This comment requires a written response. 
MANUEL FELICIANO 3/30/2017 1 

boRpirFor 

Permanent grout caps are provided at the live stressing end of each PT bar (Anchorage Protection Type 9 per Standard Index No. 21802) as shown on Sheet B-69. Dead 
end anchors will be cast within the precast section with no block out. The dead end anchor will be coated with a galvanizing compound (e.g. Zinc Clad III HS) for additional 
corrosion protection as the exposure levels and the risk of corrosion are lower beneath the deck. 

Thomas Andres 4/3/2017 1 

Response Accepted & Comment Closed 



No Stat' — Current Holder Reference Categories 

4 Ra ;E ACCEPTED B-39, B-40, and E STRUCTURES 

Creatiiday CriatedTOii eV rsion trelfidiaToIfr _   
Thomas Andres 2/20/2017 1 

Provide geometry control for both spans (deck elevations and camber diagrams). Include a plan note to require shop drawing for forming details including a step-by-step 
forming plan; including support conditions and forming design, camber details and calculations based on forming stiffness, etc. 

This comment requires a written response. 
MANUEL FELICIANO 3/30/2017 1 

The erection manual will provide the requested information showing more details of the support conditions during casting, form stripping sequence, and location of 
temporary towers. In addition, a table of elevations has been added to Sheets B-37 & B-41. 
The plan note related to the shop drawing requirements will be added to the listed drawings in the RFC package. 

Thomas Andres 4/3/2017 1 

Response Accepted & Comment Closed 

No Status Current Holder Reference Categories 

5 RESPONSE ACCEPTED B-38 and B-109 Stage STRUCTURES 
2, Step 2: 

ereatecilly:  Create&Oh. Veiiron 
Thomas Andres 2/20/2017 1 

During the stressing of the PT bars in Stage 2, Step 2, there is a concern with cracking the adjacent members that are not yet stressed or adjacent members that are not 
post-tensioned. The temporary stress check needs to account for the rigidity of the joints. 
a. 8-109 Stage 2, Step 1.B: Are only vertical and diagonal members with PT bars to be cast? If so, when are the other members to be cast? Clarify intent. 
b. B-109 Stage 2, Step 2: 
i. Clarify what is intended for vertical versus diagonal members. 
ii. Clarify what order to stress members to minimize cracking of adjacent members. Consider stressing members in the order from the most-vertical to the least-vertical. 
iii. There is a concern with cracking in adjacent members prior to longitudinal PT that are not PT'ed. See sketches below: 

This comment requires a written response. 
MANUEL FELICIANO 3/30/2017 1 

a. Sheet B-109, Stage 2, Steps 1.A through 1.0 give the casting sequence of the main span superstructure elements. Labels have also been added to the cross section to 
further clarify. 
b.i. The diagonals are members with PT bars while the vertical members are reinforced concrete members. A note has been added to Sheet B-109, Stage 2 to further 
clarify. 
b-ii. A more detailed stressing sequence has been provided on Sheet B-109 (Stage 2) for clarification. This sequence has been added to the RFC Submittal plan sheet. 
b-iii. The effect of the PT bars has been considered in the finite element model analysis (LUSAS Bridge plus) of the main span. PT bars are defined in the truss diagonal 
members. The stressing sequence of all PT has been checked with the finite element model to ensure the structure is within the allowable limits as each member is stresse 

Thomas Andres 4/3/2017 1 

Response Accepted & Comment Closed 

No Status 

6 RESPONSE ACCEPTED 

Created;i8r 

Thomas Andres 

Current Holder Reference Categories 

B-42, B-109 Stage 5, STRUCTURES 
Step 5: 

ri rsiai TeWOor 
2/20/2017 

During the stressing of the PT bars in Stage 5, Step 5, there is a concern with cracking the adjacent members that are not yet stressed or adjacent members that are not 
post-tensioned. The temporary stress check needs to account for the rigidity of the joints. 
i. Clarify what order to stress members to minimize cracking of adjacent members. Consider stressing members in the order from the most-vertical to the least-vertical. 
ii. There is a concern with cracking in adjacent members prior to longitudinal PT that are not PT'ed. See sketches below: 

This comment requires a written response. 
MANUEL FELICIANO 3/30/2017 1 

i. A more detailed stressing sequence has been provided on Sheet B-109 (Stage 4) for clarification. The stressing sequence of the PT bars has been checked to ensure the 
structure is within the allowable limits as the bars in each diagonal are stressed. 
ii. The stressing sequence of the longitudinal PT has been checked to ensure the structure is within the allowable limits as each tendon is stressed. 

To clarify, this response applies to Sheets B-109 (Stage 4) and B-110 (Stage 5). 
Thomas Andres 4/3/2017 1 

Response Accepted & Comment Closed 



7, 

Slat 

RE 1SE ACCEPTED 

,CreatedBy. 

Thomas Andres 

Current Holder Reference 

B54 thru B-59: 

Created,On. Viiiii 0 n Mr  F,,,6r,A ,-"" "". " ' 
'; -.,...4,-.

2/20/2017 1 

There is a concern that without transverse PT of the canopy end diaphragms that cracking will develop during longitudinal PT stressing. The concern is that the web will get 
dragged behind the compression zone. See sketch below. 

This comment requires a written response. 
MANUEL FELICIANO 3/30/2017 1 

Categories 

STRUCTURES 

The concrete tensile stress was checked and is less than 3sqrt(f c). In addition 648 bars are provided at the face of the Type II canopy diaphragm and 348 bars are 
provided at the face of the Type III canopy diaphragm based on our strut and tie analysis. 

Thomas Andres 4/3/2017 1 

Response Accepted & Comment Closed 

No Status Current Holder 
. _ 

8 RESPONSE ACCEPTED 

Created By — 

Thomas Andres 

Created 'On 

2/20/2017—

Reference Categories 

B-57, Section A-A; B- STRUCTURES 
59, Section A-A: 

Version Delegate:For' 

1 

The 5S03 bars do not appear to be long enough to resist the radial tendon force. 

This comment requires a written response. 
MANUEL FELICIANO 4/4/2017 1 

The 5S03 bars cannot be extended down per the provided sketch because the vertical member does not exist at the location of the tendon anchorages. The 5S03 bar legs 
tie into the reinforcement mat at the bottom of the canopy with a 90 degree standard hook. The 5S03 bars have been extended up to tie into the diagonal bar at the top face 
of the diaphragm for the RFC submittal. 

Thomas Andres 4/11/2017 1 

Response Accepted & Comment Closed 

No Status Current Holder 

9 RESPONSE ACCEPTED 

,Criitell713Sr 
 

Cre0tOpn, Vero* 

Thomas Andres 2/20/2017 1 

Suggest that 2 1/2" grout pad be added to facilitate fit-up. 

This comment requires a written response. 
MANUEL FELICIANO 3/30/2017 1 

Reference Categories 

B-70, Detail A: STRUCTURES 

A 1" thick grout pad will be added to the bearing plates at the end of the pipes near the pylon (Detail A). 

Thomas Andres 4/3/2017 1 

Response Accepted & Comment Closed 

No Status Current Holder Reference Categories 

10 RESPONSE ACCEPTED B-109: STRUCTURES 

dreafed B-F , cratiorm — VaiikTn 
Thomas Andres 2/20/2017 1 

a. Stage 2, Steps 4 and 5: Suggest that not all walkway tendons D1 thru D6 be stressed prior to stressing canopy tendons. Sequence stressing to reduce temporary 
stresses in the span (e.g. Stress Tendons Di thru D4, Stress C2 and C3, Stress D5 and D6). 
b. Stage 3: Show SPMT support locations consistent with the design calculations. Check span for temporary hauling boundary conditions. 

This comment requires a written response. 
MANUEL FELICIANO 3/30/2017 1 

a. The erection manual will provide more details of the stressing sequence. A proposed stressing sequence has been provided on Sheet B-109, Stage 2 in the RFC 
submittal. 
b. The design calculations are consistent with the current location of the SPMT supports shown on Sheet B-109. The span was checked to ensure stresses are within the 
allowable limits with the supports located at the first interior deck nodal zones. The distances to the centerline of the transporters have been added to Sheet B-109, Stage 3. 

Thomas Andres 

Response Accepted & Comment Closed 

4/3/2017 1 



Ne • Sat 

1-1 ' 'NEL. ,E ACCEPTED 

Created By 

Thomas Andres 

Current Holder Reference Categories 

B-109 and B-110. STRUCTURES 
Stage 4, Step 3, anu 
Stage 5, St 

Created On VzeiT  Delegate For 
tt 

212012617 

These steps are not clear. It is not clear from the Substructure Pylon details the limits of intermediate pylon region to be cast and closure pour region to be cast. Add 
additional details to clarify intent. 

This comment requires a written response. 
MANUEL FELICIANO 3/30/2017 1 

Once the precast main span unit is in place, the pylon intermediate section (Sheets B-24 thru B-25) will be cast with construction joints that will connect with the back span 
deck, diagonals, and canopy. Proposed construction joint lines have been labeled on Sheet B-24A to define the limits of the intermediate pylon region. Next, the back span 
deck, diagonals, and canopy will be cast in the order listed. Finally, the closure will be poured to connect the deck and canopy sections. 

Thomas Andres 4/3/2017 1 

Response Accepted & Comment Closed 
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43 COMMENT RESOLVED STRUCTURES,TRANSIT 

:51.:0 4! y -....-7' ' . tWI PW 
Vemion DelOgate For 

3/14/20'16 1 

Coordinate design of AIMS Platform to be located east of the PG5 Garage with FIU Parking and Transportation. 

4/1/2016 1 

The design of the AIMS platform will be coordinated with FIU Parking and Transportation. 

Alfredo Reyna 8/16/2016 1 

Comment Closed 



No ite 

' 107 RE SE ACCEPTED 

Current Holder Reference Categories 

General and Stu STRUCTURES 
B-3: 

dii*eirEiji- Created.On - Version Cfelagatsi-,For 
_ .. ...: 

Thomas Andres 3/25/2016  1 

Comments 1 thru 22 below are for information only. No response is required. The comments are intended to assist in providing general feedback to the DBF. 

1. General: 
a. See CADD Manual, pg. 4-41 thru 4-47 for structures plans naming and numbering convention and sheet order. 

http://www.dot.stateRus/ecso/downloads/publications/manual/CADDManual2015/Files/10.1.15/CADDManual2015.pdf 

b. Include bridge geotechnical report and borings in next submittal. 
c. Include Traffic Control Plans for SW 8th Street in next submittal. 
d. Is the C/L Structure & PGL baseline tied-in via survey? Include project survey control sheets in next submittal. 
e. Locate and show all existing utilities within the project limits in next submittal. 

2. Sheet B-2: 
a. Include a note for lightning protection design criteria. fib Bulletin No. 30 "Acceptance of Stay Cable Systems using Prestressing Steels", NFPA 70 (National Electric 
code) and NFPA 780 (Standard for the Installation of Lightning Protection Systems). 
b. Expand "Screeding Deck Slab Note" to say: ...TO ENSURE A UNIFORM TEXTURE OF THE FINAL COMPLETED STRUCTURE." to ensure that the CIP and precast 
deck interfacing surfaces also meet finish requirements. 
c. Rename "Deck Planing and Profilographing" note title to "Deck Finishing" since the short-bridge criteria will be used. 
d. Note 4: If SIP Forms are permitted, the designer needs to include the dead load (forms and the weight of the concrete to fill the flutes) which were assumed in the 
design. 
e. Future Bearing Replacement: Include a step to unbolt the bottom stay pipe connection (Detail B, Sheet B-16) prior to jacking span or incorporate Comment 11.c below. 

1. Per, SDG 2.4.1.E, since bridge is higher than 75 ft. Evaluate gust factor per ASCE/SEI 7-05. Show gust factor G that was used in General Notes. 

3. Sheet B-3: 
a. See SDM Chapter 7 for PLAN AND ELEVATION DRAWING requirements. 
b. Call-out the existing overhead utility. Is it to remain? Can it be shut down? Is this an electric line? If so, include voltage. Is the clearance the minimum distance or 
the vertical distance? Clarify. 
c. Review strain-compatibility implications created by part of the continuous (for LL) structure being founded on deep foundations and part founded on spread footings. 
Although there is likely surface rock at the site, any settlement of the abutments relative to the pylon need to be accounted for in the design. 

4/22/2016 1 

(1) It is our understanding that these comments were provided for information only and no response is required at this time. These comments are intended to assist in 
progressing the DBF's concept to 90% plans. 
(2) It is our understanding that these comments were provided for information only and no response is required at this time. These comments are intended to assist in 
progressing the DBF's concept to 90% plans. 
(3) It is our understanding that these comments were provided for information only and no response is required at this time. These comments are intended to assist in 
progressing the DBF's concept to 90% plans. 

Thomas Andres 4/25/2016 1 

Response Accepted & Comment Closed 



No States Current Holder Reference Categories 

108 3E ACCEPTED Shts B-4 thru 6-7 STRUCTURES 

Created, CriiiiteirctO Wiriggfr-

Thomas Andres 3/25/2016 1 

4. Sheet B-4: 
a. Show cross slope on both sides of the section. 
b. Gradual drainage pipe slopes will be difficult to maintain. Greater slopes would be self-cleaning. Also design-in sufficient longitudinal slope of canopy to avoid ponding 
water. Provide pipe cleanout details during final design and verify that 8 inch diameter pipe is sufficient. 
c. Consider the following cross section shape related issues: 

i. Add a large 2'-0" chamfer at canopy-web interfaces and at walkway-web interfaces to reduce the likelihood of cracking at the 90 degree 
corners. 

ii. Review section for buckling of the unbraced compression flange (canopy). 
iii. Review the shape of the canopy at the outer fibers- high compression will occur at the top two corners. 
iv. The inset pipe in the bottom center of the walkway will likely create a weak point which will be a crack initiation point due to transverse 

post tensioning stresses. This is also an issue at the locations where the live end of the PT bar is at the bottom of the truss - if a recess anchor is used. See B-17, Detail 'A. 
Also all diagonal Type B member anchors appear to conflict with the drainage pipe. 

v. There is insufficient details of the walkway deck web interface and the canopy web interface where there is significant interfacing shear 
between the elements. 

5. Sheet B-5: 
a. Spread footing layouts do not match B-19 thru B-21. 
b. See SDG 3.8 for spread footing requirements. 
c. See SDM, Chapter 11 for foundation layout sheet requirements. 
d. Show critical temporary walls which are required to construct pylon footing alongside SW 8th Street. 
e. Include Roadway Plan Set which includes requirements for traffic control and pavement and striping restoration of SW 8th Street required to facilitate the Pylon footing 
construction under existing roadway. 

6. Sheets B-6 and B-7: Bury top of footing a minimum of 3'-0" below finished ground per SDG 3.11.2.C. 
4/22/2016 1 

(4) It is our understanding that these comments were provided for information only and no response is required at this time. These comments are intended to assist in 
progressing the DBF's concept to 90% plans. 
(5) It is our understanding that these comments were provided for information only and no response is required at this time. These comments are intended to assist in 
progressing the DBF's concept to 90% plans. 
(6) It is our understanding that these comments were provided for information only and no response is required at this time. These comments are intended to assist in 
progressing the DBF's concept to 90% plans. 

Thomas Andres 4/25/2016 1 

Response Accepted & Comment Closed 
.. . . 

No Status Current Holder Reference Categories 

109 RESPONSE ACCEPTED B-8: STRUCTURES 

Create-CHAT Version Delqate,Fai 

Thomas Andres 3/25/2016 1 

7. Sheet B-8: 
a. It is unclear why the 3" CIP vertical closure joint is required. Recommend maintaining a 2 ft. closure pour throughout. Issues with the 3" CIP vertical closure joint 
include: 

i. Ability to consolidate grout/concrete in the 3" vertical gap. 
ii. Ability to splice PT bar duct. 
iii. Ability to accommodate fit-up with hauling defection (SPMTs) shape versus in-place self-weight deflection shape during element placement. 

b. The vertical PT. ducts located in the precast truss elements (both spans) need to be oversized to facilitate fit-up. 
c. It is unclear how pylon pier is connected from the underlying pier element-up thru the bottom walkway around the web element and thru the canopy. 
d. Show duct for the continuity tendon in Section A-A. 
e. Experience has shown that full-continuous-for-LL behavior which is assumed in design may not be achieved in the structure because of camber growth over time. 
Consider adding additional continuity bars/tendons in the bottom walkway element and sequence construction as follows: Pour walkway closure, stress walkway continuity 
bars/tendons, pour remaining closure, and then stress canopy continuity tendons. That way the bottom is pre-compressed in the vent of camber growth. 

4/22/2016 1 

(7) It is our understanding that these comments were provided for information only and no response is required at this time. These comments are intended to assist in 
progressing the DBF's concept to 90% plans. 

Thomas Andres 4/25/2016 1 

Response Accepted & Comment Closed 



No Statv— Current Holder Reference Categories 

110 RES, ,E ACCEPTED Shts. B-9 and B-1 STRUCTURES 

Created By s —77CfeatFO Mei Version Witelfiffir61.- 
Thomas Andres 3/25/2016 1 

8. Sheets B-9 and B-10: 
a. Care needs to be taken to avoid issues associated with elastic shortening of the elements during stressing of longitudinal tendons. For instance the form has to be 
designed to be compressible or removable (region 1), and embedded skid plates need to be embedded in such a way that the heel does not spell or crack as the element 
cambers up and drags on its heel (region 2). 
b. The plans need to clearly show the sequence of all stressing. Maintaining stress limits throughout all intermittent phases to avoid cracking of the members will be 
extremely tricky and will likely necessitate stressing all web members along with some transverse/longitudinal stressing in increments such that members stay in 
compression. Also predicting where the PT stressing actually goes will be tricky. For instance any forces imposed on web joints affect all members framing into the joint. 
Longitudinal stressing of the canopy/walkway will tend to go into the stiff web element and not in the canopy/walkway. Also the design needs to pay particular shear lag 
affects and member interface shear (horizontal shear) through all phases of stressing. 
c. There is a concern with tension behind the compression zone due to longitudinal PT of the walkway at the member ends as the top of the web and canopy element 
gets dragged along (shear lag in region 3). 

d. There appears to be significant shear lag issues in both the canopy and walkway as the stiff web element is being dragged behind the compression zone. The 
designer needs to pay particular attention in these areas. Moving the canopy continuity tendon to the middle tendon spot may improve the issue. Consider adding 
additional longitudinal tendons in the added 2 ft. corner chamfers (Comment 4.c.i). 

e. The concrete mix design needs to be flowable concrete or SCC to minimize potential for honeycombing of the element especially in areas where the concrete is cast 
under overlying formed surfaces (such as diagonals). 

4/22/2016 1 

(8) It is our understanding that these comments were provided for information only and no response is required at this time. These comments are intended to assist in 
progressing the DBF's concept to 90% plans. 

Thomas Andres 4/25/2016 1 

Response Accepted & Comment Closed 

No Status Current Holder Reference Categories 

111 RESPONSE ACCEPTED Shts B-11 thru B-16: STRUCTURES 

Uriiiiiiti Created On Version Dela—We—For 

Thomas Andres 3/25/2016 1 

9. Sheets B-11, B-12, B-14, and B-15: Duct radii are less than the minimum radii required by SDG Table 1.11.4-2. Also provide a tangent of 5'-0" at all anchorages -
industry practice. 

10. Sheet B-13: 
a. Verify stability of the structure during fabrication as the outer two ends of the walkway support beams are cambered upward due to the transverse PT in the deck. 
b. The 3 %" distance to the flat duct is insufficient when accounting for an outer duct diameter of 1.54". See SDG Table 1.11.4-1. 

11. Sheet B-16: 
a. The longest pipe (145-9") will deflect 2.44 inches under its own dead load. This assumes a standard pipe wall thickness. Even thicker walled 16 inch pipes appear to 
be unacceptable solutions. Consider a 20 inch or 24 inch O.D. with an X-Heavy wall thickness for the longest pipe and a standard pipe thickness for the rest. 
b. Are the anchor bolts to be embedded in the members? Avoid drill and epoxy options if possible. See suggested detail below in item C to facilitate fit-up. 
c. The pipes will be a maintenance issue long term. Will they be galvanized and then painted. How will inside of pipe be maintained if it is not galvanized? Pipes will 
attract live loads, thermal loads, and wind loads. See suggested detail (tight fitting inner slide pipe) below to avoid stressing of the pipes. Require pipes to be completely 
sealed against rain intrusion. 

d. Given the sharply acute angles - How is quality welded insured? Also it is nearly impossible to inspect / perform NDT. 
4/22/2016 1 

(9) It is our understanding that these comments were provided for information only and no response is required at this time. These comments are intended to assist in 
progressing the DBF's concept to 90% plans. 
(10) It is our understanding that these comments were provided for information only and no response is required at this time. These comments are intended to assist in 
progressing the DBF's concept to 90% plans. 
(11) It is our understanding that these comments were provided for information only and no response is required at this time. These comments are intended to assist in 
progressing the DBF's concept to 90% plans. 

Thomas Andres 

Response Accepted & Comment Closed 

4/25/2016 1 



No Stab; Current Holder Reference Categories 

112 RES E ACCEPTED Shts B-17 and B-2 STRUCTURES 

MeatedIty Uffiffn Version 

Thomas Andres 3/25/2016 1 

12. Sheet B-17: 
a. See comment 8 above regarding providing a detailed stressing sequence. All web members may have to be stressed (even members 1, 9, 11 thru 14 and 24) to avoid 
cracking. See Comment 8.c above. 
b. The PT bars at the bottom joint intersection member 7 and 8 conflict (the bars are in the same vertical plane). 
c. In the case where the bars are stressed from the bottom, how is stressing accessed? Also if an anchor recess is provided at this location, the recess will weaken the 
member. 
d. Include reinforcing and bursting steel details in the next submittal. 
e. Recommend showing section views for members without PT bars. 
f. The web truss will be very difficult to form without shrinkage cracking of the geometrically constrained members. Concrete placed around rigid inner forms are prone to 
shrinkage cracking and difficult to strip without damaging the member. See sketch below. Also over the length of the web element how will shrinkage be facilitated— will the 
inner forms be allowed to float or will the element be cast in stages? Recommend a shrinkage reducing admixture, a staged construction process and possibly call-for all of 
the inner forms to be lined with thin compressible rubber liners. 

13. Sheet B-26: 
a. Expand SPMT support beam details including dimensions from the end of the precast truss and analyze/design the precast truss system for the hauling support 
stresses consistent with the plan details and assumed support conditions. 
b. Outside of the roadway pavement limits, the SPMTs will have to roll on steel plates or mats. Show on this sheet or B-27. 
c. Require shop drawings for the SPMT move in final plans — give requirements related to maximum twist and differential boundary conditions during the move to avoid 
cracking of the element. 

4/22/2016 1 

(12) It is our understanding that these comments were provided for information only and no response is required at this time. These comments are intended to assist in 
progressing the DBF's concept to 90% plans. 
(13) It is our understanding that these comments were provided for information only and no response is required at this time. These comments are intended to assist in 
progressing the DBF's concept to 90% plans. 

Thomas Andres 4/25/2016 1 

Response Accepted & Comment Closed 

No Status 

113 RESPONSE ACCEPTED 

Current Holder Reference Categories 

Shts B-17, B-27 and B- STRUCTURES 
28, 

eirafikrii c Wart, Orr7 D'e egafe7Por 

ThoMas Andres 3/25/2016 1 
14. Sheet B-27 and B-17: For the CIP truss span, it is unclear how the bottom live-end PT bar for member 23 can be stressed with the support/abutment in the way. 
Also see Comment 12.c above regarding stressing access with the forming system in the way. 

15. Sheets B-27 and B-28: Expand to include member fabrication forming and stressing, and continuity stressing steps in sufficient detail. 

16. Sheet B-28, Step 5: Include continuity stressing steps. See Comment 7.e above. 
4/22/2016 1 

(14) It is our understanding that these comments were provided for information only and no response is required at this time. These comments are intended to assist in 
progressing the DBF's concept to 90% plans. 
(15) It is our understanding that these comments were provided for information only and no response is required at this time. These comments are intended to assist in 
progressing the DBF's concept to 90% plans. 
(16) It is our understanding that these comments were provided for information only and no response is required at this time. These comments are intended to assist in 
progressing the DBF's concept to 90% plans. 

Thomas Andres 4/25/2016 1 

Response Accepted & Comment Closed 
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114 RE 3E ACCEPTED 

asiitia:ty 
Thomas Andres 

17. Sheet 10 of 106: 
18. Sheet 15 of 106: 
19. Sheet 16 of 106: 
20. Sheet 17 of 106: 
21. Sheet 55 of 106: 
22. Sheet 92 of 106: 

Current Holder 

Createdten. • 

3/25/2016 

Reference 

General: 

Version 

1 

Categories 

STRUCTURES 

treW67 7

Lighting should meet IESNA and CPTED (crime prevention strategies thru environmental design). 
Flat area included curb element will attract skate boarders. 
Follow CPTED standards: Keep tree branches > 6' above ground, and ground cover/shubs below 2' tall to eliminate hiding places. 
Benches should have center arm rest or similar to keep people from sleeping on them. 
Panels create an opportunity for local artwork — creates ownership and reduces vandalism. 
Follow CPTED Guidelines — cut off fixture, reduced glare, etc. 

4/1/2016 1 

(17) The project will be designed to the relevant standards and guidelines of the Illuminating Engineering Society (IES) and the Crime Prevention Through Environmental 
Design Association (CPTED). This would include: illuminance levels, lighting uniformity, glare control, light source color, impact of lighting on perceived safety/security and 
light's use to enhance wayfinding and orientation. 
(19) Understood, the design will follow CPTED standards and will be further detailed in the 90% landscaping submittal. 
(22)Understood. These details will be further developed and provided in the 90% submittal. 

Thomas Andres 4/14/2016 1 

Response Accepted & Comment Closed 
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1-5 ' COk, I AGREED WITH Sheet B-5 and STRUCTURES 
Calculations: 

creates:113y Cikatiid7C4 Viiiiiin beregateFor
' ..33.1..e: .4-2 .1,.-- ..• --,,,,—, 

Thomas Andres 6/6/2016 1 

PPM Exhibit 26-DD requires that all 90% Foundation Component Submittals include additional details and backup information necessary to substantiate the loading on the 
foundations. This information was not included in the 90% Foundation Component Submittal Package. In addition, the previous 30% comments questioned many of the 
design assumptions related to the bridge superstructure and cross section. See the highlighted comments in attached pdf. For this reason, the 90% Foundation Component 
Submittal needs to be resubmitted with the necessary back-up information and comment responses to substantiate the loading on the foundations. 

6/16/2016 1 
The backup information (structural calculations) was submitted with the 90% foundation submittal. Please check the structural calculations that contain all the necessary 
information to substantiate the loading on the foundations. 

The 30% comments/questions are related to the superstructure design. The responses to these comments will be provided with the 90% superstructure submittal. We are 
not expecting any significant change in the superstructure design that will affect the dimensional characteristics of the footings. 

Thomas Andres 9/19/2016 1 

It was agreed that the foundations would be designed with a small reserve so that the superstructure comments could be resolved at a future date. 
9/19/2016 1 

Comment Agreed & Closed 

No - Status Current Holder Reference Categories 
16 RESPONSE ACCEPTED Sheet B-9: STRUCTURES 

miaow* 
kic.f.s.,.!. -=.: .. 

created On 
_ 

Version Delegatefor• 
Thomas Andres 6/612016 1 

Verify the 127 ton uplift resistance requirement. It is not clear why such a large up-lift resistance is required (simple span dead loads and continuous live loads). 
6/16/2016 1 

The uplift resistance requirement is to meet the wind loading demand in accordance with the project design criteria. 

Thomas Andres 6/23/2016 1 

Response Accepted & Comment Closed 

No Status Current Holder Reference Categories 

17 RESPONSE ACCEPTED 

-"'"'"re 

General STRUCTURES 

Creatr d/Bli 
;,t4.1 

7
reated On Version Delegate,. 

Thomas Andres 6/8/2016 1 

The 90% Foundation Component Package did not include an independent peer review as required by PPM 26.3.2 and PPM 26.12. Although the structure is a fake cable 
stay, it is designed for simple span dead loads made continuous for live loads; it also is classified as unique bridge type with component-to-component configurations and 
details not normally used in Florida. We therefore request that the resubmitted 90% Foundation Component Package include a peer review. 

6/29/2016 1 

The Independent Review for the bridge component submittals is being performed by a separate FIGG office that acts independently, was not involved in the original design 
and does not have any other responsibilities on this project. The independent review is being performed with separately generated structural models, analysis methods and 
calculations. This process is consistent with the project specific Design Quality Management Plan and the MCM/FIGG technical proposal that were accepted by FIU as part 
of the design-build contract which is being administered by FIU through the FDOT Local Agency Program. This is the same Design Quality Management procedure that 
FIGG has successfully performed for all of our major bridges around the country. We will submit the tabulated list of all review comments from the independent review and 
responses from the originator of the design along with the signed independent review certification letter for the 90% Foundations Submittal. 

Thomas Andres 9/19/2016 1 

Response Accepted & Comment Closed 
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RESPONSE ACCEPTED 

CrfiatedlAY. 
Thomas Andres 

Current Holder 

Created On 

6/17/2016 

Reference 

General: 

Version 

Categoriei 

STRUCTURES 

Diardge—Fila' 

The RFP requires sufficient information in component submittals to allow for a complete review. As previously stated in the 90% Foundation Component Submittal,this 
submittal lacks sufficient backup information necessary to substantiate the loading on the elements supporting the superstructure. As previously stated, the previous 30% 
comments questioned many of the design assumptions related to the bridge superstructure and cross section. See the highlighted comments in attached pdf. For this 
reason, the 90% Substructure Component Submittal needs to be resubmitted with the necessary back-up information and comment responses to substantiate the loading on 
the substructure. 

7/21/2016 

As agreed at the meeting held on 6/30/2016 between FDOT Central Office, FIU, and FIGG, the 90% substructure submittal will be resubmitted including a summary of the 
C/D ratios for all the substructure components supporting the bridge. 

Thomas Andres 7/28/2016 

Response Accepted & Comment Closed 

1 



No 

2 

Thomas Andres 7/28/2016 1 
Response Accepted & Comment Closed 

No Status Current Holder Reference Categories 
3 RESPONSE ACCEPTED Sheet B-1: STRUCTURES 

diiited 'Eli Created;On Version Delegate,For • 
Thomas Andres 6/17/2016 1 

Statr, "-

REt 3E ACCEPTED 

CreatedliEl 

Thomas Andres 

Current Holder 

Citimilderb 
6/17/2016 ---

Reference Categories 

General: STRUCTURES 

fiefs :on be egatefor: 
- 

The 90% Substructure Component Package did not include an independent peer review as required by PPM 26.3.2 and PPM 26.12. Although the structure is a fake cable 
stay, it is designed for simple span dead load made continuous for live loads; it also is classified as unique bridge type with component-to-component configurations and 
details not normally used in Florida. We therefore request that the resubmitted 90% Foundation Component Package include a peer review. 

7/21/2016 1 
As agreed at the meeting held on 6/30/2016 between FDOT Central Office, FIU, and FIGG, the independent peer review for the substructure will be included prior to the 
RFC submittal. 

''. ' 

The 90% Substructure Component Submittal is missing the pylon truss system connection details (Sheets B-36 and B-37). The 90% Substructure Component Submittal is 
missing the pylon diaphragm dimensions and reinforcing and the upper pylon dimensions and reinforcing (Sheets B-24 and B-25). The RFP requires sufficient information 
in component submittals to allow for a complete review. Also the FDOT Boilerplate states that partial submittals will not be allowed. (i.e. Further dividing the foundation, 
substructure, or superstructure into Pier 2, Abutment 1, Span 4, etc will not be accepted). It is important that the interfacing elements be provided so that a complete review 
can be performed. 

7/21/2016 1 

The upper and intermediate pylon will be included with the 90% substructure resubmittal. 

Thomas Andres 7/28/2016 1 
Response Accepted & Comment Closed 

No Status Current Holder Reference Categories--
4 RESPONSE ACCEPTED Sheet B-23: STRUCTURES 

Wriiiii DeliWe Created* 
. 

....5., 
Cieated On For, 

',... , 
Thomas Andres 6/17/2016  1 

—

a. Indicate that concrete for the pylon is to be mass concrete. 

b. Section C-C: Contact splice at footing-pylon connection: The 2 x 13 inner 11P01 bars does not match the 2 x 11 Pylon dowels shown on Sheet B-10 (previous 
submittal). 

c. Will there be any interfacing steel between the pylon and the CIP span? See General comment above. The concern is potential camber-growth over time and the 
effects on the grouted shim joint. See previous 30% comment related to continuous for LL designs. 

7/21/2016 1 

a) A note will be added indicating that the base of the pylon is a mass concrete pour. 
b) The dowel detail has been further coordinated. 
c) Yes, there will be interfacing steel between the pylon and the CIP span. The submittal will show the requested reinforcement details. The effect of the camber-growth has 
been analyzed and its effect on the grouted joint is not significant. 

Thomas Andres 7/28/2016 1 

Response Accepted & Comment Closed 

No Status Current Holder Reference Categories 
5 RESPONSE ACCEPTED 5. Sheets B-2, B-70 STRUCTURES 

thru B-83: 

treated By C reated,Oli Version Dellelifitif or L .,. ,.;): „., 5:-_ --,i.:'.... .. 
Thomas Andres 6/17/2016 1 

Verify that all concrete covers meet the requirements of SDG Table 1.4.2-1. See attached document for Department's interpretation of requirements. 
7/21/2016 1 

According to the RFP Design Criteria Section 2.4, structural elements for stairs, elevators, and ramps shall be designed in accordance with the Florida Building Code 
(Chapter 19) and ACI 318 (Section 7.7.1). The minimum cover for slabs and stairs is 1.5 in. We agree that for columns the concrete cover is equal to 3 inches. 

Thomas Andres 7/28/2016 1 

Response Accepted & Comment Closed 



-• 

No Stan. Current Holder Reference Categories 
26 RE:i ;E ACCEPTED STRUCTURES 

Created By CreatecrOn Verilon trelefferai 
7/1/20i6 1 

90% Calculations Pylon Substructure Design, General: The information provided does not allow a complete review of the pylon design. For example, the design of the 
pylon for axial and flexural loads presents the governing load combinations for the design as well as the results of the nominal loads for the particular element being 
designed; however, information on how these loads were obtained are not included in the calculations. Please provide all the necessary backup information to substantiate 
the forces being used to design these elements. This information should include a detailed structural model of the structure indicating all the primary loads applied to the 
structure. 

7/21/2016 1 
All the required input information for the structural model can be found in the 90% foundation submittal. However, for future substructure submittals, a section in the 
calculation binder including the model will be added. 

8/3/2016 1 
Response Accepted & Comment Closed 

No Status 

27 RESPONSE ACCEPTED 

Created By.

Current Holder 

Created,OV 

7/1/2016 

Reference 

version 

Categories 

STRUCTURES 

90% Calculations Pylon Substructure Design, Sheets 8 and 9: Based on the submitted preliminary drawings, the end vertical post of the superstructure truss system is 
embedded into the pylon column with the faces of the posts being flush with the face of the pylon column. As shown in the sketches and the calculations (see Sheet 92) the 
column longitudinal rebars are in conflict with the truss end post, additionally the column stirrups will also be conflicting. Please revise. 

7/21/2016 1 

An integrated 3-D drawing has been developed in order to evaluate potential conflict between the rebars, drainage system, post-tensioning anchorages, and PT bars. All the 
connection details will be shown in the 90% superstructure submittal. The sketch shown on sheet 92 depicts an irregular rebar spacing to avoid any conflict with the truss 
end post. In addition, the stirrups of the pylon will be detailed to have splices between rebar embedded in the end post and the pylon. 

8/3/2016 1 

Response Accepted & Comment Closed 

No Status Current Holder Reference Categories

28 RESPONSE ACCEPTED STRUCTURES 

Created* By — ., '—`, Creitid707n Version Delegafgroi7 7 7.
7/1/2016 1 

90% Calculations Pylon Substructure Design, Sheet 42: The FDOT requirement for crack control (SDG 3.1) has been implemented by a strain criteria in which the steel is 
allowed a limiting strain of 24ksi/E and a strain in the concrete of 0.003 in/in. The computations have been performed with the same software used to compute the strength 
capacity of the column. It is not clear to the reviewer if a strength capacity has been performed by allowing the rebars to yield at 24 ksi and the concrete to crush at 0.003 
in/in. Please clarify. 
Note that this is a serviceability criteria and the level of straining in the rebar and the concrete have to be found using equilibrium, strain compatibility and the stress-strain 
response of the concrete and the rebar that equilibrate the applied loads. Most probably at the service level the concrete section will be behaving as a crack member but the 
concrete and the steel will be in the elastic range. Please provide details of the computation or a copy of the program manual that indicates how this service condition 
computation is performed. 
This comment is general and applicable for all the service computations presented in this submittal. 

7/21/2016 1 

This FIGG proprietary program calculates a service interaction diagram that represents the maximum stress of 24 ksi in the rebar. Therefore, if the applied loads do not 
exceed the boundaries of the interaction diagram, the requirements of crack control are met. This is a conservative way to show that the rebar stress is less than 24 ksi. 

We have used other commercially available programs (e.g. XTRACT) to calculate the stress in the critical rebar due to applied loads and the stress in the rebar is less than 
24 ksi. 

8/3/2016 1 

The reviewer disagrees with the methodology used by the designer. This is a service condition and as such the behavior of the concrete section should be considered as 
linearly-elastic but most probably cracked and the steel linearly-elastic. The methodology used by the designer is theoretically not correct and not necessarily conservative. 
The only reason why this comment is accepted is that an independent evaluation shows that service conditions are not controlling the design. 



No Statr 

29 3E ACCEPTED 

Created ,.. 

Current Holder 

-- Created On 

7/112015 

Reference 

Version 

1 

Categories 

STRUCTURES 

DISVWFW. 

90% Calculations Pylon Substructure Design, Sheet 65: Important uplift forces are generated by TU+ Temp_diff (-458k) and uplift wind loads (-206k). These load conditions 
most probably will generate important forces at the junction between the two spans (compression at the top and tension at the bottom). Please verify that the proposed joint 
(unreinforced at the bottom) is able to handle these forces. 

7/21/2016 1 

The back span will be cast-in-place and it will be connected with mild reinforcing to the main span. Furthermore, the pylon intermediate section (deck level) will be cast 
around the main span and monolithic with a portion of the back span. 

The load due to self-weight of the superstructure (+2,100 kips) exceeds the uplift forces that are generated by thermal effects and wind loading. 
8/3/2016 1 

Our main concern is bending tensile stresses generated by these loading conditions at the junction between the two spans. These forces should be evaluated and the 
connection should be appropriately reinforced. 

No Status Current Holder Reference 

30 RESPONSE ACCEPTED 
Categories 

STRUCTURES 

'greatest:By Croat-WM) yeridon reTiffra 
7/1/2016 1 

90% Calculations Pylon Substructure Design: provide calculations for the PT bar anchoring the main span truss system to the pylon. 
7/21/2016 1 

These calculations were provided on page 180 of the 90% pylon substructure calculations. 

8/3/2016 1 

The referred calculation shows the effect of the PT force at the top of pylon base (additional horizontal bars to take the tension field generated by the PT force). What is not 
clear to the reviewer is why these PT are bars needed and how they were sized. Note that the response to Comment 29 indicate that there are not uplift forces at the 
junction between the superstructure and the pylon base_ 

No Status Current Holder Reference 

31 RESPONSE ACCEPTED 

preatecpBy Onintaa On 

7/1/2016 

Categories 

STRUCTURES 

Digitate Firr-

90% Substructure Plans: Reinforcement and dimensions of the upper portion of the pylon are missing in this submittal (Sheets B-24 and B-25). Also, since the pylon 
reinforcement is dependent upon the connection between the pylon and the truss system, these plans also need to be included in this submittal. 

7/21/2016 1 

FIGG is following the linear progression of how the components are built in the submittal process for this design-build project. As requested, the detail of pylon-
superstructure connection will be included in the 90% resubmittal of the substructure. 

8/3/2016 1 

Response Accepted & Comment Closed 

No Status 

32 RESPONSE ACCEPTED 

Created:By 

Current Holder Reference Categories 

STRUCTURES 

CreetWabn: • Version Dtlif*ireor , 

7/1/2016 

90% Substructure Plans, Sheet B-23: Based on the truss system dimensions shown in the preliminary submittal some of the 11P03 rebars and the couplers will be in direct 
conflict with the truss system. Please verify. 

7/22/2016 1 

The 11P03 rebars and couplers are not in conflict with the superstructure elements. See the attached 3D drawings for details. 
8/3/2016 1 

Response Accepted & Comment Closed 
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33 , RESI =ACCEPTED STRUCTURES 

Ereaterlily 77d7giF0/1-7—' Venal* bbib, 

7/1/2016 1 

90% Calculations_Landing Substructure Design, General: Bridge bearing reactions applied to the LARSA model have not been documented. Please provide backup 
information for these forces. 

7/21/2016 1 

The bearing reactions were documented in the 90% foundation submittal. However, the 90% substructure resubmittal will also include this information. 

8/3/2016 1 

Response Accepted & Comment Closed 

No Status Current Holder Reference Categories 

34 RESPONSE ACCEPTED STRUCTURES 

Created By :7"CrolatridM Vrorsron Delegate For 

7/1/2016 1 

90% Calculations_Landing Substructure Design, Frame Pier Designs: Note that forces generated by uniform temperature expansion or contraction of the framed piers as 
well as effects of concrete shrinkage need to be accounted for in the design. Input data shown that bridge bearing reactions due to temperature effects has been considered 
but it is not clear if forces due to temperature and shrinkage within the frame pier have been accounted for. Please clarify. 

7/21/2016 1 

WWI 

Per the AASHTO LRFD Section 3.12.2, the uniform temperature load case is applied to the deck. The effect of the deck movements and loads are applied to the 
substructure. Also, the shrinkage loading effect due to the superstructure movement has been applied to the design of the end bents. 

The shrinkage effect of the reinforced concrete end bents and TU effect were checked as part of the substructure resubmittal and it was found that these effects are not 
significant. 

Response Accepted & Comment Closed 

No Status 

35 RESPONSE ACCEPTED 

;Created G 

8/3/2016 

- • 

- 

Current Holder 

fewcroli 
7/1/2016

Reference Categories 

STRUCTURES 

DelegatelFor 

90% Calculations_Landing Substructure Design, Sheet 101: Same as comment No. 2, i.e., clarify methodology used to check service conditions under flexo-compression. 

7/21/2016 1 

See response to comment no. 28. 

8/3/2016 1 

See remarks for Comment 28. 

No Status Current Holder Reference Categories 

36 RESPONSE ACCEPTED STRUCTURES 

Created By Created On Version Delegate For 

7/1/2016 1 

90% Substructure Plans, Sheet B-2: Since some of the South and North landing structural components are designed following ACI 318 and the masonry walls shall be 
designed and detailed following TMS 402-13 code, these codes should be incorporated to the list of Design Specifications. 

7/21/2016 1 

The requested design codes will be included in the General Notes. 

8/3/2016 1 

Response Accepted & Comment Closed 
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,37 , RES( .7: ACCEPTED STRUCTURES 

Oreatet By :OfeWd7-Or Version DiieWfor 
.:aepaitte 

7/1/2016 1 

Since the submitted calculations and plans are incomplete as indicated in some of the previous comments, this submittal package requires a resubmittal. 

7/21/2016 1 

The 90% substructure package will be resubmitted in order to provide additional information about the capacity/demand ratios for the substructure elements. 
8/3/2016 1 

Response Accepted & Comment Closed 

No Status 

38 RESPONSE ACCEPTED 

Created By 

Current Holder Reference Categories 

STRUCTURES 

Crea ed VirefoTi trdHrqfiffr5:i77 
7/1/2016 1 

The submittal does not include calculations and plans for the foundation system for either the landing structures or the bridge piers. Please include these components in the 
new resubmittal package. 

7/21/2016 1 

The 90% foundation submittal was submitted on May 2, 2016. FDOT Central Office has requested a resubmittal of the 90% foundation in order to include capacity/demand 
ratios for all of the foundations. 

8/3/2016 1 

Response Accepted & Comment Closed 

No Status Current Holder Reference Categories 

39 RESPONSE ACCEPTED STRUCTURES 

Creafkir197 ----M -reatad On Vensipo Lieligate.For 

7/1/2016 1 

In accordance with the FDOT PPM Section 26.3.2 this structure is classified as a Category 2 structure and as such PPM 26.12 requires an independent peer review. Please 
include this review with the resubmittal package. 

7/21/2016 1 

FDOT Central office has agreed to include the independent peer review prior to the RFC substructure submittal. 

8/3/2016 1 

Response Accepted & Comment Closed 

No Status 

40 RESPONSE ACCEPTED 

Created Sy 

, 
Current-Holder 

7/1/2016 

Reference 

1 

Iton 

Ceiegories  

STRUCTURES 

Delegate For 

General: 
A. Truss system section appears stiff for flexure about the horizontal axis but weak for torsion. The canopy which will be under compression is unrestrained for moving 
laterally (except at the pylon support). Global stability of the system needs to be investigated. The structure first buckling mode will most probably be lateral torsional 
bucking, i.e., the structure rotating about its shear center which is located close to the bottom slab. A buckling load analysis shall be performed to make sure that the 
structure has enough safety margins against instability. 
B. Bridge vibration needs to be considered as indicated by the AASHTO Specifications for Pedestrian bridges, Section 6. Again, the weak torsional stiffness of the bridge will 
be the main concern and most probably the first mode of vibration may be rotation of the bridge about its longitudinal center of mass. This may induce important vertical 
displacement at the tips of the bottom slab which may produce discomfort of the users. A vibration analysis should be performed to assess this phenomenon. 

7/21/2016 1 

a) The buckling analysis of the canopy was performed and the canopy buckling load is much greater that the loading demand. The global stability calculations for the system 
will be included in the 90% superstructure submittal. 
b) The natural frequency analysis was performed for the first mode of vibration in the vertical and horizontal directions. The analysis shows that the vertical natural frequency 
is greater than 3 hz and the horizontal frequency is greater than 1.3 hz. Therefore, the design of the structure meets this aspect of the RFP document requirements. 

8/3/2016 1 

Note that due to the relatively low torsional stiffness of this bridge (as compared to its vertical and horizontal bending stiffness); torsional vibration should also be evaluated. 
Most probably this should be the first mode of vibration with a frequency smaller than the horizontal and vertical frequencies. Although this mode is not indicated in the 
AASHTO Specifications for Pedestrian Bridges Section 6- Vibrations, we consider that this particular vibration mode needs to be evaluated. 
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11 RESPONSE ACCEPTED 

Created By Created On Erg ,F6f 

7!".'2015 1 

Calcs General: Show geotechnical recommendation or backup for soil parameters. Earth pressure loads cannot be verified. 

8/2/2016 1 

Geotechnical Recommendation will be added to the calculations. 

8/17/2016 1 

Response Accepted & Comment Closed 

Categories 

STRUCTURES 



No • Stato-

- 12 RE 3E ACCEPTED 

preiteylay 

Current Holder 

Create'd.:On 

7/7/2016 

Reference 

writeup example 

" Version 

.„... 
Categories 

STRUCTURES 

,Deli.atetfroi 

Calcs General: Provide write-up of design approach. See attached example for 15' high anchored wall. Describe design criteria and methods for Embedment, Deflection, and 
Strength check, including summary of Load Factors and Factors of Safety used. 

8/2/2016 1 

Design methodology write-up will be provided. 

Response Accepted & Comment Closed 

No Status 

13 RESPONSE ACCEPTED 

Created 

8/17/2016 1 

Current Holder Reference Categories 

STRUCTURES 

7-- treated On Version Mit egl—WOr 
7'7/2015 1 

Calcs General: Provide calcs. for pick-up loop strands capacity and embedment. 

Loop Capacity Calculations will be provided. 

Response Accepted & Comment Closed 

No Status 

14 RESPONSE ACCEPTED 

Created By 7CreifeireA. 

7/7/2016 

8/2/2016 

8/17/2016 

Current Holder 

1 

1 

Reference 

Version 

Categories 

STRUCTURES 

Delegate For 

Calcs General: Per SDG 3.1.F.1 Coatings "and/or" sacrificial thickness to be added per Table 3.1-1. Provide clarification 
enough for the 75 years service life, or if some sacrificial thickness of anchor rod is warranted per Table 3.1-1 based on 

8/2/2016 1 

Sacrificial thickness of 0.18 in was considered as shown on page 147. The protection shown is based on SDM Fig. 19.5 

8/17/2016 1 

Response Accepted & Comment Closed 

No Status 

15 RESPONSE ACCEPTED 

Created By 

Current Holder 

Crea7Ted 

7/7/2016 

Reference Categories 

STRUCTURES 

Versio9 

if the epoxy mastic wrap and galvanization is 
environmental classification 

.1-2 which should be adequate for 75 years. 

Calcs Page 8 to 14: DHW is shown as EL 7.87, where page 3 and plans has EL 8.0. Update accordingly for consistency. 

8/2/2016 1 

DHW EL 8.0 is the correct one. We will update as required. 

8/17/2016 1 

Response Accepted & Comment Closed 

No Status Current Holder Reference Categories 

16 RESPONSE ACCEPTED STRUCTURES 

maleafty - WW 

7/7/2016 1 

Calcs Page 26: LRFD Section 3.11.6 — Clarify if the surcharge loads have already been factored, and ES can be 1.0 or if those are unfactored loads (from Figg) and use the 
load factor of 1.5 

8/2/2016 1 

These are unfactored loads from FIGG. 

8/17/2016 1 

Response Accepted & Comment Closed 



No Stattp Current Holder Reference Categories 

17 REST` .E ACCEPTED STRUCTURES 

Created-By CrOtedOn — Version DelegatTFor , 

7/7/2016 1 

Calcs, Page 28: Confirm Florida limerock properties were used for Ec 

8/2/2016 1 

Concrete modulus will be verified and updated as required. 

8/17/2016 1 

Response Accepted & Comment Closed 

No Status Current Holder Reference Categories 

18 RESPONSE ACCEPTED STRUCTURES 

CreatedBy CreiitiadIOn Version biliaTirre rcir— 
7/ 7/ 2 0 1 6 1 

Calcs, Page 78: The moments for the final condition (service and factored) do not match page 63 & 75. Please clarify. 

8/2/2016 1 

Will update for consistency. 

8/17/2016 1 

Response Accepted & Comment Closed 

No Status Current Holder Reference Categories 

19 RESPONSE ACCEPTED STRUCTURES 

Created By ereiStra - —Wreck' Delegate For 

7/7/2016 

Plans General: Use FY 2016-17 version FDOT Standards on cover page and elsewhere. See FDOT implementation memo. 

8/2/2016 1 

Agree, will use FY 2016-17. 

8/17/2016 1 

Response Accepted & Comment Closed 

No Status 

20 RESPONSE ACCEPTED 

Created By 

Current Holder 

breateMi 
7/7/2016 

Reference 

Ovflon 

Plans sheet BW-0: Show Certificate of Authorization (COA)# under Company Name. 

8/2/2016 1 

Agree, CA will be added. 
8/17/2016 1 

Response Accepted & Comment Closed 

Categories 

STRUCTURES 



No Stag• Current Holder Reference Categories 
21 RE. 3E ACCEPTED STRUCTURES 

aerated. By Cratird70ii "Verilen .‘Deleg'KeTor 
7/7/2016 1 

Plans sheet BW-3: a.)The baseline shown and baseline referenced by the stationing are different. Only show the baseline and associated stationing that will be used for 
construction. b.)Show disposition of existing fence. c.)Verify minimum dimension from proposed structure to gas line is in compliance with utility requirements. d.)122'-2 %" 
dimension is not consistent with stationing of corners. e.) Show separate sheet with boring log for the boring that is shown in plan view. 

8/2/2016 1 

a) We are showing the US 41 baseline to tie in the wall and the canal baseline for information only. 
b) Disposition will be shown (To be Removed). 
c) Dimension has been verified and is in compliance. 
d) Dimension will be verified and updated as required. 
e) ROCB sheet will be added. 

Response Accepted & Comment Closed 

No Status 

22 RESPONSE ACCEPTED 

8/17/2016 

Current Holder 

1 

Reference Categories 

STRUCTURES 

Created, By rea Veriien Delegate For 

7/7/2016 1 

Plans sheet BW-2: State environmental classification. 
8/2/2016 1 

Environmental Classification will be added (Moderately Aggressive). 

8/17/2016 1 

Response Accepted & Comment Closed 

No. Status Current Holder Reference Categories 

23 RESPONSE ACCEPTED STRUCTURES 

Created ay Created On Version dale e of 
7/7/2016 1 

Plans sheet BW-7: a.)Remove anchorage symbol from face of pile for 5 piles in plan view that do not require anchors. b.)Verify anchors are constructible next to sanitary 
sewer man hole. c.)One anchor appears to be in clear cover area of footing, which may cause spelling. Can anchor be rotated or relocated? d.)If any proposed foundations 
have piles, show them here so any conflicts with anchors may be resolved. e.)Show legend to define DHW and OWC. f.) check word spacing format of coupler note 2. g.) Is 
direction of stationing needed if there are no stations or baseline shown on this sheet? 

8/2/2016 1 

a.) Agree, symbol will be removed. 
b.) We have verified with contractor that this can be constructed as shown. 
c.) Yes, we will consider rotating/relocating anchor. 
d.) There are only spread footing foundations adjacent to the wall. 
e.) This is already shown on BW-3. 
f.) Format will be checked. 
g.) No, will remove. 

8/17/2016 1 

Response Accepted & Comment Closed 

No Status Current.Holder Reference Categories 

24 RESPONSE ACCEPTED STRUCTURES 

Created By Created On Version Delegate For 

7/7/2016  1 

Plans sheet BW-8: Is it intended for the thread bar to be sole sourced? Can equivalent product be used? 

8/2/2016 1 

We will verify with the contractor, but in all likelihood it will be from Williams (or equal). 

8/17/2016 1 

Response Accepted & Comment Closed 



No • Stet'}- 

25 RE, 3E ACCEPTED 
Current'Holder Reference 

Version 

1 

1 

Categories 

STRUCTURES 
cfeatedlity dreatitrOn.

7/7/2016 

Plan sheet BW-9: Show Section B-B label in plan view. 

8/2/2016 

Mrdafor: • . 77 

Agree, section B-B will be added to plan view. 

8/17/2016 1 

Response Accepted & Comment Closed 

No Status Current Holder Reference Categories 
48 RESPONSE ACCEPTED Sheet BW-1 STRUCTURES 

d ire ̀ale d ' By 
t _i .,... ,...... 

Created On Version Delegatecor 
Thomas Andres 7/13/2016 1 

a. Section A-A: Specification 455-5.15.3 allows for a batter tolerance of 1/4 inches per foot from vertical therefore the panels will not likely bear on both piles for their full 
length. The concern is that soil fines will migrate through the open joint. Require filter fabric to be attached to back-of-wall across panels via an approved mastic. 
b. Filter Fabric Placement Detail: The bottom-of-panel elevation appears to be lower than top-of-rock in a few locations. Is it the EOR's intent that the toe be preformed? 
Are there any requirements for grouting the toe at these locations? 

These comments require a written response. 
8/16/2016 1 

a) Filter fabric will be placed across panel joints via approved mastic. 
b) All panels will be embedded a minimum of 2 ft below top of natural rock. The canal needs to be excavated to achieve the proposed cross section as shown on the 
drainage plans. A trench will be excavated to set the panels given the hard natural limestone. The purpose of setting the panels into the limestone is to avoid soil migration 
under the panels. There are not any requirements for grouting the toe at these locations. 

Thomas Andres 8/18/2016 1 

Response Accepted & Comment Closed 

No Status Current Holder Reference Categories 

49 RESPONSE ACCEPTED Sheet BW-7: STRUCTURES 

CreatedztBy efeatiridVn Vetaidii Dina r"   
Thomas Andres 7/13/2016 1 

a. Note 5: Expand note for galvanizing to include nuts, bearing plates and couplers. 

b. Section A-A: The anchor bars appear to go-through the proposed foundations. Please address the following: 

I. Has the design of the retaining wall accounted for the influence of the spread footing surcharge loadings? 
II. Clarify if the PVC pipe shown on Sheet BW-8 is to be embedded into the spread footings. If so, address how concrete cover will be maintained. If not, address impact of 
Spread Footing Settlement on possible anchor bar kinking. 

These comments require a written response. 
8/2/2016 1 

a) Note will be expanded. 
b) Yes, surcharge loading from adjacent foundations has been included in the design. 
c) Yes, PVC pipe will be embedded into spread footing. We will coordinate with bridge designer to include appropriate notes with respect to cover. 

Thomas Andres 8/18/2016 1 

Response Accepted & Comment Closed 
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Threads: 
No ' Status Current Holder Reference Categories 

2 COMMENT AGREED WITH General: STRUCTURES 

Created`By Created On ViiSion Delegate For 

Thomas Andres ft/8/20 16 1 

The RFP, page 27; PPM 26.3.2 and PPM 26.12 requires an independent peer review as part of the 90% Substructure Component Package. As discussed in our project 
meeting, we agree to wave the this specific requirement for this submittal however a completed independent peer review is required prior to RFC of the plans. 

9/7/2016 1 

Comment Agreed & Closed 



No Stall' 

-RES, E ACCEPTED 

Current Holder Reference Categories 

Sheet B-23: STRUCTURES 

Pr Wcreated On Version 07 .
Thomas Andres 8/8/2015 

Are the 2-2"utility conduits to be cast into the pylon base? If so, include on sheet. 

9/12/2016 1 

No, there are no utility conduits in the pylon base. 

Thomas Andres 

Response Accepted & Comment Closed 

No Status 

4 RESPONSE ACCEPTED 

CraireddElY 

Thomas Andres 

9/15/2016 

Current Holder 

8/8/2016 

1 

Reference Categories 
Sheet B-24: STRUCTURES 

Version taltetei*Of 

a. The details on this sheet are not consistent with the calculations (simple span-for-DL, continuous-for-LL). The CIP back-span needs to be detailed independent of the 
pylon and the pylon concrete cannot be placed until closure pours are placed and continuity stressing has occurred. Revise pylon/walkway interfacing details consistent with 
design assumptions See attached sequence of construction steps. 
b. The sheet is not legible due to the very small scale of the section views. See SDM 2.9. Separate this sheet into two or three sheets to better communicate to the 
Contractor what is intended. 
c. The CIP pylon/precast walkway connections are extremely congested. Show larger scale 2D or 3D integrated drawings per SDM Chapter 20 to insure that there are no 
conflicts of embedded items (PT ducts, PT anchors, anchor caps, couplers, reinforcing steel, conduits, piping, etc.). 
d. Section B-B: How will column concrete below the precast canopy surface be consolidated such that honeycombing is avoided (roughly 2'-0" x 6'-0" horizontal surface)? 
Consider casting-in bleed holes or pour holes in overlying portion of precast element. 
e. Section D-D: The inner two PT anchor caps appear to conflict with the 11P03 rebar couplers. 
f. Section D-D: It is not clear why the inner two PT anchor caps are not depicted in the Cross Section View. 
g. Section A-A: Is the pipe cast in the precast walkway component? Is the pipe sections connected with bell and spigot joints and provide interfacing details. Clarify intent. 

9/7/2016 1 

a. The details on sheet B-24 show that the vertical member of the back span will be cast monolithically with the intermediate section of the pylon. The assumed back span 
and intermediate pylon construction sequence is attached for your review. 
b. The drawing will be revised to show a bigger scale using more than one drawing. 
c. An integrated 3-D drawing was developed to ensure the embedded items are not in conflict. This drawing will be used by the design build team during the planning phase 
for the construction of this section of the bridge. 
d. The contractor is planning to cast the canopy section (2'x6') at the same time as the intermediate section of the pylon to avoid any possibility of imperfection in the pour. 
e. We have verified that the 11P03 bars do not conflict with the anchor caps. It appears that the rebar couplers are in conflict with the anchor caps, but the couplers are 
located at a different elevation than the anchor caps. 
f. The cross section (looking upstation) shows the back span tendons and Section D-D only shows the main span tendons because the plan view is not wide enough to show 
the back span tendons. 
g. The pipe is not cast with the precast walkway component. A section of the drain pipe will be cast in the pylon CIP section and the embedded pipe will be connected to the 
exterior pipe under the deck. 

Thomas Andres 9/16/2016 1 

On Response a, if vertical member of the back span will is cast monolithically with the intermediate section of the pylon then the design assumptions of simple span for dead 
loads is not correct. As the forms deflect under concrete weight, continuity stresses will be developed between the pylons and the span. 

9/22/2016 

The simple span condition only occurs during the main span erection. The back span is designed to resist the continuity forces between the pylon and the truss. After the 
transverse closures are poured the continuity tendons are stressed creating a two span continuous structure. 

Thomas Andres 9/26/2016 1 

Okay, but the acceptability of this design approach depends on the Contractor's formwork stiffness - if he chooses a fairly stiff forming system then the design assumptions 
may be okay - if not then I would except cracking. 



No —

5  3E ACCEPTED 

FreWEO 
Thomas Andres 

Current Holder 

777. 17!, 
8/9/2016 rt

Reference 

Sheets B-70 and 

W1 

1 

Categories 

STRUCTURES 

141FINOffrR0r-

a. By inspection, the reinforcing for these framed piers does not appear to be balanced. If 48 #11 bars are required in the 5 ft. cap positive moment region, then significantly 
more than 748 bars will be required in the negative moment regions of the frame (outer third of cap-around corners and along outer face of column into footings) especially 
factoring-in that the column is only 2 ft. wide. Also verify that the footings have been designed to resist the sliding forces of the frame pier and that the moments in the pier 
account for the soil springs of the spread footings. See attached sketch. 
b. Include a call-out at the column plaza concrete slab interface. Require 3/4" premolded expansion material on all four sides of column. Typical comment on all sheets that 
have column/building elements that interface the plaza concrete slab. 

9/7/2016 1 
a. A sensitivity study was performed. The results indicated the columns are flexible and only a small amount of negative moment exists at the face of the columns; 
therefore, the design is adequate. Soil springs will increase the flexibility of the columns and result in a decrease in pier moments. 
b. The call-out will be added to the drawings. 

Thomas Andres 9/16/2016 1 
For Comment a, the framed pier is not balanced. The moment at the center of the cap is a function of the moments that have to be carried around the corners into the 
column. Either the 48411s is excessive or the 7-#8s is too little. I suspect that less than 48#11 are required and more than 7-#8s are required. 

9/22/2016 1 

The moment in the negative region of the beam is equal to the moment at the top section of the column (see attachment). Therefore, the 748 bars at the top of the beam 
are adequate to resist the beam moment demand. The same area of steel is placed at the outside face of the column. Note that the beam depth is 2.5 time the depth of the 
column. The 48411 bars are required to resist the positive moment demand. The moment distribution along the beam is directly related to the stiffness of the columns. A 
wider column will create more negative moment in the beam. 

Thomas Andres 9/26/2016 1 

Okay, but make sure that both the 24 ksi limit and the reinforcing steel fatigue has been checked. 

`No Status Current Holder 

6 RESPONSE ACCEPTED 

eI a 

Thomas Andres 

Reference 

Sheet B-71: 

Created On Version 

8/q/20 16 

Categories 

STRUCTURES 

Delegate For 

Separate into two sheets. Sheet is difficult to read because scale of details are too small. See SDM 2.9. 

9/7/2016 1 

The drawing will be revised to show a bigger scale using more than one drawing. 

Thomas Andres 9/15/2016 1 

Response Accepted & Comment Closed 

No Status Current Holder Reference Categories 

15 RESPONSE ACCEPTED B-23 STRUCTURES 

Created* ' Created:0ff ' irnifiiii- Eor
8/19/2016 1 

Elevation View: FDOT SDG 3.11.2C requires a minimum of three feet from the finish grade elevation to the top of footing. Please revise. 

9/7/2016 

The elevation view will be revised to show the 3'-0" minimum cover. 

9/26/2016 

Response Accepted & Comment Closed 

1 

1 



No StattP— Current Holder Reference Categories 
16 -RES .E ACCEPTED B-24 STRUCTURES 

Pi**MY -. Created On mri 40110Eon• 
8/19/2016 1 

The two-span truss structure has been designed to work as a continuous structure. Significant tensile forces can be generated at the top (canopy) and bottom chord (deck) 
of the junction between the two spans. Section C-C shows only a column stirrup bar sticking out of the precast section and lapped with the 5P01 CIP column stirrups. 
Please clarify if the proposed reinforcement is enough to transfer tensile stresses at the truss bottom chord (analysis shows significant forces due to temperature, 
temperature gradient and concrete shrinkage at this junction). 

9/7/2016 1 

According to our analysis, tension forces are generated at the top of the canopy. We have four (4) longitudinal internal tendons running in the canopy. The analysis shows 
that the tensile stresses are within the AASHTO LRFD allowable limits. 

9/26/2016 1 
Please verify if some particular load conditions may generate tensile forces in the bottom chord (temperature gradient) for example. The response is accepted since it 
seems that you checked that. 

No Status Current Holder Reference Categories 
17 RESPONSE ACCEPTED B-24 STRUCTURES 

Created CIU Version 

8/19/2016 1 

This drawing is in general difficult to read. Please reevaluate items such as scale (Cross Section and Section A-A), additional details etc. for improving clarity. The same 
label has been used for the column rebars at the bottom the middle and the top portion of the column which may also create confusion. 

9/7/2016 1 

The drawing will be revised to show a bigger scale using more than one drawing. 

The rebar designations at the top and the bottom of Section A-A are the same because they are the same type and size rebars. 

9/26/2016 1 

IMINVAW+711, 

Response Accepted & Comment Closed 

No Status Current Holder Reference 

18 RESPONSE ACCEPTED 340-342 

Created By C rreinr OW6ii cogireWr • •, 
• 

819/2016 1 

Calculations Pylon Substructure Design, Pages 340-342: The designer has used an in-house program for designing the columns for biaxial fiexo-compression. It is 
suggested that for the special case of the section at the Upper Pylon Base - Top of Lower Pylon an independent calculation be performed for the main reasons. These 
appears to be the critical section for the pylon design (a C/D of 1.05 is obtained) and the conditions are especial in the sense that the reinforcement is not symmetrically 
placed. In fact all the column reinforcing in the precast portion consist of 2 # 11 bars and 2-1.375" PT bars. The evaluation should be performed using one of commercially 
common software used for this purpose. Please explain the use of the voided section; is this trying to simulate the drain pipe? 

9/7/2016 1 

We are not aware of commercially available software that combines mild reinforcement with post-tensioning. The FIGG proprietary software has the capability of combining 
the mild reinforcement with post-tensioning bars. FIGG's software has been used in many projects with excellent results. The reported C/D ratio of 1.05 is for the strength 
load combination III, which includes 150 mph wind speed with an equivalent design pressure of 91 psf on the upper pylon. Therefore, the pylon design meets the code 
requirements. 

Categories 

STRUCTURES 

According to AASHTO Section 5.7.4.2, a reduced effective area of the column member can be used when the cross-section is larger than that required to resist the applied 
loading. The voided section was used to meet the minimum area of reinforcement requirement for this member. 

9/26/2016 1 

The comment is accepted. The reviewer will independently review this section for the next submittal. 



,SubrOitta''eport 
Financial Project: 434688-1-58-01 Submital Type: PLANS 

Submittal Phase: PHASE III Submital Staff Type: CONSULTANT 

Recieved Date: 7/14/2016 Response Due Date: 8/17/2016 

Grace Period: 0 District: SIXTH 

Status: CLOSED Create Date: 7/14/2016 

Create User Id: PD601M1 Last Update: 7/14/2016 

Last Update User Id: PD601M1 

Description: 

434688-1: Foundation Design for FIU UNIVERSITY CITY PROSPERITY PROJ. ALONG SW 109 AVE & SR 90/SW 8 ST 

Group: PRELIMINARY ENGINEERING 
Phase Review Type: LAP Project 
Status: Submitted 
Phase Initiation Date: 7/15/2016 
Comments Due Date: 8/3/2016 
Days Allowed for Review: 20 
Review Meeting: 8/17/2016 9:30 AM to 11:00 AM @ Conference room B (If needed) 
Plans Format: Electronic 
Comments: External Project Manager: Manuel Feliciano, P.E. 
E-mail:  
Phone #:  
Section: Phase: 90% Foundation Design-Resubmittal 
Review Meeting will be schedule if needed 
Design Criteria is Florida Green Book 
Work Program Construction Budget: 
Production Date: DESIGN- BUILD 

Threads: 
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1 RESPONSE ACCEPTED 

Current Holder Reference Categories 

Calculations General: STRUCTURES 

- ,Ofeated On Version —Ogg 1W6W.7----

Thomas Andres 7/15/2016 1 

The reserve capacity for the various spread footings appear to enough to account for any future design refinements to the superstructure (all C/Ds 1.12). However the 
calculations for the pylon pile compression C/D = 1.04, and the pile geotechnical capacity C/D ratio =1.00. See attached. 

We are thinking that a 6-8% reserve would be a reasonable cushion in order to relax the project contract requirements which would allow superstructure design refinements 
to occur later so that we could move forward with the 90% foundation submittal package. 

Either resolve the outstanding superstructure comments or resubmit the plans and Gales. for the pylon to give a larger C/D cushion. 
7/19/2016 1 

Per our telephone conversation on 7/18/16, please find attached the revised Pile Data Table drawing (Sheet B-9) showing the maximum "Required Nominal Bearing 
Resistance" of 450 tons. We agreed to show the required nominal bearing resistance (RNBR) in the "installation criteria" of the Pile Data Table instead of showing the 
factored design load divided by the resistance factor (phi). As I mentioned to you, the original design assumed a nominal bearing resistance of 450 tons despite the fact that 
the pile data table was presenting a lower value equal to the factored design load divided by the resistance factor. Also attached is a summary of the calculations showing 
the updated values for your review. 

Thomas Andres 7/25/2016 1 

Will base review on this response. 



_, ..... 
No - Stetv --- Current Holder Reference Categories 

8 COMI. AGREED WITH General: STRUCTURES 

preatedBy C real-el:0 9 — Veksioil Del ateTor 

Thomas Andres 7/25/2016  1 

The submittal did not include an Independent Peer Review per the requirements of RFP pgs. 27 and 28 and PPM Chapter 26. 
Per our discussions, we have agreed to relax the requirement for the peer review to be in the 90% submittal provided that the independent peer review (Engineer's 
comments, comment responses, resolution and signed and sealed cover letter) be submitted for all component plans prior to Releasing For Construction Plans for each 
component (foundation, substructure, superstructure). 

8/17/2016 1 

Comment Agreed & Closed 

No Status Current Holder Reference Categories 

9 RESPONSE ACCEPTED Sheets B-11 and B-15: STRUCTURES 

Created By Created On Vertton 'D#Irtrtart4Fe • 
T llamas Andres 7/25/2016 1 

Add note that says: Construct shallow foundations in accordance with Specification 455. 

8/17/2016 1 

The suggested note will be added to all applicable drawings. 

Thomas Andres 8/18/2016 1 

Response Accepted & Comment Closed 

No Status Current Holder Reference Categories 

20 RESPONSE ACCEPTED STRUCTURES 

preateq73y crated:3n- Version De egilicro r 

8/3/2016 1 

90% Calculations Pylon Foundation and Footing Design, Page 378: The FDOT requirement for crack control (SDG 3.1) has been implemented by strain criteria in which the 
steel is allowed a limiting strain of 24ksi/E and a strain in the concrete of 0.003 in/in. The computations have been performed with the same software used to compute the 
strength capacity of the column. The reported nominal capacity of the section corresponds to the rebars yielding at 24 ksi and the concrete crushing at 0.003 in/in. The 
applied service moment is compared against this fictitious service moment capacity and assuming that if the applied moment does not exceed the boundaries of the 
interaction diagram the stresses in the rebars will be smaller than the 24 ksi required by FDOT SDG 3.1. This comment has been raised previously indicating that since this 
is a service condition the level of stresses in the rebars needs to be calculated considering the behavior of the section under service loads (concrete linear but most probably 
cracked and the reinforcement linear). The designer has argued that the procedure used is conservative but we disagree with the approach since it is not theoretically 
correct and not necessarily conservative. Note that once the first rebar reaches 24 ksi under service conditions, the procedure used will allow the section to continue 
deforming until the ultimate strain in the concrete is reached and several layers of rebars has yielded at 24 ksi and deformed beyond the 24ksi/E value. 
Although service conditions are not expected to be the controlling factor in these designs the procedure used is from our point of view not appropriate. Please revise. This 
comment is general and applicable to all service computations presented in this submittal. 

8/17/2016 1 

The attached calculations, performed with a commercially available program (Xtract), show that the rebar stress at the base of the pylon (column dowels) is less than 24 ksi. 
Therefore, the design meets the requirements of crack control per SDG Section 3.10. 

8/26/2016 1 

Response Accepted & Comment Closed 

No Status Current Holder Reference Categories 

21 RESPONSE ACCEPTED STRUCTURES 

twat* - Created On Version 15111. FT' 
1/3120 1 Li 1 

90% Calculations Pylon Foundation and Footing Design, Page 314 and Plans Sheet B-9: The preliminary geotechnical recommendations included in Page 14 of the North 
Plaza Foundation calculations indicate recommended 24" PC piles capacities of 405 Tons for compression and 80 Tons for tension. The calculated factored loads indicated 
in the calculation and drawings exceed these capacities x Strength reduction factor. Please confirm that the final geotechnical report recommends capacities compatible 
with the level of loads obtained in the design 

8/17/2016 1 

The final geotechnical report will show updated pile capacities. 

8/26/2016 1 

Response Accepted & Comment Closed 



No Stattr 

22 REE ,E ACCEPTED 

trea ed By 

Current Holder Reference Categories 

STRUCTURES 

Dreate„ Veriion - —be e—r7rgror7 7—

8/3/2016 1 

90% Foundation Plans, Sheet B-2: The note for Stay-In Place forms indicates that they are permitted. Due to the aesthetic requirements of this structure, shouldn't the note 
indicate that they are not permitted? 

8/17/2016 1 

According to the RFP documents (Design Criteria — Section 5.8), stay-in-place forms are permitted. However, the proposed structure does not have stay-in-place forms. The 
note will be modified to indicate that stay-in-place forms are not allowed. 

8/26/2016 1 

Response Accepted & Comment Closed 
. . . _ 

No Status Current Holder Reference Categories 

23 RESPONSE ACCEPTED STRUCTURES 

Created BY 
L _ 

ciatartfif Version 01)9:gaff—or
8/3/2016 1 

90% Foundation Plans, Sheet B-10, View A-A: FDOT SDG 3.11.2C requires a minimum of three feet from the finish grade elevation to the top of footing. Please revise. This 
comment applies to all pier-column footings. 

8/17/2016 1 

The minimum 3'-0" cover dimension is the proposed cover for the pylon foundation. The 2'-0" minimum dimension shown on this drawing will be updated to 3'-0". 
For the north and south plaza footings, FDOT Central office has agreed to maintain the 2'-0" cover for the main footings and 1'-0" cover for the stair footings. It is our 
understanding that the SDG 3'-0" cover requirement is applicable to areas where vegetation growth is desirable. For this specific project, the north and south plazas do not 
have this specific requirement around the columns. 

8/26/2016 1 

Response Accepted & Comment Closed 

No Status Current Holder Reference Categories 

24 RESPONSE ACCEPTED STRUCTURES 

Creabirdek Cfeafird70,fi V4iiiI66 ff e.TigiTaiR 
l_

8/3/2016 1 

90% Foundation Plans, Sheet B-10, Tension Pile Detail: Suggest to provide a note referring to Sheet B-8 for the location of the tension piles. 

8/17/2016 

The suggested note will be added to sheet B-10. 

8/26/2016 

1 

1 

Response Accepted & Comment Closed 

No itatus Current Holder Reference Categories 

26 RESPONSE ACCEPTED Page 378 STRUCTURES 

Created By CrgateCkgri iforircie Delegate For 

8/3/2016 — 1 

(On behalf of Rafael Foinquinos) 
90% Calculations Pylon Foundation and Footing Design, Page 378: The FDOT requirement for crack control (SDG 3.1) has been implemented by strain criteria in which the 
steel is allowed a limiting strain of 24ksi/E and a strain in the concrete of 0.003 in/in. The computations have been performed with the same software used to compute the 
strength capacity of the column. The reported nominal capacity of the section corresponds to the rebars yielding at 24 ksi and the concrete crushing at 0.003 in/in. The 
applied service moment is compared against this fictitious service moment capacity and assuming that if the applied moment does not exceed the boundaries of the 
interaction diagram the stresses in the rebars will be smaller than the 24 ksi required by FDOT SDG 3.1. This comment has been raised previously indicating that since this 
is a service condition the level of stresses in the rebars needs to be calculated considering the behavior of the section under service loads (concrete linear but most probably 
cracked and the reinforcement linear). The designer has argued that the procedure used is conservative but we disagree with the approach since it is not theoretically 
correct and not necessarily conservative. Note that once the first rebar reaches 24 ksi under service conditions, the procedure used will allow the section to continue 
deforming until the ultimate strain in the concrete is reached and several layers of rebars has yielded at 24 ksi and deformed beyond the 24ksi/E value. 
Although service conditions are not expected to be the controlling factor in these designs the procedure used is from our point of view not appropriate. Please revise. This 
comment is general and applicable to all service computations presented in this submittal. 

8/17/2016 1 

The attached calculations, performed with a commercially available program (Xtract), show that the rebar stress at the base of the pylon (column dowels) is less than 24 ksi. 
Therefore, the design meets the requirements of crack control per SDG Section 3.10. 

8/19/2016 1 

Response Accepted & Comment Closed 



No Statv 

27 RESI' E ACCEPTED 

Created 13y 

Current Holder Reference Categories 

Page 314 & Shee, STRUCTURES 

Croatia On 1 eril8n DififirarelOir' 
8/3/2016 1 

(On behalf of Rafael Foinquinos) 
90% Calculations Pylon Foundation and Footing Design, Page 314 and Plans Sheet B-9: The preliminary geotechnical recommendations included in Page 14 of the North 
Plaza Foundation calculations indicate recommended 24" PC piles capacities of 405 Tons for compression and 80 Tons for tension. The calculated factored loads indicated 
in the calculation and drawings exceed these capacities x Strength reduction factor. Please confirm that the final geotechnical report recommends capacities compatible 
with the level of loads obtained in the design. 

8/17/2016 

The final geotechnical report will show updated pile capacities. 

8/18/2016 

1 

1 

Response Accepted & Comment Closed 

No —Status Current Holder Reference Categories 
28 RESPONSE ACCEPTED Sheet B-2 STRUCTURES 

treatecilly CreatedVii Rio Mingo gr T --77 -
_, ....,;..-L :—. ........_ 

8/3/2016 1 

(On behalf of Rafael Foinquinos) 
90% Foundation Plans: The note for Stay-In Place forms indicates that they are permitted. Due to the aesthetic requirements of this structure, shouldn't the note indicate 
that they are not permitted? 

8/17/2016 1 

According to the RFP documents (Design Criteria — Section 5.8), stay-in-place forms are permitted. However, the proposed structure does not have stay-in-place forms. The 
note will be modified to indicate that stay-in-place forms are not allowed. 

8/18/2016 1 

Response Accepted & Comment Closed 

No Status Current Holder Reference Categories 

29 RESPONSE ACCEPTED Sheet B-10 STRUCTURES 

teated, By CreaKCI:i.i Veraiiii blrelP74o7 :' - 7 
— _,..._.. 

8/3/2016 

(On behalf of Rafael Foinquinos) 
90% Foundation Plans, Sheet B-10, View A-A: FDOT SDG 3.11.2C requires a minimum of three feet from the finish grade elevation to the top of footing. Please revise. This 
comment applies to all pier-column footings. 

8/17/2016 1 

The minimum 3'-0" cover dimension is the proposed cover for the pylon foundation. The 2'-0" minimum dimension shown on this drawing will be updated to 3'-0". 
For the north and south plaza footings, FDOT Central office has agreed to maintain the 2'-0" cover for the main footings and 1,-0" cover for the stair footings. It is our 
understanding that the SDG 3'-0" cover requirement is applicable to areas where vegetation growth is desirable. For this specific project, the north and south plazas do not 
have this specific requirement around the columns. 

8/18/2016 1 

Response Accepted & Comment Closed 

Na Status Current Holder Reference Categories 

30 RESPONSE ACCEPTED Sheet B-10 STRUCTURES 

CreatecriT )1,qtairdft  Version 
b ..%1Ii __ .z '771

8/372016--'-  1 

(On behalf of Rafael Foinquinos) 
90% Foundation Plans, Sheet B-10, Tension Pile Detail: Suggest to provide a note referring to Sheet B-8 for the location of the tension piles. 

8/17/2016 1 

The suggested note will be added to sheet B-10. 

8/18/2016 1 

Response Accepted & Comment Closed 
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No Stab' 

3 RES', E ACCEPTED 

Current Holder Reference Categeries 

STRUCTURES STRUCTURES 
MAINTENANCE 

Create 

MARIA CARASA 

/Created On 

10/11/2016 
Vscson fir:: 
1 

B-2 Design Specs: LRFD Specs are not in AASHTO 17 Edition. 
B-4 Plans & Elev. Call for End Bridge Deck as done for Begin Bridge Deck. (These 2 location should be the control for Geometry). 
At End Bridge: Tie Center Line Elevator Tower and Center Line Landing Columns to End Bridge as done for Begin Bridge. 

B-5 Sheet Tittle: Consider adding "Superstructure" (Typical Superstructure Cross-Section) 
B-8 Not clear what is the control of geometry, specifically the columns supporting the Bridge. 
Verify significance of tying columns to RAN at North End. CL of bearing for Begin and End Bridge should be the CL column. Tie CL Columns to Begin/End Bridge. Show 
Begin Bridge & End Bridge Stations. 
Verify why East Column foundations (Type 1 & 7) is larger than West Column foundations (Type 3 & 6). 

B-10 Show Direction of Sta or North Arrow 
B-11 Verify no Bars @ Column Corners (Not usually done in detailing reinforcing for Bridge Columns) Apply to the 4 Columns supporting the Bridge Ends. 

B-14 Verify using only 1 # 4 @ 24" for walls up to 15' ± high (wall 5 at high ends, has 2 #5 bars @ 12") 

B-16 At view A-A confusing to show 2 different columns bars together 

B-17 Verify sheet Tithe. Seems this is an Elevator Footing 

B-19 Same Comment as in B-14 (1 # 4 @ 24") 

B-20 & 21 Missing calling for view B-B in plan view 
10/11/2016 1 

Is this comment intended for the Final Foundation submittal? 

MARIA CARASA 12/14/2016 1 

Yes 

No Status Current Holder Reference Categories 

7 COMMENT AGREED WITH General: STRUCTURES 

Created By Created bn Version DiiiigafirFor , 
Thomas Andres 10/11/2016 1 

Include step by step fabrication sequence in the plans and include a TSP for the construction of the precast main-span and CIP back span. The TSP should require a more 
detailed step-by-step fabrication sequence to be submitted in an Erection Manual submitted by a Specialty Engineer. 
The Erection Manual shall include the following: 
- Positioning, use and sequencing of falsework, jacking and/or releasing of falsework, formwork, temporary towers, supports and the like. 
- Step-by-step PT bar stressing and longitudinal tendon stressing sequence so that stresses during fabrication of both main span and back span stay below design code 
limits. Also include a step-by-step casting and form stripping sequence with clear delineation of required construction joints. Depict the support condition at the near-site 
casting yard at the time of stressing. 
- Positioning, detailed step-by-step erection plan of the Self-Propelled-Modular-Transporter (SPMT) move of the precast main-span. Include drawings and calculations for 
the structural based on the support conditions of the precast main-span during the SPMT move. 

10/28/2016 1 

The general fabrication sequence for the construction of the precast main span and CIP back span has been provided as part of the plan set (see Erection Sequence 
drawings). The erection manual will provide the mentioned information showing more details of the stressing sequences, support conditions during casting, form stripping 
sequence, and location of temporary towers. 
The step-by-step erection plan of the SPMT will be provided on a separate submittal by the Contractor's Specialty Engineer. 

Thomas Andres 11/1/2016 1 

This response is okay provided that the step-by-step information per response to Comment 10 is provided in the final plans. 

11/8/2016 1 

Comment Agreed & Closed 



No Statv Current Holder Reference Categories 

3 REST E ACCEPTED General: STRUCTURES 

Created reatrWOrt . raEVt7Aga*.
Thomas Andres 10/11/2016 1 

Provide connection details between main span truss with the pylon. 

10/28/2016 1 

Connection details between the main span truss and pylon have been provided on the substructure drawings. 

Thomas Andres 

Response Accepted & Comment Closed 

No Status 

9 RESPONSE ACCEPTED 

11/1/2016 1 

Current Holder Reference Categories 
Sheets B-38 thru B-45 STRUCTURES 
and B-61, B-63, and B-
65: 

0010134 Created On Version Delegate For 

Thomas Andres 10/1 [(2016 1 

Add PT bar anchor caps (top and bottom) per SDG 1.11.2, Standard Index 21802 and Specification 462-1.2.a consistent with approved FDOT PT systems and resize 
element as required to fit caps. 

10/28/2016 1 

Permanent grout caps are provided at the top anchor of each PT bar (Anchorage Protection Type 9 per Standard Index No. 21802). Caps are not needed at the bottom 
anchor of each PT bar because exposure levels and the risk of corrosion are lower beneath the deck. Dead end anchors will be cast with the precast section with no block 
out and coated with a galvanizing compound (e.g. Zinc Clad III HS) for additional protection. 

Thomas Andres 11/1/2016 1 

Response Accepted & Comment Closed 

No Status Current Holder Reference Categories 

10 RESPONSE ACCEPTED Sheets B-37 thru B-40, STRUCTURES 
B-42, B-43, and B-69: 

Created -By Created On Version Delegate For 

Thomas Andres 10/11/2016 1 

Include step-by-step PT bar stressing and longitudinal tendon stressing sequence so that stresses during fabrication of both main span and back span stay below design 
code limits. Also include a step-by-step casting and form stripping sequence with clear delineation of required construction joints. For the main span section (Sheets B-37 
thru B-40) depict the support condition at the near-site casting yard at the time of stressing. Also check the temporary condition at the time of transport with a clear 
delineation of the SPMT support location on stage 3, Sheet B-108 (cantilever distance) consistent with the calculations. 

10/28/2016 1 

The PT bar stressing sequence will be provided with the Final submittal. The longitudinal tendon stressing sequence is shown on Sheet B-108 (Stage 2). Calculations 
showing stresses during stressing operations are below the allowable limits will be provided with the Final submittal. 
A step-by-step casting and form stripping sequence will be provided with the Final submittal. 
Support conditions for the main span during stressing operations will be shown on the Final submittal. 
The temporary support conditions during transport shown on Sheet B-108 (Stage 3) have been revised. 

Thomas Andres 11/1/2016 1 

Response Accepted & Comment Closed 

No Status Current Holder Reference Categories 

11 RESPONSE ACCEPTED Sheet B-37, Note 8: STRUCTURES 

Created By CW0EOli Version DiloblifeW . 
Thomas Andres 10/11/2016 1 

Clarify that the PT bars for members 2 and 11 will not be grouted at the near-site casting yard but will be de-tensioned prior to grouting after span is transported via SPMT to 
the site. 

10/28/2016 1 

Note 8 has been clarified. 

Thomas Andres 11/1/2016 1 

Response Accepted & Comment Closed 



No Stet,— 

42 RE .3E ACCEPTED 

Current Holder — Reference 

Sheets B-48 and 

Categories• 

STRUCTURES 

Created,By 
,.......,.. ,..4mat...., 

Thomas Andres 

CFeTtrera r _ 

10/11/2046 
Version 

- 
1 

OefelltMr

There is concern of potential cracking due to tension behind the inner PT tendon anchor as the compression zone drags the end web diagonal and pylon (Sheet B-48) 
behind it. This was an earlier comment. 

10/28/2016 1 

Reinforcement has been added to the Type Ill and Type IV Deck Diaphragms to address this comment. 

Thomas Andres 11/1/2016 1 

Response Accepted & Comment Closed 

No Status 

13 RESPONSE ACCEPTED 

Current Holder Reference Categories 

Sheets B-53 (Section STRUCTURES 
A-A), B-55 (Section A-
A), 

CteaffirSy—  . ,.reatUATOR Wriai Effregsfersr ' 
z. , 3. 

Thomas Andres 10/11/2016 1 

Extend the tie down stirrup legs longer to be able to resist radial forces in the curved zones of the tendons. 

10/28/2016 1 

The tie down stirrup legs have been extended. 

Thomas Andres 11/1/2016 

Response Accepted & Comment Closed 

No Status Current Holder Reference 

14 RESPONSE ACCEPTED Sheets B-56: 

preitt By , ., — — 
Crested On Version 

Thomas Andres 10/11/2016 1 

Categories 

STRUCTURES 

D'14W! 41" 

There is concern of potential cracking due to tension behind the inner (phase 1 C5) PT tendon anchor as the compression zone drags the pylon behind it. This was an 
earlier comment. 

10/28/2016 1 

Reinforcement has been added to the Type III Canopy Diaphragm to address this comment. 

Thomas Andres 11/1/2016 1 

Response Accepted & Comment Closed 

No Status Current Holder Reference Categories 

15 RESPONSE ACCEPTED Sheets B-60, and B- STRUCTURES 
108, Stage 3: 

Created lay Created on Version 

Thomas Andres 10/11/2016 1 

The support conditions at the near site casting yard and during SPMT transport is critical (P.T. stressing through SPMT transport). The support needs to be provided at the 
ends through the end diaphragm at the element lifts off formwork during longitudinal/transverse stressing in the near site casting yard. Support needs to stay in the middle 
(specify distance) of the cross section during SPMT transport. Also the main span element needs to remain vertical during SPMT transport. Add the appropriate notes to 
both sheets consistent with the calculations. 

10/28/2016 1 

Support condition notes have been added to Sheets B-60 and B-108 (Stage 3). 

Thomas Andres 

Response Accepted & Comment Closed 

11/1/2016 1 



No StatP 
- 

• - 

Current Holder Reference Categories 

-16 RE. SE ACCEPTED Sheets B-65, B-6 STRUCTURES 
B-67: 

"area*: By Created:).67 eV rsion DelegaNrcir= 7 
Thomas Andres 10/11/2016 1 

Check the canopy design where the longitudinal tendons are deviated in plan view resulted in transverse bending of the canopy, due to PT eccentricity. 

10/28/2016 1 

The transverse local effect of the longitudinal tendons has been taking into account in the design of the canopy. Additional calculations will be provided with the Final 
submittal. 

Thomas Andres 11/1/2016 1 

Response Accepted & Comment Closed 
• 

No Status Current Holder Reference Categories 

17 RESPONSE ACCEPTED Sheet B-69: STRUCTURES 

Created* CrWtetran . o Vemio.n De at F 

Thomas Andres 10/11/2016 1 

Specify PT Anchorage Protection Type 8 for down STA (non-stressing end). Replace Anchorage Protection Type 3 to Type 2 for longitudinal multi-strand tendons in the 
deck and canopy. Note: Type 3 is for segmental match-cast joint. 

10/28/2016 1 

Anchorage protection is not needed at the bottom anchor of each PT bar because exposure levels and the risk of corrosion are lower beneath the deck. Dead end anchors 
will be cast with the precast section with no block out and coated with a galvanizing compound (e.g. Zinc Clad Ill HS) for additional protection. 
Type 3 Anchorage Protection has been revised to Type 2 Anchorage Protection. 

Thomas Andres 11/1/2016 1 

Response Accepted & Comment Closed 

No Status Current Holder Reference Categories 

18 RESPONSE ACCEPTED Sheet B-70: STRUCTURES 

OreaTially 7 77rmated On Version telogapyrbr • 
," • 

Thomas Andres 10/11/2016 1 

a. Provide pipe camber diagrams. 
b. It is unclear how the bolts are fastened to the pylon. Show detail. If the nut is oriented outward how is simply removing the nut sufficient for allowing the necessary 
movement for jacking? Suggest that head of bolt be oriented outward with imbedded coupler inner shank, nut and plate washer. 
c. How is inner surface of pipe protected against corrosion? 
d. We have long-term concerns with cracking of the pipe at the welds. Consider an inner stiffener with a weld access hole to strengthen pipe/plate connection especially for 
the outer pipes. Sheet B-70: The stay pipe numbering system here is different from sheet B-109. 
e. Pipe support geometry: it appears the pipe sagging and truss deformation have not been included in the Angle Top and Angle Bottom of the steel pipe. 
f. Specify the 16" stay pipe ASTM spec. 

11/11/2016 1 

a. The camber diagrams will be provided with the erection manual. 
b. Additional details will be provided to show how the bolts are fastened to the pylon on the final submittal. 
c. Weep holes will be provided at the bottom of each pipe in order to drain any water due to condensation. This will reduce the possibility of corrosion at the bottom of the 
pipe. 
d. Both the forces and variation in force in the steel pipe sections are low when compared to the cross section area. The cross section areas were selected to provide 
stiffness in order to meet specified vibration frequencies. The areas were not based upon needed force resistance (strength). While the Department's suggested detail would 
be possible, it would create additional non-uniformity due to the stiffeners and the access holes. Installation of the stiffeners and the repair of the access holes would create 
additional residual thermal stresses. The simpler weld detail is preferred by the Designer. The stay pipe numbering on Sheet B-109 has been revised. 
e. The angle top and angle bottom were calculated based on the final pipe shape. The sagging of the pipe will be eliminated with the camber of the pipe and the effect of the 
superstructure deformations is not significant in the angle calculations. The maximum rotation is 0.0024 rad due to permanent loads. 
f. The ASTM spec has been referenced. 

Thomas Andres 12/6/2016 1 

Regarding Item c, if the inner surface of the pipe is not primed or coated in any way, we suggest that the pipe be completely sealed prior to installation (including at the 
ends). This will reduce the likelihood of moisture condensation (corrosion) over time and potential staining. SDG 10.7.D.2 requires tubular members to be capped and 
sealed. 



No Statv-

19 RR .3E ACCEPTED 

Created Ely-k 
Thomas Andres 

.. _ _____ 
Current Holder Reference Categories 

Sheet B-103: STRUCTURES 

Created On' 'Version Mega MT

10/11/2016 1 

a. Add cross reference note to Sheet 13-70 for unbolting pipe supports. 
b. Detail 1: The side and top elastomeric cover for the steel plates, show 1/8" thick. FDOT Standard Index No.20510 required'/" thick. In elevation view End Bent 1 and 
End Bent 3, show the gap dimensions between the top surface of the end bent and underneath of the superstructure. 

10/28/2016 1 

a. A cross reference note has been added to Sheet B-103. 
b. The side elastomeric cover for the steel plates has been revised to 1/4". The top elastomeric cover provided for the steel plates is 3/8". The gap dimensions have been 
added. 

Thomas Andres 11/1/2016 1 

Response Accepted & Comment Closed 

No Status 

20 RESPONSE ACCEPTED 

Current Holder 

rereatetey: , 'Ordeitid'Xin 

Thomas Andres 10/11/2016 

Reference Categories 

Sheet B-104, Stage 4, STRUCTURES 
Step 3: 

peke' tiVr6r 

There are concerns with connecting the back-span to the pylon prior fabricating span. Concerns include: 
a. Stresses of connection due to flexibility of formwork. 
b. Camber (rotational) stresses due to longitudinal P.T. 
c. Local stresses (shear lag) at inner anchor as the compression zone drags the pylon. 

10/28/2016 1 

a. FIGG has evaluated the back span to pylon connection assuming that the falsework is a very flexible system in order to get an upper bound value for the design tension 
force between the back span canopy element and the pylon. The connection has been designed to resist construction loads. Please refer to pg. 477-478 of Pylon 
Substructure Final Design Calculations. 
b. The rotational stresses due to post-tensioning have been evaluated. According to our model the maximum camber rotation at the pylon is less than 0.0008 rad. In 
addition, the maximum tensile and compressive stresses due to the longitudinal P.T. are within the allowable limits by the AASHTO code. 
c. Additional reinforcement has been provided between the interface of the diaphragm and the pylon. 

Thomas Andres 11/1/2016 1 

Response Accepted & Comment Closed 

No Status Current Holder Reference Categories 

21 COMMENT AGREED WITH Structure Maintenance STRUCTURES 

,O, NT OTROPVT, ,. 
MARIA CARASA 10/12/2016 

No Comment for the 90% Superstructure Design 

10/28/2016 1 

Comment Agreed & Closed 
. , 

No Status Current Holder. Reference Categories 

25 RESPONSE ACCEPTED Superstructure Design STRUCTURES 
Calculations 

Created By owsw vaoien opotrFor 
10/17/2016 1 

(On behalf of Saul Perez) 
Superstructure Longitudinal Model (Larsa Model): The effect of the longitudinal post-tensioning on the main deck and the canopy has been correctly incorporated into the 
structural model. However the effect of the PT bars on the truss diagonal members has not been considered. Since the truss connections are rigid connections, a portion of 
the PT force will be transferred to adjacent elements as axial forces, moments and shears, i.e., the PT will not be 100% effective and will also be subject to losses due to 
creep and shrinkage. Please address. 

10/28/2016 1 

The effect of the PT bars has been considered in the finite element model (LUSAS Bridge plus) of the main span. PT bars are defined in the truss diagonal members. The 
stressing sequence of the PT bars has been checked with the finite element model to ensure the structure is within the allowable limits as the bars in each diagonal are 
stressed. 

10/31/2016 1 

Response Accepted & Comment Closed 



..... .. , . 
'No State Current Holder Reference Categories -

=26 'RE, 3E ACCEPTED Superstructure D STRUCTURES 
Calculations 

Created By ' ""  C—re'ai' tiatin . Verian Delegate For — T-7"-- 
— :._ 2. L._ 

10/17/2016 1 

(On behalf of Saul Perez) 
Section V, Longitudinal Design: the main deck and the canopy stresses have been checked for different load combinations for service Ill at the end of construction and long 
term effects. Note, however, that the calculation does not include a check of these elements under strength conditions. Please provide. 

10/28/2016 1 

Ultimate moment checks for the deck and canopy will be provided with the Final submittal. 

10/31/2016 1 

Response Accepted & Comment Closed 

No Status Current Holder Reference Catergodes 

27 RESPONSE ACCEPTED Superstructure Design STRUCTURES 
Calculations 

Created.BY- CreatercrOri Version ne epte-Pek7 '  —1 
-

10/17/2016 1 

(On behalf of Saul Perez) 
Section V, Longitudinal Design, Page 781, check bucking of top chord: The in-plane buckling capacity of the canopy (top chord) is checked. Since the full length of the 
canopy is unrestrained for moving laterally (except at the pylon support) and the section appears to be relatively weak in torsion a lateral-torsional buckling mode is 
expected. To capture this behavior a global stability analysis should be performed. The same LARSA model used for the longitudinal analysis can be utilized for this 
purpose. Conditions to be investigated are: 
a) Permanent loads and live load acting in the main span (factored loads). 
b) Same as a) but live loads acting on one side of the span, i.e., worst torsional effect for the structure (factored loads). 

11/11/2016 1 

The lateral stability of the canopy (top chord) has been verified for each of the LRFD strength load combinations, including both full and one sided live load cases. Even at 
the factored load levels, the incremental deflections (large displacement theory LRFD 4.5.3.2) between the last series of load steps remain linear. 

11/16/2016 1 

(On behalf of Saul Perez) 
During the next submittal the additional calculations performed as result of these comments will be reviewed.

No Status Current Holder Reference Categories 

28 RESPONSE ACCEPTED Superstructure Design STRUCTURES 
Calculations 

Created By Orea eavg-
_ 

10/17/2016 

131119/ThiTar

Z,75i,14,4 

(On behalf of Saul Perez) 
Section V, Longitudinal Design, Page 840, design of diagonal members for service conditions: Note that the assumption is that the effect of the post-tensioning bars is 100% 
effective. As indicated in comment 1 due to the rigid joints, there will be a transfer of forces to contiguous elements and there will be losses in the PT due to elastic 
shortening, creep and shrinkage. The calculation shown can be taken as a preliminary design and they should be checked by including the post-tensioning forces in the 
diagonal members in the global longitudinal model. Please verify. 

10/28/2016 1 

The effect of the PT bars has been considered in the finite element model (LUSAS Bridge plus) of the main span. PT bars are defined in the truss diagonal members. The 
stressing sequence of the PT bars has been checked with the finite element model to ensure the structure is within the allowable limits as the bars in each diagonal are 
stressed. 

10/31/2016 1 

Response Accepted & Comment Closed 



No Stab; Current Holder Reference 

29 ' RE5 ,E ACCEPTED Superstructure Dt. 
Calculations 

ata',1;1:t  Crewa7dTY-- n VetraroTti 

10/17/2016 1 

Categories 

STRUCTURES 

lifilegatVFor. 

(On behalf of Saul Perez) 
Section VI, transverse Design, Page 1120: The PT loss ratio used is 0.67 based on LARSA results at the eoc. This loss ratio appears high; the long term value should be 
used. Additionally, drawing B-69 shows a force of 140k or approximately 60% of GUT at the live end after anchor set. Please clarify and/or reevaluate as needed. 

10/28/2016 

The table on Sheet B-69 has been revised for consistency with the calculations. 

10/31/2016 1 

Response Accepted & Comment Closed 

No Status Current Holder Reference Categories 

30 RESPONSE ACCEPTED Superstructure Design STRUCTURES 
Calculations 

Creatii&By Veeilbri Delegate Tor, 

10/17/2016 1 

(On behalf of Saul Perez) 
Frequency Model, Page 1196: It appears that the 3D-Larsa model has been constrained to move only in the x-z plane (longitudinal-vertical plane) as indicated in the 
information for the joints given in Pages 1201 thru 1208 (Y displacement restrained and rotations about the x-z axes restrained). In this regard, the model will not provide the 
transverse frequency of vibration of the structure and will not consider that the flexural vibrations (vertical) may be strongly coupled with the rotational vibration about the 
longitudinal axes (torsion). This can be seen in the output for the frequency of vibrations given in Pages 1219 & 1220. The reported first frequency of 2Hz corresponds to 
the longitudinal vibration of the bridge, while the second mode (3.07 Hz) corresponds to the vertical vibration. Notice that, most probably, this frequency will be smaller once 
the bridge is allowed to vibrate in 3D. The fact that the bridge was constrained to vibrate only in the vertical plane can be seen from the mass participation factor in the Y 
direction which is reported as zero for all reported frequency modes. As commented in previous revisions, due to the relatively low torsional stiffness of this bridge (as 
compared to its vertical and horizontal bending stiffness); torsional vibration should also be evaluated. Although this mode is not indicated in the AASHTO Specifications for 
Pedestrian Bridges Section 6- Vibrations, this particular vibration mode needs to be investigated. The reason being that a common loading case is to have the live load 
applied only on one side of the bridge (traffic mostly in one direction) which most probably will activate this vibration mode. 
Please reevaluate the frequencies using the 3-D model allowing the bridge to freely vibrate in any direction. 

11/11/2016 1 

The original restraint condition of the model was done to simplify identifying the frequency of the desired vertical mode shape, knowing that vertical and lateral behaviors are 
essentially uncoupled. To address this comment, we have re-run the frequency evaluations, with the model free to vibrate in any direction, and confirmed that the vertical 
and lateral frequencies of the deck meet the requirements of the contract. The analysis includes a great number of mode shapes, including torsional ones. However, the 
contract does not specify any torsional frequency limits. 

11/16/2016 1 

Response Accepted & Comment Closed 
. . 

No Status Current Holder Reference Categories .. . 
31 RESPONSE ACCEPTED Sheet B-38 and B-40 STRUCTURES 

Created By CrrallifrOir sari 

10/17/2016 1 

(On behalf of Saul Perez) 
Please verify that there is no conflict between the post-tensioning bar duct and the section reinforcement as shown in Sheet B-40. The 4" or 4.5" distance between the PT 
bar centroid and the face of the element may not be sufficient when considering the concrete cover, the stirrups, the longitudinal rebar and the OD of the duct, especially at 
Section F-F in Sheet B-38(2.5" 0 PT bar). 

10/28/2016 

The location of the 2.5" diameter PT bars has been revised. 

10/31/2016 

Response Accepted & Comment Closed 

1 

1 



io it?-
' -32 RE ,SE ACCEPTED 

Created Sy 

Current Holder 

75fler91 
10/17/2016 

Reference Categories 

Sheet B-44 STRUCTURES 

IThialort Delegate For 

(On behalf of Saul Perez) 
Section A-A: Please verify the location of the tendon PI point. FDOT SDG-2016 has a list of minimum tangent lengths in Table 1.11.4-2. The proposed tangent length 
violates the value given in this table. Please revise or justify as applicable. 

10/28/2016 1 
Design was performed in accordance with FDOT SDG January 2015 edition (per RFP) which does not specify minimum tangent lengths adjacent to anchorages. 

10/31/2016 1 
Response Accepted & Comment Closed 

No Status Current Holder Reference Categories 
33 RESPONSE ACCEPTED Sheet B-64 STRUCTURES 

Created By C EgfeTUR Version 

10/17/2016 1 

- 

• 

(On behalf of Saul Perez) 
Section B-B is incomplete (the top deck surface and curb are not shown). 

10/28/2016 
The linework for Section B-B has been completed. 

1 

10/31/2016 1 
Response Accepted & Comment Closed 

No , Status Current Holder Reference Categories 
34 RESPONSE ACCEPTED Sheet B-65 STRUCTURES 

Created By CrefiteA9n Version DaWirt For
.

10%17/2016 - 1 

rarlfr, " 

(On behalf of Saul Perez) 
The cross section at the canopy blister shows tendons in conflict with the blister. The plan view shows that, at this location, the tendons have already been deviated to miss 
the blister. Please revise accordingly. 

10/28/2016 

The Cross Section at Canopy Blisters has been revised. 

10/31/2016 

1 

1 

Response Accepted & Comment Closed 
.__ _ ... 

No Status Current Holder Reference Categories' 

35 RESPONSE ACCEPTED Sheet B-66 STRUCTURES 

Created By Createdari Version 

10717/2-616 1 

On behalf of Saul Perez) 
Typical canopy cross section shows 4 tendons instead of the 3 tendons shown in the partial plan view. Please revise. 

10/28/2016 1 

The Typical Cross Section has been revised. 

10/31/2016 1 

Response Accepted & Comment Closed 
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10 RESPONSL ACCEPTED 

Created.By 

Thomas Andres 

Current Holder 

CreHWarar 

9/26/2016 

to be schedule if needed 

Reference 

Geotechnical Report: 

Categories 

STRUCTURES 

1:1910gate,F, or 

The following comment requires a written response: shallow foundation bearing capacity analysis appears to have assumed no influence of groundwater, and no horizontal 
forces. Both parameters can have a significant effect on the estimated bearing capacity. Please update the calculations and re-size the footings if necessary. 

10/18/2016 1 

The influence of groundwater was taken into consideration. However, shallow foundation bearing capacity analyses are conservative already as they assume footings 
bearing on granular soils (not rock) with a soil friction angle of 40 degrees, when in fact the footings will sit on competent natural limestone (which may also be treated as a 
cohesive mass with a relatively high cohesion value), in which case the resulting bearing capacity would have been even significantly higher. As suggested, we have made a 
slight revision to the calculations to incorporate the effect of groundwater while keeping the original conservative assumptions the same. The resulting bearing capacity is 
now more conservative and still much higher than the maximum recommended factored bearing resistance of 14 ksf. The attached revised report incorporated the revised 
calculations reflecting this consideration. We disagree that the bearing capacity analyses do not consider the effect of horizontal forces. The design loading information was 
provided by the bridge engineer, including axial, lateral, and applied moments. Hence, all external stability checks were performed for all external loads provided and 
eccentricity also checked for these loads. No re-sizing of the footings is necessary. 

Thomas Andres 10/27/2016 1 

Response Accepted & Comment Closed 



N0 State 

„11 RE, of ACCEPTED 

CielTeinst 
Thomas Andres 

- , 
Current Holcier 

9/26/2016 

Reference Categories 
Sheet B-3: STRUCTURES 

VerigiinorVe'Stcfn 
1 

This comment is for information only (no response required) due to this being the Foundation Submittal however the General Notes do not address the corrosion protection 
of the stay -pipe (inner and outer). How is the inside of the pipe protected (primer, etc.)- can it be coated? Recommend a High Performance Painting System on the 
outside per Specification 560. It is not clear what an Architectural Coating is? 

10/18/2016 1 

Noted. 

Thomas Andres 10/27/2016 1 
Response Accepted & Comment Closed 

No Status Current Holder Reference Categories 
12 RESPONSE ACCEPTED Sheets B-8 and B-11 STRUCTURES 

thru B-17: 

re212 6FOY ' 
- 7 3Weated On Version Eilifefifirrdir 7 --- 

Thomas Andres 9/26/2016 1 
This comment requires a written response: Label Footings (Type 1 thru Type 8) on Sheets B-11 thru B-17 per the naming convention given on B-8. 

10/18/2016 1 

The footing labels on drawing B-11 thru B-17 have been revised to match the labels on drawing B-8. 

Thomas Andres 

Response Accepted & Comment Closed 

10/27/2016 1 



No Stat• 

, 22 REi SE ACCEPTED 

Current Holder Reference 

STRUCTURE 
MAINTENANCE 

Categories 

STRUCTURES 

Preatedtly . OreatedlQn Wrisioli 1:111 a For 
Lg,._..._,:...5........ w&4',...-__ — 
MARIA CARASA 10/18/2016 

B-2 Design Specs: LRFD Specs are not in AASHTO 17 Edition. 
B-4 Plans & Elev. Call for End Bridge Deck as done for Begin Bridge Deck. (These 2 location should be the control for Geometry). 
At End Bridge: Tie Center Line Elevator Tower and Center Line Landing Columns to End Bridge as done for Begin Bridge. 

B-5 Sheet Tittle: Consider adding "Superstructure" (Typical Superstructure Cross-Section) 
B-8 Not clear what is the control of geometry, specifically the columns supporting the Bridge. 
Verify signicance of tying columns to RAN at North End. CL of bearing for Begin and End Bridge should be the CL column. Not clear Tie CL Columns to Begin/End Bridge. 
Show Begin Bridge & End Bridge Stations. 
Verify why East Column foundations (Type 1 & 7) is larger than West Column foundations (Type 3 & 6). 

B-10 Show Direction of Sta or North Arrow 
B-11 Verify no Bars @ Column Corners (Not usually done in detailing reinforcing for Bridge Columns) Apply to the 4 Columns supporting the Bridge Ends. 

B-14 Verify using only 1 # 4 @ 24" for walls up to 15' ± high (wall 5 at high ends ties 2 #5 bars @ 12") 

B-16 At view A-A confusing to show 2 different columns bars together 

B-17 Verify sheet Tittle. Seems this is an Elevator Footing 

B-19 Some Comment as in B-14 (1 # 4 @ 24") 

B-20 & 21 Missing calling for view B-B in plan view 
10/18/2016 1 

Drawing B-2 makes reference to AASHTO LRFD Seventh Edition. The 17 Edition is not mentioned in the General Notes. 

B-4: The proposed dimension to the center line of the north elevator tower has been added. 

B-5: Noted. 

B-8: The center lines of column/foundations are located using the stationing of the bridge and offset distances given. The Contractor (MCM) has reviewed this drawing and 
he is clear on how to locate the columns/foundations. 
The east side column foundations seem to be larger than the west side foundations; however, the west side foundations are combined footings that support more than one 
column. In fact, the west side footings are larger than the east side footings. 

B-10: The north arrow has been added. 

B-11: The rebars were placed in the straight portion of the stirrups near each corner of the column. The column design reflects the rebar layout shown on this drawing. The 
design of the column meets the AASHTO code design requirements. 

B-14: The design of the wall has been verified. 

B-16: Noted. The Contractor has reviewed this drawing and believes that the detail is clear enough for construction. 

B-17: This drawing shows the Type 8 footing of the north landing. The title of this drawing is appropriate. 

B-19: The design of the wall has been verified. 

B-20 & 21: View B-B is called out in View A-A. 
MARIA CARASA 10/20/2016 1 

Response Accepted & Comment Closed 
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No •Statu- - Current Holder Reference Categories 

- 6 RES. ,E ACCEPTED STRUCTURES STRUCTURES 
MAINTENANCE 

Created By c reatecl'On Version Delegate,fof -. 
MARIA CARASA 1 (006) 6 1 

B-2 Design Specs: LRFD Specs are not in AASHTO 17 Edition. 
B-4 Plans & Elev. Call for End Bridge Deck as done for Begin Bridge Deck. (These 2 location should be the control for Geometry). 
At End Bridge: Tie Center Line Elevator Tower and Center Line Landing Columns to End Bridge as done for Begin Bridge. 

B-5 Sheet Tittle: Consider adding "Superstructure" (Typical Superstructure Cross-Section) 
B-8 Not clear what is the control of geometry, specifically the columns supporting the Bridge. 
Verify significance of tying columns to RAN at North End. CL of bearing for Begin and End Bridge should be the CL column. Tie CL Columns to Begin/End Bridge. Show 
Begin Bridge & End Bridge Stations. 
Verify why East Column foundations (Type 1 & 7) is larger than West Column foundations (Type 3 & 6). 

B-10 Show Direction of Sta or North Arrow 
B-11 Verify no Bars @ Column Corners (Not usually done in detailing reinforcing for Bridge Columns) Apply to the 4 Columns supporting the Bridge Ends. 

B-14 Verify using only 1 # 4 @ 24" for walls up to 15' ± high (wall 5 at high ends, has 2 #5 bars @ 12") 

8-16 At view A-A confusing to show 2 different columns bars together 

B-17 Verify sheet Tittle. Seems this is an Elevator Footing 

B-19 Same Comment as in B-14 (1 # 4 @ 24") 

B-20 & 21 Missing calling for view B-B in plan view 
10/11/2016 1 

Is this comment intended for the Final Foundation submittal? 

MARIA CARASA 12/14/2016 1 

Yes 

No itatus Current Holder Reference Categories 

7 COMMENT AGREED WITH General: STRUCTURES 

Created By Created On Version lioWdr7 
Thomas 10/11/2015 1 

Include step by step fabrication sequence in the plans and include a TSP for the construction of the precast main-span and CIP back span. The TSP should require a more 
detailed step-by-step fabrication sequence to be submitted in an Erection Manual submitted by a Specialty Engineer. 
The Erection Manual shall include the following: 
- Positioning, use and sequencing of falsework, jacking and/or releasing of falsework, formwork, temporary towers, supports and the like. 
- Step-by-step PT bar stressing and longitudinal tendon stressing sequence so that stresses during fabrication of both main span and back span stay below design code 
limits. Also include a step-by-step casting and form stripping sequence with clear delineation of required construction joints. Depict the support condition at the near-site 
casting yard at the time of stressing. 
- Positioning, detailed step-by-step erection plan of the Self-Propelled-Modular-Transporter (SPMT) move of the precast main-span. Include drawings and calculations for 
the structural based on the support conditions of the precast main-span during the SPMT move. 

10/28/2016 1 

The general fabrication sequence for the construction of the precast main span and CIP back span has been provided as part of the plan set (see Erection Sequence 
drawings). The erection manual will provide the mentioned information showing more details of the stressing sequences, support conditions during casting, form stripping 
sequence, and location of temporary towers. 
The step-by-step erection plan of the SPMT will be provided on a separate submittal by the Contractor's Specialty Engineer. 

Thomas Andres 11/1/2016 1 

This response is okay provided that the step-by-step information per response to Comment 10 is provided in the final plans. 

11/8/2016 1 

Comment Agreed & Closed 



No Stew Current Holder Reference Categories 

8 RE;, .;E ACCEPTED General: STRUCTURES 

Cniked By CreatectOn Version Dergife For-

Thomas Andres 10/1172016 1 

Provide connection details between main span truss with the pylon. 

10/28/2016 1 

Connection details between the main span truss and pylon have been provided on the substructure drawings. 

Thomas Andres 11/1/2016 1 

Response Accepted & Comment Closed 

No F. Status Current Holder Reference Categories 

9 RESPONSE ACCEPTED Sheets B-38 thru B-45 STRUCTURES 
and B-61, B-63, and B-
65: 

Created-By. —

Thomas Andres 

' T-C7reatiad.Oh Version Delgaterfbr 
•11

10/1112016 1 

Add PT bar anchor caps (top and bottom) per SDG 1.11.2, Standard Index 21802 and Specification 462-1.2.a consistent with approved FDOT PT systems and resize 
element as required to fit caps. 

10/28/2016 1 

Permanent grout caps are provided at the top anchor of each PT bar (Anchorage Protection Type 9 per Standard Index No. 21802). Caps are not needed at the bottom 
anchor of each PT bar because exposure levels and the risk of corrosion are lower beneath the deck. Dead end anchors will be cast with the precast section with no block 
out and coated with a galvanizing compound (e.g. Zinc Clad III HS) for additional protection. 

Thomas Andres 11/1/2016 

Response Accepted & Comment Closed 

No Status Current Holder 

10 RESPONSE ACCEPTED 

Created-̀By Crepted,On-

Thomas Andres 10/11/2016 

Reference Categories 

Sheets B-37 thru B-40, STRUCTURES 
B-42, B-43, and B-69: 

Version Delegate For 

Include step-by-step PT bar stressing and longitudinal tendon stressing sequence so that stresses during fabrication of both main span and back span stay below design 
code limits. Also include a step-by-step casting and form stripping sequence with clear delineation of required construction joints. For the main span section (Sheets B-37 
thru B-40) depict the support condition at the near-site casting yard at the time of stressing. Also check the temporary condition at the time of transport with a clear 
delineation of the SPMT support location on stage 3, Sheet B-108 (cantilever distance) consistent with the calculations. 

10/28/2016 1 

The PT bar stressing sequence will be provided with the Final submittal. The longitudinal tendon stressing sequence is shown on Sheet B-108 (Stage 2). Calculations 
showing stresses during stressing operations are below the allowable limits will be provided with the Final submittal. 
A step-by-step casting and form stripping sequence will be provided with the Final submittal. 
Support conditions for the main span during stressing operations will be shown on the Final submittal. 
The temporary support conditions during transport shown on Sheet B-108 (Stage 3) have been revised. 

Thomas Andres 11/1/2016 1 

Response Accepted & Comment Closed 

No Status Current Holder Reference Categories 

11 RESPONSE ACCEPTED Sheet B-37, Note 8: STRUCTURES 

Cfeatbd•By Created On: Version Delegate For 

Thomas Andres — 10/11V016 1 

Clarify that the PT bars for members 2 and 11 will not be grouted at the near-site casting yard but will be de-tensioned prior to grouting after span is transported via SPMT to 
the site. 

10/28/2016 1 

Note 8 has been clarified. 

Thomas Andres 11/1/2016 1 

Response Accepted & Comment Closed 



— - 
No Stat! Current Holder Reference Categories 

12 RE_ _JE ACCEPTED Sheets B-48 and STRUCTURES 

Created :By  Created On Version DelegateTor ! ' 

Thomas Andres 10/11/2016 1 

There is concern of potential cracking due to tension behind the inner PT tendon anchor as the compression zone drags the end web diagonal and pylon (Sheet B-48) 
behind it. This was an earlier comment. 

10/28/2016 1 

Reinforcement has been added to the Type Ill and Type IV Deck Diaphragms to address this comment. 

Thomas Andres 11/1/2016 1 

Response Accepted & Comment Closed 

No Status Current Holder Reference Categories - 

13 RESPONSE ACCEPTED Sheets B-53 (Section A- STRUCTURES 
A), B-55 (Section A-A), 

Created fly Created On " Version Deiegatkfor 

Thomas Andres 10/11/2016 1 

Extend the tie down stirrup legs longer to be able to resist radial forces in the curved zones of the tendons. 

10/28/2016 1 

The tie down stirrup legs have been extended. 

Thomas Andres 11/1/2016 1 

Response Accepted & Comment Closed 

No Status Current Holder Reference Categories 

14 RESPONSE ACCEPTED Sheets B-56: STRUCTURES 

Created By Created On Version Delegate,ror-

Thomas Andres -100 1/2016 1 

There is concern of potential cracking due to tension behind the inner (phase 1 C5) PT tendon anchor as the compression zone drags the pylon behind it. This was an 
earlier comment. 

10/28/2016 1 

Reinforcement has been added to the Type III Canopy Diaphragm to address this comment. 

Thomas Andres 11/1/2016 1 

Response Accepted & Comment Closed 

No Status Current Holder Reference Categories 

15 RESPONSE ACCEPTED Sheets B-60, and B- STRUCTURES 
108, Stage 3: 

createdBy 7dreaW- Viiksibh cresiatjaa 
,;• 

Thomas Andres 10/11/2016 1 

The support conditions at the near site casting yard and during SPMT transport is critical (P.T. stressing through SPMT transport). The support needs to be provided at the 
ends through the end diaphragm at the element lifts off formwork during longitudinal/transverse stressing in the near site casting yard. Support needs to stay in the middle 
(specify distance) of the cross section during SPMT transport. Also the main span element needs to remain vertical during SPMT transport. Add the appropriate notes to 
both sheets consistent with the calculations. 

10/28/2016 1 

Support condition notes have been added to Sheets B-60 and B-108 (Stage 3). 

Thomas Andres 11/1/2016 1 

Response Accepted & Comment Closed 



No Stat,- CurrentHolder Reference Categories 
16 RE 3E ACCEPTED Sheets B-65, B-6 STRUCTURES 

B-67: 

ICreatOdilly 

Thomas Andres 

C roft0TM,

1/2016 
W0011 beleirafe For 

Check the canopy design where the longitudinal tendons are deviated in plan view resulted in transverse bending of the canopy, due to PT eccentricity. 

10/28/2016 1 
The transverse local effect of the longitudinal tendons has been taking into account in the design of the canopy. Additional calculations will be provided with the Final 
submittal. 

Thomas Andres 11/1/2016 1 

Response Accepted & Comment Closed 
„... _ 

No Status Current Flolder Reference Categories 
17 RESPONSE ACCEPTED Sheet B-69: STRUCTURES 

reatokliEsy 77—CFra*TA. VerSien Detegate;for 

Thomas Andres 10/11/1016 1 

Specify PT Anchorage Protection Type 8 for down STA (non-stressing end). Replace Anchorage Protection Type 3 to Type 2 for longitudinal multi-strand tendons in the 
deck and canopy. Note: Type 3 is for segmental match-cast joint. 

10/28/2016 1 

Anchorage protection is not needed at the bottom anchor of each PT bar because exposure levels and the risk of corrosion are lower beneath the deck. Dead end anchors 
will be cast with the precast section with no block out and coated with a galvanizing compound (e.g. Zinc Clad III HS) for additional protection. 
Type 3 Anchorage Protection has been revised to Type 2 Anchorage Protection. 

Thomas Andres 11/1/2016 1 

Response Accepted & Comment Closed 

No Status Current Holder Reference Categories 

18 RESPONSE ACCEPTED Sheet B-70: STRUCTURES 

CreattitFBy Created On VerSion Oolegate.For 

Thomas Andres 10/11/2016 1 

a. Provide pipe camber diagrams. 
b. It is unclear how the bolts are fastened to the pylon. Show detail. If the nut is oriented outward how is simply removing the nut sufficient for allowing the necessary 
movement for jacking? Suggest that head of bolt be oriented outward with imbedded coupler inner shank, nut and plate washer. 
c. How is inner surface of pipe protected against corrosion? 
d. We have long-term concerns with cracking of the pipe at the welds. Consider an inner stiffener with a weld access hole to strengthen pipe/plate connection especially for 
the outer pipes. Sheet B-70: The stay pipe numbering system here is different from sheet B-109. 
e. Pipe support geometry: it appears the pipe sagging and truss deformation have not been included in the Angle Top and Angle Bottom of the steel pipe. 
f. Specify the 16" stay pipe ASTM spec. 

11/11/2016 1 

a. The camber diagrams will be provided with the erection manual. 
b. Additional details will be provided to show how the bolts are fastened to the pylon on the final submittal. 
c. Weep holes will be provided at the bottom of each pipe in order to drain any water due to condensation. This will reduce the possibility of corrosion at the bottom of the 
pipe. 
d. Both the forces and variation in force in the steel pipe sections are low when compared to the cross section area. The cross section areas were selected to provide 
stiffness in order to meet specified vibration frequencies. The areas were not based upon needed force resistance (strength). While the Departments suggested detail would 
be possible, it would create additional non-uniformity due to the stiffeners and the access holes. Installation of the stiffeners and the repair of the access holes would create 
additional residual thermal stresses. The simpler weld detail is preferred by the Designer. The stay pipe numbering on Sheet B-109 has been revised. 
e. The angle top and angle bottom were calculated based on the final pipe shape. The sagging of the pipe will be eliminated with the camber of the pipe and the effect of the 
superstructure deformations is not significant in the angle calculations. The maximum rotation is 0.0024 rad due to permanent loads. 
f. The ASTM spec has been referenced. 

Thomas Andres 12/6/2016 1 

Regarding Item c, if the inner surface of the pipe is not primed or coated in any way, we suggest that the pipe be completely sealed prior to installation (including at the 
ends). This will reduce the likelihood of moisture condensation (corrosion) over time and potential staining. SDG 10.7.D.2 requires tubular members to be capped and 
sealed. 



No . Stab,-

19 RES iE ACCEPTED 

Croat:Willy 

Thomas Andres 

Current Holder 

10/11/2016 

Reference Categories 

Sheet B-103: STRUCTURES 

Vikitort. Deleg'"-TAFF,b1,

a. Add cross reference note to Sheet B-70 for unbolting pipe supports. 
b. Detail 1: The side and top elastomeric cover for the steel plates, show 1/8" thick. FDOT Standard Index No.20510 required 'A" thick. In elevation view End Bent 1 and 
End Bent 3, show the gap dimensions between the top surface of the end bent and underneath of the superstructure. 

10/28/2016 1 

a. A cross reference note has been added to Sheet B-103. 
b. The side elastomeric cover for the steel plates has been revised to 1/4". The top elastomeric cover provided for the steel plates is 3/8". The gap dimensions have been 
added. 

Thomas Andres 11/1/2016 1 

Response Accepted & Comment Closed 
. _ 

No Status Current Holder Reference Categories

20 RESPONSE ACCEPTED Sheet B-104, Stage 4, STRUCTURES 
Step 3: 

Vara:61i DeaafilFBiz 
ThomasThomas Andres 10211/2016 1 

There are concerns with connecting the back-span to the pylon prior fabricating span. Concerns include: 
a. Stresses of connection due to flexibility of formwork. 
b. Camber (rotational) stresses due to longitudinal P.T. 
c. Local stresses (shear lag) at inner anchor as the compression zone drags the pylon. 

10/28/2016 1 

a. FIGG has evaluated the back span to pylon connection assuming that the falsework is a very flexible system in order to get an upper bound value for the design tension 
force between the back span canopy element and the pylon. The connection has been designed to resist construction loads. Please refer to pg. 477-478 of Pylon 
Substructure Final Design Calculations. 
b. The rotational stresses due to post-tensioning have been evaluated. According to our model the maximum camber rotation at the pylon is less than 0.0008 rad. In 
addition, the maximum tensile and compressive stresses due to the longitudinal P.T. are within the allowable limits by the AASHTO code. 
c. Additional reinforcement has been provided between the interface of the diaphragm and the pylon. 

Thomas Andres 11/1/2016 1 

Response Accepted & Comment Closed 

No Status Current Holder Reference 

21 COMMENT AGREED WITH Structure Maintenance 

,breatedBy C riciftietTn Version 
-.,
MARIA CARASA 10/12/2016 1 

No Comment for the 90% Superstructure Design 

10/28/2016 1 

Comment Agreed & Closed 

No Status Current Holder Reference Categories 

25 RESPONSE ACCEPTED Superstructure Design STRUCTURES 
Calculations 

Created "By Creafed-'On Vers-iiiii Delegate— 6r 
.., _..-... .%_.,-.L.—. 

10/17/2016 1 

Categories 

STRUCTURES 

Ci01 0: u,. •.= 

". . 

(On behalf of Saul Perez) 
Superstructure Longitudinal Model (Larsa Model): The effect of the longitudinal post-tensioning on the main deck and the canopy has been correctly incorporated into the 
structural model. However the effect of the PT bars on the truss diagonal members has not been considered. Since the truss connections are rigid connections, a portion of 
the PT force will be transferred to adjacent elements as axial forces, moments and shears, i.e., the PT will not be 100% effective and will also be subject to losses due to 
creep and shrinkage. Please address. 

10/28/2016 1 

The effect of the PT bars has been considered in the finite element model (LUSAS Bridge plus) of the main span. PT bars are defined in the truss diagonal members. The 
stressing sequence of the PT bars has been checked with the finite element model to ensure the structure is within the allowable limits as the bars in each diagonal are 
stressed. 

10/31/2016 1 

Response Accepted & Comment Closed 



No Statr Current Holder Reference 

„ 26 RE .)E ACCEPTED Superstructure D 
Calculations 

Created By k`c rrafifirOn Version 

10/17/2016 1 

Categories 

STRUCTURES 

(On behalf of Saul Perez) 
Section V, Longitudinal Design: the main deck and the canopy stresses have been checked for different load combinations for service Ill at the end of construction and long 
term effects. Note, however, that the calculation does not include a check of these elements under strength conditions. Please provide. 

10/28/2016 1 

Ultimate moment checks for the deck and canopy will be provided with the Final submittal. 

10/31/2016 1 

Response Accepted & Comment Closed 

No Status 

27 RESPONSE ACCEPTED 

MatediSy 

Current Holder Reference Categories 

Superstructure Design STRUCTURES 
Calculations 

Oh2016— 1 

(On behalf of Saul Perez) 
Section V, Longitudinal Design, Page 781, check bucking of top chord: The in-plane buckling capacity of the canopy (top chord) is checked. Since the full length of the 
canopy is unrestrained for moving laterally (except at the pylon support) and the section appears to be relatively weak in torsion a lateral-torsional buckling mode is 
expected. To capture this behavior a global stability analysis should be performed. The same LARSA model used for the longitudinal analysis can be utilized for this 
purpose. Conditions to be investigated are: 
a) Permanent loads and live load acting in the main span (factored loads). 
b) Same as a) but live loads acting on one side of the span, i.e., worst torsional effect for the structure (factored loads). 

11/11/2016 1 

The lateral stability of the canopy (top chord) has been verified for each of the LRFD strength load combinations, including both full and one sided live load cases. Even at 
the factored load levels, the incremental deflections (large displacement theory LRFD 4.5.3.2) between the last series of load steps remain linear. 

11/16/2016 1 

(On behalf of Saul Perez) 
During the next submittal the additional calculations performed as result of these comments will be reviewed._ _.„... ,.. _ 

No Status Current Holder Reference Categories 

28 RESPONSE ACCEPTED Superstructure Design STRUCTURES 
Calculations 

CreateaT317 
L. A 

rear 

10/17/2016 

Vrarsion treiNlgtMor7 

(On behalf of Saul Perez) 
Section V, Longitudinal Design, Page 840, design of diagonal members for service conditions: Note that the assumption is that the effect of the post-tensioning bars is 100% 
effective. As indicated in comment 1 due to the rigid joints, there will be a transfer of forces to contiguous elements and there will be losses in the PT due to elastic 
shortening, creep and shrinkage. The calculation shown can be taken as a preliminary design and they should be checked by including the post-tensioning forces in the 
diagonal members in the global longitudinal model. Please verify. 

10/28/2016 1 

The effect of the PT bars has been considered in the finite element model (LUSAS Bridge plus) of the main span. PT bars are defined in the truss diagonal members. The 
stressing sequence of the PT bars has been checked with the finite element model to ensure the structure is within the allowable limits as the bars in each diagonal are 
stressed. 

10/31/2016 1 

Response Accepted & Comment Closed 



No Stat-.,. 
29" RE ,SE ACCEPTED 

CreatedBy 

Current Holder 

Creatt!crOn 

10/17/2016 

Reference Categories 

Superstructure L STRUCTURES 
Calculations 

Version ISTRWRif. 
_ 

1 

(On behalf of Saul Perez) 
Section VI, transverse Design, Page 1120: The PT loss ratio used is 0.67 based on LARSA results at the eoc. This loss ratio appears high; the long term value should be 
used. Additionally, drawing B.69 shows a force of 140k or approximately 60% of GUT at the live end after anchor set. Please clarify and/or reevaluate as needed. 

10/28/2016 1 

The table on Sheet B-69 has been revised for consistency with the calculations. 

10/31/2016 1 

Response Accepted & Comment Closed 

No Status 

30 RESPONSE ACCEPTED 

Created Sy 

Current Holder 

10/17/2016 " 

Reference Categories 

Superstructure Design STRUCTURES 
Calculations 

.rajari VO-WaT.or 

(On behalf of Saul Perez) 
Frequency Model, Page 1196: It appears that the 3D-Larsa model has been constrained to move only in the x-z plane (longitudinal-vertical plane) as indicated in the 
information for the joints given in Pages 1201 thru 1208 (Y displacement restrained and rotations about the x-z axes restrained). In this regard, the model will not provide the 
transverse frequency of vibration of the structure and will not consider that the flexural vibrations (vertical) may be strongly coupled with the rotational vibration about the 
longitudinal axes (torsion). This can be seen in the output for the frequency of vibrations given in Pages 1219 & 1220. The reported first frequency of 2Hz corresponds to 
the longitudinal vibration of the bridge, while the second mode (3.07 Hz) corresponds to the vertical vibration. Notice that, most probably, this frequency will be smaller once 
the bridge is allowed to vibrate in 3D. The fact that the bridge was constrained to vibrate only in the vertical plane can be seen from the mass participation factor in the Y 
direction which is reported as zero for all reported frequency modes. As commented in previous revisions, due to the relatively low torsional stiffness of this bridge (as 
compared to its vertical and horizontal bending stiffness); torsional vibration should also be evaluated. Although this mode is not indicated in the AASHTO Specifications for 
Pedestrian Bridges Section 6- Vibrations, this particular vibration mode needs to be investigated. The reason being that a common loading case is to have the live load 
applied only on one side of the bridge (traffic mostly in one direction) which most probably will activate this vibration mode. 
Please reevaluate the frequencies using the 3-D model allowing the bridge to freely vibrate in any direction. 

11/11/2016 1 

The original restraint condition of the model was done to simplify identifying the frequency of the desired vertical mode shape, knowing that vertical and lateral behaviors are 
essentially uncoupled. To address this comment, we have re-run the frequency evaluations, with the model free to vibrate in any direction, and confirmed that the vertical 
and lateral frequencies of the deck meet the requirements of the contract. The analysis includes a great number of mode shapes, including torsional ones. However, the 
contract does not specify any torsional frequency limits. 

11/16/2016 1 

Response Accepted & Comment Closed 

No. Status Current Holder Reference Categories 

31 RESPONSE ACCEPTED Sheet 8-38 and B-40 STRUCTURES 

cfeated:.13y "' .̀47-treated On Vprslon Deragate,Fqr 
10/17/2016 1 

(On behalf of Saul Perez) 
Please verify that there is no conflict between the post-tensioning bar duct and the section reinforcement as shown in Sheet B-40. The 4" or 4.5" distance between the PT 
bar centroid and the face of the element may not be sufficient when considering the concrete cover, the stirrups, the longitudinal rebar and the OD of the duct, especially at 
Section F-F in Sheet B-38(2.5" 0 PT bar). 

10/28/2016 1 

The location of the 2.5" diameter PT bars has been revised. 

10/31/2016 1 

Response Accepted & Comment Closed 



No Statk 

32' RE! SE ACCEPTED 

Created By 

Current Holder Reference Categories 

Sheet B-44 STRUCTURES 

Cr:eated%Ori VArSion DsfeatifFIF' 
10/17/2016 1 

(On behalf of Saul Perez) 
Section A-A: Please verify the location of the tendon PI point. FDOT SDG-2016 has a list of minimum tangent lengths in Table 1.11.4-2. The proposed tangent length 
violates the value given in this table. Please revise or justify as applicable. 

10/28/2016 1 
Design was performed in accordance with FDOT SDG January 2015 edition (per RFP) which does not specify minimum tangent lengths adjacent to anchorages. 

10/31/2016 1 
Response Accepted & Comment Closed 

No Status Current Holder Reference Categories - 
33 RESPONSE ACCEPTED Sheet B-64 STRUCTURES 

Pi f4111/4 •  77creW WW1 4g or 
10/17/2016 

(On behalf of Saul Perez) 
Section B-B is incomplete (the top deck surface and curb are not shown). 

10/28/2016 
The linework for Section B-B has been completed. 

Response Accepted & Comment Closed 

1 

10/31/2016 1 

- • 

No Status Current Holder Reference 
34 RESPONSE ACCEPTED Sheet B-65 

Created By C:WPM--. 7 rersiOn 

1071772016' 1 

Categories 

STRUCTURES 

Delegate For 

(On behalf of Saul Perez) 
The cross section at the canopy blister shows tendons in conflict with the blister. The plan view shows that, at this location, the tendons have already been deviated to miss 
the blister. Please revise accordingly. 

10/28/2016 

The Cross Section at Canopy Blisters has been revised. 

10/31/2016 

Response Accepted & Comment Closed 

No Status 

35 RESPONSE ACCEPTED 

Created By 

Current Holder 

1 

1 

Reference Categories 

Sheet B-66 STRUCTURES 

C rea Veision Delegate For 

10/17/2016 

On behalf of Saul Perez) 
Typical canopy cross section shows 4 tendons instead of the 3 tendons shown in the partial plan view. Please revise. 

10/28/2016 1 

The Typical Cross Section has been revised. 

10/31/2016 1 
Response Accepted & Comment Closed 
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12 RESPONSE ACCEPTED Sheets B-24, Cross STRUCTURES 
Section and Section A-
A: 

Delegate For 

Thomas Andres 10/28/2016 

The scale of the sections make it difficult to understand detailer's intent. Also showing all bars instead of first and last grouping of the bars would help reduce congestion and 
clarify intent. 

11/14/2016 1 

New details were previously developed using a bigger scale. The Contractor has reviewed this drawing and believes that these details are clear for construction. 

Thomas Andres 12/6/2016 1 

The details on Sheet B-24 violate the requirements of Structures Detailing Manual Sections 2.8 and 2.9. 



NO  Stabs Current Holder Reference Categories 

1-3 RES ,E ACCEPTED Sheets B-24 and L STRUCTURES 

Created:Ay - — aria fe1170 n Version 6.41 Tor

Thomas Andres 10/28/2016 1 

The pouring sequence of the pylon column and CIP backspan and limits of the various construction joints is unclear. 

11/14/2016 1 

The pouring sequence is shown on the Erection Sequence sheets submitted with the 90% Superstructure plans. The Contractor has reviewed these drawings and believes 
that these details are clear for construction. 

Thomas Andres 12/6/2016 1 

We still feel that plans are not as clear as they should be. 

No Status Current Holder Reference Categories 

14 RESPONSE ACCEPTED Sheet B-24, Section A- STRUCTURES 
A and Detail 1: 

tWt id 6WelordZon, a'ac Version 7." 

Thomas Andres 10/28/201e 1 

Clarify on the precast mainspan side of Section View that the Pylon Base / Precast Mainspan interface is to be grouted. 

11/14/2016 1 

A note has been added to clarify the interface to be grouted. 

Thomas Andres 12/6/2016 1 

Response Accepted & Comment Closed 

No Status Current Holder Reference Categories 

15 RESPONSE ACCEPTED Sheets B-24, Detail/, STRUCTURES 
and Sheet B-25, 
Section E 

Created By Created On Version Delegate For 

Thomas Andres 10/28/2016 1 

Is the intent to embed a section of drainage pipe in the pour then couple the pipe either-side of pour? The structural plans need to be detailed accordingly and sections 
need to accommodate the pipe joints. 

11/14/2016 1 

Yes, this is the intent. The concrete opening (6" radius) has been sized to accommodate the PVC coupling (<5" radius). Additional details are provided on the 
Superstructure plans. 

Thomas Andres 12/6/2016 1 

Response Accepted & Comment Closed 

No Status Current Holder Reference Categories 

16 RESPONSE ACCEPTED Sheet B-25: STRUCTURES 

Created By.i. Created. On Version eiliiriMtblEdr 

Thomas Andres 10/28/2016 I 

Include a Note 8 which states that the annulus between the 11P06 bars and the 4" I.D. reinforcement sleeve is to be grouted prior to concreting. 

11/14/2016 1 

The suggested note has been added. 

Thomas Andres 12/6/2016 1 

Response Accepted & Comment Closed 



No St.*: 

RES, ,E ACCEPTED 

CreidettrBy 

Thomas Andres 
Show the 11P06 bars. 

Current Holder 

Created On 

10/28/2016 

Reference 

Sheet B-26, Secti, 
C: 

Version 

1 

Categories 

STRUCTURES 

EfllAWOF 

11/14/2016 1 

The 11P06 bars are shown on Sheet B-26 as hollow circles. The 11P06 bars are cast with the intermediate pylon and splice with the 11P01 bars in the upper pylon. 

Thomas Andres 12/6/2016 

Okay. Call-out the IIP06 hollow bars in Section C-C. 

No Status Current Holder 

19 RESPONSE ACCEPTED 

'Createdlly Created On 

10/28/2016 

1 

Reference 

339-341 

Version 

1 

Categories 

STRUCTURES 

Calculations Pylon Substructure Design: 
The designer has used an in-house program for designing the columns for biaxial flexo-compression. The section at Upper Pylon Base - Top of Lower Pylon is the critical 
section (a C/D of 1.05 is obtained). The reviewer performed an independent calculation using the program SP column and a C/D ratio of 0.97 was obtained. Although the 
analysis performed has the limitation that the PT bar was replaced by an equivalent mild reinforcing bar with the same ultimate force as the PT bar (i.e.,Aeq = Asp x Fpu/Fy), 
the results seems to be conservative side. I.e., when using the true stress-strain curve of the PT bar, the force on these bars will approach Asp x Fpu but will be smaller than 
this value. It seems that in order to avoid being borderline in this design the PT bar diameter can be bumped up to the next PT bar size. Please take a second look at this 
design. 

11/14/2016 1 

The FIGG proprietary software has the capability of combining the mild reinforcement with post-tensioning bars. FIGG's software has been used in many projects with 
excellent results. The reported CID ratio of 1.05 is for the strength load combination III, which includes 150 mph wind speed with an equivalent design pressure of 91 psf on 
the upper pylon. Therefore, the pylon design meets the code requirements. 

1/9/2017 1 

No further comment 

No Status 

20 RESPONSE ACCEPTED 

Createday 

Current Holder 

,.-Create&On• 

10/28/2016 

Reference 

B-25 

Version 

1 

Categories 

STRUCTURES 

The Main Span Truss end vertical post is housed within the pylon section. The calculation shows that this precast element has been assumed to act in conjunction with the 
cast in place portion of the pylon. 
A) Sections B-B thru D-D shows that there are transverse rebars sticking out of the precast section and overlapping with the 5P02 bars. The reviewer has been unable to 
find the sizes and distribution of these rebars. Note that in the superstructure 90% submittal (see Sheet B-40, Section D-D) these bars are also not present. Please revise. 
B) In order to create a mechanical bonding between the precast vertical post and the CIP pylon, it is recommended that the surfaces of the precast portion embedded into 
the pylon should be roughened. 

11/14/2016 1 

a.) Agree. The size and distribution of these bars have been added to the Final Superstructure plans. 
b.) Agree. A note has been added to specify the surface to be roughened. 

1/9/2017 

No further comment 



No R SW 

1 'RE:_ SE ACCEPTED 

Created By 

Current Holder 

t: ':.01 

Reference Categories 

General STRUCTURES 
71, 

10/28/2016 1 

There are a couple of comments in the review of the 90% superstructure that may have an impact on the design of the substructure. One of the comments is related to the 
global stability analysis of the structure and the other is related to the frequency of vibration of the structure. The analysis presented for these items in the indicated 
submittal is from the point of view of the reviewer not complete. If the designer shows that the structure "as is' complies with the stability and frequency requirements 
indicated above, then no changes to the substructure is needed. On the other hand there is the possibility that the structure may need to be stiffen laterally, for example by 
restraining the top ends of the canopy for lateral displacements. In this hypothetical situation the effects on the substructure may need to be evaluated. 

11/21/2016 

The lateral stability of the canopy (top chord) has been verified and the vertical and lateral frequencies of the deck meet the requirements of the contract. Therefore, no 
changes to the substructure are needed. Please see responses to Comments #27 & 30 on the 90% Superstructure submittal. 

1/9/2017 1 

Response Accepted & Comment Closed 
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3 RESPONSE ACCEPTED B-39, B-40, B-43 and B- STRUCTURES 
69: 

Preateit By Created Oil Version bl iiirg WI 
Thomas Andres 2/2612017' 

Corrosion protection is not in compliance with Design Index 21802. 

This comment requires a written response. 
3/30/2017 1 

Permanent grout caps are provided at the live stressing end of each PT bar (Anchorage Protection Type 9 per Standard Index No. 21802) as shown on Sheet B-69. Dead 
end anchors will be cast within the precast section with no block out. The dead end anchor will be coated with a galvanizing compound (e.g. Zinc Clad III HS) for additional 
corrosion protection as the exposure levels and the risk of corrosion are lower beneath the deck. 

Thomas Andres 4/3/2017 1 

Response Accepted & Comment Closed 



,No  ..-" Statr Current Holder Reference Categories 

4 REST, E ACCEPTED B-39, B-40, and B- STRUCTURES 

tiatetilly — Created On Version Delegate For 

Thomas Andres 2+20/2017 1 

Provide geometry control for both spans (deck elevations and camber diagrams). Include a plan note to require shop drawing for forming details including a step-by-step 
forming plan; including support conditions and forming design, camber details and calculations based on forming stiffness, etc. 

This comment requires a written response. 
3/30/2017 1 

The erection manual will provide the requested information showing more details of the support conditions during casting, form stripping sequence, and location of 
temporary towers. In addition, a table of elevations has been added to Sheets B-37 & B-41. 
The plan note related to the shop drawing requirements will be added to the listed drawings in the RFC package. 

Thomas Andres 4/3/2017 1 

Response Accepted & Comment Closed 

No Status Current Holder . 

5 RESPONSE ACCEPTED 

yr .

Thomas Andres 

on 

2/20/2017 

Reference Categorles 

B-38 and B-109 Stage STRUCTURES 
2, Step 2: 

Verslon IlithlateER 

During the stressing of the PT bars in Stage 2, Step 2, there is a concern with cracking the adjacent members that are not yet stressed or adjacent members that are not 
post-tensioned. The temporary stress check needs to account for the rigidity of the joints. 
a. B-109 Stage 2, Step 1.8: Are only vertical and diagonal members with PT bars to be cast? If so, when are the other members to be cast? Clarify intent. 
b. B-109 Stage 2, Step 2: 
i. Clarify what is intended for vertical versus diagonal members. 
ii. Clarify what order to stress members to minimize cracking of adjacent members. Consider stressing members in the order from the most-vertical to the least-vertical. 
iii. There is a concern with cracking in adjacent members prior to longitudinal PT that are not PT'ed. See sketches below: 

This comment requires a written response. 
3/30/2017 1 

a. Sheet B-109, Stage 2, Steps 1.A through 1.0 give the casting sequence of the main span superstructure elements. Labels have also been added to the cross section to 
further clarify. 
b.i. The diagonals are members with PT bars while the vertical members are reinforced concrete members. A note has been added to Sheet B-109, Stage 2 to further 
clarify. 
b-ii. A more detailed stressing sequence has been provided on Sheet B-109 (Stage 2) for clarification. This sequence has been added to the RFC Submittal plan sheet. 
b-iii. The effect of the PT bars has been considered in the finite element model analysis (LUSAS Bridge plus) of the main span. PT bars are defined in the truss diagonal 
members. The stressing sequence of all PT has been checked with the finite element model to ensure the structure is within the allowable limits as each member is 
stressed. 

Thomas Andres 4/3/2017 1 

Response Accepted & Comment Closed 



No Star' 

6 REt 3E ACCEPTED 

Ofebtelli5Y, 

Thomas Andres 

Current Holder 

l''‘Oleated On 
2/20/2017 

Reference 

B-42, B-109 Stag 
Step 5: 

InrrsfOn 

1 

Categories 

STRUCTURES 

During the stressing of the PT bars in Stage 5, Step 5, there is a concern with cracking the adjacent members that are not yet stressed or adjacent members that are not 
post-tensioned. The temporary stress check needs to account for the rigidity of the joints. 
i. Clarify what order to stress members to minimize cracking of adjacent members. Consider stressing members in the order from the most-vertical to the least-vertical. 
ii. There is a concern with cracking in adjacent members prior to longitudinal PT that are not PT'ed. See sketches below: 

This comment requires a written response. 
3/30/2017 1 

i. A more detailed stressing sequence has been provided on Sheet B-109 (Stage 4) for clarification. The stressing sequence of the PT bars has been checked to ensure the 
structure is within the allowable limits as the bars in each diagonal are stressed. 
ii. The stressing sequence of the longitudinal PT has been checked to ensure the structure is within the allowable limits as each tendon is stressed. 

To clarify, this response applies to Sheets B-109 (Stage 4) and B-110 (Stage 5). 
Thomas Andres 4/3/2017 1 

Response Accepted & Comment Closed 

No Status 

7 RESPONSE ACCEPTED 

pOptograY. 
Thomas Andres 

Current Holder 

' seated On 
4-44 
2/20/2017 

Reference 

B54 thru B-59: 

Verslon 

Categories—

STRUCTURES 

There is a concern that without transverse PT of the canopy end diaphragms that cracking will develop during longitudinal PT stressing. The concern is that the web will get 
dragged behind the compression zone. See sketch below. 

This comment requires a written response. 
3/30/2017 1 

The concrete tensile stress was checked and is less than 3sqrt(fc). In addition, 648 bars are provided at the face of the Type II canopy diaphragm and 348 bars are 
provided at the face of the Type III canopy diaphragm based on our strut and tie analysis. 

Thomas Andres 4/3/2017 1 

Response Accepted & Comment Closed 

No Status Current Holder Reference Categories 

8 RESPONSE ACCEPTED B-57, Section A-A; B- STRUCTURES 
59, Section A-A: 

Created:13F 7, 'Vested On Version 
-- .14 

Thomas Andres 2/20120 1 7 I 

The 5S03 bars do not appear to be long enough to resist the radial tendon force. 

This comment requires a written response. 
4/4/2017 1 

The 5S03 bars cannot be extended down per the provided sketch because the vertical member does not exist at the location of the tendon anchorages. The 5S03 bar legs 
tie into the reinforcement mat at the bottom of the canopy with a 90 degree standard hook. The 5S03 bars have been extended up to tie into the diagonal bar at the top face 
of the diaphragm for the RFC submittal. 

Thomas Andres 4/11/2017 1 

Response Accepted & Comment Closed 



_
No -, Star — Current Holder Reference 

9 RE!.., ;E ACCEPTED B-70, Detail A: 

Created-By. 
_ 

Crest' eOn Veral MI on Ar . _. _., A t _.../. _, ,,..,. . : . . . . . - 11 

Thomas Andres 2/20/2017 1 " 
Suggest that 2'/" grout pad be added to facilitate fit-up. 

This comment requires a written response. 

Categories 

STRUCTURES 

3/30/2017 1 

A 1" thick grout pad will be added to the bearing plates at the end of the pipes near the pylon (Detail A). 

Thomas Andres 4/3/2017 1 

Response Accepted & Comment Closed 

No Status Current Holder Reference Categories 
10 RESPONSE ACCEPTED B-109: STRUCTURES 

Cr'-" rgagir7 4coveran —yew, biliria, 
Thomas Andres 2/20/2017 1 

a. Stage 2, Steps 4 and 5: Suggest that not all walkway tendons D1 thru D6 be stressed prior to stressing canopy tendons. Sequence stressing to reduce temporary 
stresses in the span (e.g. Stress Tendons D1 thru D4, Stress C2 and C3, Stress D5 and D6). 
b. Stage 3: Show SPMT support locations consistent with the design calculations. Check span for temporary hauling boundary conditions. 

This comment requires a written response. 

NO, 

3/30/2017 1 

a. The erection manual will provide more details of the stressing sequence. A proposed stressing sequence has been provided on Sheet B-109, Stage 2 in the RFC 
submittal. 
b. The design calculations are consistent with the current location of the SPMT supports shown on Sheet B-109. The span was checked to ensure stresses are within the 
allowable limits with the supports located at the first interior deck nodal zones. The distances to the centerline of the transporters have been added to Sheet B-109, Stage 3. 

Thomas Andres 4/3/2017 1 

Response Accepted & Comment Closed 

No Status Current Holder Reference Categories 

11 RESPONSE ACCEPTED B-109 and B-110: STRUCTURES 
Stage 4, Step 3, and 
Stage 5, St 

GirWEIFh. , C reliWaraii7 Vin ten [AlniaWriir • 
Thomas Andres 2/20/2017 1 

These steps are not clear. It is not clear from the Substructure Pylon details the limits of intermediate pylon region to be cast and closure pour region to be cast. Add 
additional details to clarify intent. 

This comment requires a written response. 
3/30/2017 1 

Once the precast main span unit is in place, the pylon intermediate section (Sheets B-24 thru B-25) will be cast with construction joints that will connect with the back span 
deck, diagonals, and canopy. Proposed construction joint lines have been labeled on Sheet B-24A to define the limits of the intermediate pylon region. Next, the back span 
deck, diagonals, and canopy will be cast in the order listed. Finally, the closure will be poured to connect the deck and canopy sections. 

Thomas Andres 4/3/2017 1 

Response Accepted & Comment Closed 

No Status Current Holder Reference Categories 

27 RESPONSE ACCEPTED STRUCTURES 

brefifiNBy Crog'r-Y." Difiggifinor 
311/2017 1 

On sheet B-70, anchor bolts are specified as ASTM F1554 Grade 104 with ASTM A563 nuts and washers. Does this meet requirements of Specification (Section 460)? 

3/30/2017 1 

The specifications shown on B-70 are in accordance with FDOT Standard Specifications Section 646-2.3. 

To clarify, the specified grade on Sheet B-70 is Grade 105. 
4/3/2017 1 

Response Accepted & Comment Closed 



No Sta' 

28 RED LE ACCEPTED 

Created:By 

Current Holder 

Created On 

3/7/2017 1 

Reference 

Version 

Categories 

STRUCTURES 

'Me a Ebr , 

Is 2-1/2" thick grout on canopy blister on B-70 to be "non-shrinkage"? Needs to meet any FDOT Specification? Not specified. 

3/30/2017 1 

The grout will not be "non-shrinkage." The grout will be composed of a similar concrete mix as of the superstructure to match the appearance of the concrete. A note has 
been added to Sheet B-70. 

4/21/2017 1 

The use of non-shrinkage grout it is highly recommended due to the susceptibility to cracking in the area and the loads it will be subjected to (cracking may cause bolts to 
become loose). Mixes with high compressive strength tend to have higher cement content and be more susceptible to cracking. Non-shrinkage grout will help avoid future 
issues. 

5/23/2017 1 

Non-shrinkage grout will be specified, as recommended. 

5/30/2017 1 

No further comments. Thanks. 

No Status Current Holder Reference Categories 

29 RESPONSE ACCEPTED STRUCTURES 

Create ray - Cleated On Version MI ""a Fit...C -or 

3/7/2017 1 

On sheet B-70 anchor bolts are specified with a length of 30". Is the intent for the bolts to be 30" or have an embedment of 30". If embedment of 30" is required, there may be 
areas where this may not be possible due to maximum thickness of 27-7/8" on blister area. (see Section A-A on B-71). Clarify. 

3/30/2017 1 

The intent is for the bolt to be 30" in total length. An embedment length of 21" was used in the calculations. 

4/3/2017 1 

Response Accepted & Comment Closed 

No Status Current Holder Reference Categories 

31 COMMENT RESOLVED Calculations STRUCTURES 

Created By Created On Version 

5/2/2017 1 

Temporary Freyssinet hinges were introduced at the top and bottom of the south vertical post of the main span truss. A) There is no explanation within the calculations as to 
why hinges were introduced. B) If these hinges were introduced to avoid flexural forces during the application of PT forces and forces due to concrete creep and shrinkage 
then the conditions at the other end are similar, but no hinges were introduced there. C) For the main span erection model (Page 531) the provided information does not 
allow for a verification that these hinges were considered in the model. Please, clarify the above concerns. 

5/23/2017 1 

A) The temporary hinges were introduced in order to reduce the bending moments in the vertical member furthest from the pylon. 
B) The vertical member located near the pylon does not require temporary hinges since the moment due to the canopy self-weight is significantly less than the moment of 
the other end. 
C) The temporary hinges were considered in the structural model. See pages 524 and 525 of the Superstructure Calculation binder under the Slave/Master Activity sections. 

Alfredo Reyna 6/13/2017 1 

We take no exception to their responses 
Regards, 
Saul Perez, P.E. 



No — Stat-- Current Holder Reference 

32 CO. r RESOLVED Calculations 

Created!By  Cireiteitan Vetsion 

5/2/2017 

Checking of buckling in Canopy (Page 784). During the 90% review a comment was made indicating that global stability analysis needed to be performed to verify the 
stability of the canopy. Being the canopy unrestrained from moving laterally (except at the pylon support) and being the section relatively weak in torsion a lateral-torsional 
buckling mode may be of concern. The consultant responded that the response of the system using a linear analysis and using a large displacement theory under factored 
loads shows apparently not notably differences. The approach is reasonable; however, the calculations have not been included. Please provide. 

5/23/2017 1 

Categories 

STRUCTURES 

Please see attached calculations related to this comment. 

Alfredo Reyna 

We take no exception to their responses 
Regards, 
Saul Perez, P.E. 

No Status 

33 COMMENT RESOLVED 

Created-By

6/13/2017 1 

Current Holder 

rTaWd7On• 

— 5/2/20{ 

0 0 

Reference Citegoriei 

Calculations STRUCTURES 

Version eiraitr-For 
.--- --1411110fir-

South  End Vertical Post — Service Limit State (Page 1124): An independent calculation using strain compatibility for the controlling load condition (P=80.3 kips and M=780.3 
k-ft) indicates the stress in the rebar = 41.5 ksi and the stress in the concrete of 2.95 ksi (NA=9.867 in, Ec=4730 ksi & ec = 0.000624 in/in, fc=0.35fc, concrete behaves in the 
linear range). Please verify and revise approach used for the service condition design. 

5/23/2017 1 

Our calculation indicates that the stress in the rebar is approximately 36 ksi (see top of page 1124). Therefore, the service stress is adequate in accordance with AASHTO 
LRFD Section 5.7.3.4. We have confirmed the stress in the rebar with another software (XTRACT) resulting in 35.7 ksi. Please see attached XTRACT results. 

Alfredo Reyna 6/13/2017 1 

We take no exception to their responses 
Regards, 
Saul Perez, P.E. 

No Status 

34 COMMENT RESOLVED 

MtetrilifY,

Current Holder,

tiWIRITOw 

5/2/2017 

Reference Categories 

Calculations STRUCTURES 

eEeton DWIWINTRIE 

Frequency of Vibration Analysis (Pages 1366 and 1367): The report of frequencies shows that the first two modes of vibration correspond to frequencies of 0.85 Hz and 1.1 
Hz which correspond to lateral cumulative mass participation factor in the lateral direction of 14.9% and 36.1% respectively. The report does not show the modal shape of 
the structure, but these modes may correspond to a lateral and rotational movement of the main span near the begin of the bridge. The designer has ignored these 
frequencies and instead has only considered the third mode of vibration with f= 1.98 Hz and a cumulative mass participation factor of 73.3 %. This third frequency has been 
reported and compared against the lateral frequency requirements of AASHTO (f>1.5Hz). The reviewer has concerns that the neglected first two lateral vibration modes 
may potentially generate local vibration and comfort issues and believes that a second look to the possible effects of these neglected modes is warranted. 

5/23/2017 1 

The first and second modes were ignored since the mass participation percentage was not significant. The first two modes correspond to lateral movement of the pylon. As 
per RFP documents, only the lateral and vertical frequencies of the deck are required to meet the natural frequency criteria. Therefore, the first significant mode was 
compared to the lateral frequency requirement by AASHTO code. 

Alfredo Reyna 6/13/2017 

We take no exception to their responses 
Regards, 
Saul Perez, P.E. 



No Ste' Current Holder Reference Categories 

35 CO.. T RESOLVED Sheet B-39 STRUCTURES 

iiiiifid* Pro—S'a &Chi Ve"rTreli 
i ......A - 

3/17/2017 1 

Detail 1 shows a Dayton Superior D250SCA Bar Lock Coupler at the Freysinnet hinge. The product data sheet for this coupler shows this to be a thick walled tube of 14 
inches in length and consequently as specified the coupler cannot be installed in the available 16 inch space. Please reevaluate the type of coupler to be used. 

3/30/2017 1 

We have found that the proposed coupler length can be installed within the provided 16 inch space. 

5/2/2017 1 

Please provide how the coupler is to be installed and accommodate the construction sequence. 

5/23/2017 1 

The couplers will be installed following the manufacturer's recommendations and will be placed in the structure as described in the attached document. 

Alfredo Reyna 

We take no exception to their responses 
Regards, 
Saul Perez, P.E. 

6/13/2017 1 

No Status Current Holder Reference Categories 

36 COMMENT RESOLVED Sheet B-39 STRUCTURES 

Proofed.* piiratdd70b Version , ga e° or  f' 

3/17/2017 1 

Detail 1 shows a Dayton Superior D250SCA Bar Lock Coupler at the Freysinnet hinge. The product data sheet for this coupler shows this to be a thick walled tube of 14 
inches in length and consequently as specified the coupler cannot be installed in the available 16 inch space. Please reevaluate the type of coupler to be used. 

3/30/2017 1 

We have found that the proposed coupler length can be installed within the provided 16 inch space. 

5/2/2017 1 

Please provide how the coupler is to be installed and accommodate the construction sequence. 

5/23/2017 - 1 

The couplers will be installed following the manufacturer's recommendations and will be placed in the structure as described in the attached document. 

Alfredo Reyna 

We take no exception to their responses 

Regards, 

Saul Perez, P.E. 

6/13/2017 1 





February 3.o, 2017 

FIU / Florida International University 
Facilities Construction Services 
Facilities Management 
31555 S.W. 17th Street CSC 251 
Miami, FL 33199 

  
 

Attn: Alberto Delgado 

Reference: Independent Peer Review Category 2 Structures 
University City Prosperity Project 
Financial Project ID: 434688-1-584m 
Federal Aid Number: 
Contract Number: BT-9o4 

Submittal: i00% Bridge Superstructure Plans 
Submittal No. 3 
Bridge Number(s): NJA 

Dear Mr. Delgado, 

Pursuant to the requirements of the Contract Documents, Louis Berger hereby certifies that an independent peer 
review of the above-referenced submittal has been conducted in accordance with Chapter 26 of the Plans 
Preparation Manual and all other governing regulations. Component plans that were included in the peer review 
are as follows: 

l00% Bridge Superstructure Plans 

Outstanding / Unresolved Comments and Issues: 
All comments have been resolved. 

Certification Statement: 
I certify that the component plans listed in this letter have been verified by independent review, that all review 
comments have been adequately resolved, and that the plans are in compliance with Department and FHWA 
requirements presented in the Contract Documents. 

Please do not hesitate to contact me if you have any questions. 

Name of Independent Review Firm 

Name of Independent Reviewer 
4 ‘,1\:.. .... : .. 

TitiT 

No, 81471 
Flo d~ Professithal Engineqr Lic. No 

STATE OF 

5:
Sri

10NAt .... 

• 

Louis Berger 

Ayman A. Shama, Ph.D., P.E. 

Associate Vice President/ 
Director of Seismic Engineering 

Signature: 

Date: 

Ayman A. Shama, Ph.D., P.E. 

February 10, 2017 



• 

• 

• 


















