
I-405/ I-5 to SR 169 Stage 2 - Widening and SR 515 Interchange Project
Question and Answer #3 - November 14, 2008

Question 
or RFI #

RFP 
Reference

Question / RFI Date 
Received

Answer

1 Holmes 
Electric

Are there any structural issues with the buildings? 7/24/2008 WSDOT does not know of any structural issues with either of the buildings.

2 Holmes 
Electric

What will be the access between the two buildings? 7/24/2008 Please refer to Appendix R3, Section R3.1 and Exhibit "A".

3 Holmes 
Electric

What is the required end condition after the Project is complete? 7/24/2008 The end condition after the Project is complete is for the building to remain, 
in good condition, with the underground storage tanks (USTs) removed 
(refer to Section 2.8.5.3.10 of the final RFP for UST removal).  WSDOT is 
open to alternative conditions and is willing to discuss these with the 
Proposers.

4 Holmes 
Electric

What is the use of the property after Stage 2? 7/24/2008 The site will eventually be used for future, unfunded I-405 improvements 
including a new off-ramp to Lind Avenue and a larger drainage detention 
facility (see Tukwila to Renton Improvement Project Environmental 
Assessment).  Depending on how funding is allocated for the reconstruction 
of the I-405/ SR 167 interchange, the property may also be utilized in the 
same manner as Stage 2 if it is not required for construction of the next 
stage.

5 Holmes 
Electric

What part of the sites are available? 7/24/2008 Please refer to Appendix R3, Section R3.1 and Exhibit "A".

6 Holmes 
Electric

What type of wiring is in the building? 7/24/2008 The building has a T1 connection with Cat 3, fiber optic, and copper wiring 
(Note: Refer to Section 2.1.2.5.3.2 of the final RFP for WSDOT office/ 
workspace wiring requirements.)

7 Holmes 
Electric

Will tenant improvements be required to remain or removed? 7/24/2008 Please refer to Appendix R3, Section R3.6 (Fixtures, Improvements, and 
WSDOT's Personal Property).  

8 Holmes 
Electric

Will the storage containers remain on site? 7/24/2008 The storage containers are not WSDOT property and will not remain on site.

9 Holmes 
Electric

Was there a hazardous materials investigation completed on the site? 7/24/2008 A hazardous materials investigation was completed on the site.  The report 
is provided in the final RFP as Appendix E24.

10 Appendix G1 - 
Geotechnical 
Baseline 
Report

The project Geotechnical Baseline Report lists in Section 5.1.1 design 
earthquake parameters for the project.  These parameters are based on a 
10-percent probability of exceedance in 50 year (475-yr return period).  
Current AASHTO Specifications for LRFD Bridge Design requires use of a 
seismic event with 7 percent probability of exceedance in 75 years (approx. 
1000 year return period).  

What are the numeric values of the Design Peak Bedrock Acceleration and 
the earthquake Moment Magnitude to be used by the proposers in their 
analyses?

7/25/2008 The AASHTO LRFD Bridge Design Specifications, Customary US Units, 4th 
Edition, 2007 with 2008 Interims, using the seismic event with 7 percent 
probability of exceedance in 75 years, should be used.  The final RFP 
reflects the update to the Mandatory Standards in section 2.6 and 2.13 to 
include the AASHTO 2008 interims.
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11 Appendix G1 - 
Geotechnical 
Baseline 
Report

In the GBR, the log for test boring 515-1-06 lists 0% recovery for core runs 
from 21-26 ft, 26-31 ft, and 31-36 ft, with RQDs of 100, 95, and 80, 
respectively.  

What is the correct percent recovery of these core runs?

7/25/2008 21-26 ft:  100% recovery
26-31 ft:  95% recovery
31-36 ft:  80% recovery

Images of these samples are included in the final RFP in Appendix G5.
12 What geotechnical information is available related to the power pole 

relocations and will it be provided by WSDOT?
7/25/2008 Geotechnical information provided from Puget Sound Energy is included in 

the final RFP as Appendix G6.  Additional geotechnical information 
completed by GWC, Inc in regards to the parcel made available for the 
Property Exchange is also included in the final RFP in Appendix Q3.

13 Chapter 1 
General 
Provisions

Section 1-04.7 
Differing Site 
Conditions

There is knowledge that the Thunder Hills Area (Renton formation) was coal 
mine site in the late 1800's and early 1900's. The GBR borings show tailings 
on the south end of RW 515-7, but the old mine entrance (hit during original 
I-405 work) was not shown other than at rough scale on the GIS-level mine 
mapping.  The western edge of the underground workings are shown to be 
<500 ft from the walls, but the positional accuracy of the mine extents is 
unknown.  In addition, WSDOT has performed ground penetrating surveys 
and mutliple borings within the proximity of walls 515-6 and 515-7 which was 
inconclusive.  With all of the material compiled to-date, if the design-builder 
encounters mine tailings that require special disposal or mine shafts or other 
mine works during construction, should the design-builder consider this 
encounter as a differing site condition OR should the design-builder assume 
the risk of mitigation of these events entirely?

7/25/2008 Encounters with the old mine during construction will be evaluated on a case 
by case basis as outlined in section 1-04.7 Differing Site Conditions.

WSDOT has completed a reasonable investigation to try to locate the mine 
shaft, therefore an encounter with the mine shaft may be considered a 
Differing Site Condition.

It may not be considered a Differing Site Condition when the provided 
geotechnical information indicates mine tailings at wall 7 and the DB 
encounters mine tailings while constructing wall 7.  

14 Appendix M1
Plan DR5
Plan DR12

Detention Vault FC S2.2 shown on plan sheet DR5 calls out a 1.40 AC-FT 
volume.  Detention vault FC S2.2 shown on the detail plan sheet DR12 calls 
out a 2.41 AC-FT volume. Which is correct? How were the capacity 
requirements developed? Is this based upon ultimate 2030 capacities or 
Renton Stage 2 capacities?

10/16/2008 The conceptual design for the Stage 2 project corresponds to an 1.40 ac-ft 
volme for FC S2.2.  The notes on Appendix M1 sheets DR 12 and DR 13 are
corrected in Addendum No. 1 to reflect the Stage 2 conceptual design 
volume.  

The Forward Compatible conceptual design has a capacity of 2.41 ac-ft.  FC 
S2.2 shall at a minimum be designed to meet the Stage 2 requirements and 
be Forward Compatible in so much as it can accomodate the Forward 
Compatible design, i.e. it does not need to be constructed in Stage 2 to the 
size of the Forward Compatible project, but can be expanded to meet the 
Forward Compatible design in the future.  See Section 2.14.4.7 of the RFP 
for general requirements on Forward Compatibility.
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15 Appendix H1
Preliminary 
Hydraulic 
Report

Appendix H1 - Preliminary Hydraulic Report, Appendix A with the 
Preliminary Hydraulic Report:                                                                   
Page 6 of 17, Table 3.1 lists TDA-S2 with new impervious area = 3.62 ac.
Page 10 of 17, Table 4.3 shows FC S2.2 requires 1.1 ac-ft detention volume.
Page 13 of 17, explains that FC S2.2 is a detention vault 350' x 50' x 7' with 
a volume of 2.4 ac-ft for future implementation.

However, in Appendix K of the Preliminary Hydraulic Report, page 7 of 14
FC S2.1 is a pond with detention volume of 0.86 ac-ft
FC S2.2 is a vault with detention volume of 1.40 ac-ft

Which appendix should the design-builder utilize for the design of the 
detention ponds?

10/16/2008 Appendix K of Appendix H1 - Prelimiunary Hydraulic Report, specifically 
discusses the Stage 2 Project.  

Please refer to Section 2.14.3.4 of the RFP for use of the Preliminary 
Hydraulic Report by the Design-Builder.

16 Appendix M1
Plan AL4
Plans DR1, 
DR3 & DR4

Appendix R1,
Sheets 3 of 9 
and 9 of 9

As shown on plan sheet AL4, retaining wall 515-3 appears to be outside of 
the Right-of-Way line.

As shown on plan sheets DR1, DR3 and DR4, detention vault FC S2.1, 
modified ecology embankment RT S2.1.2 and RT S2.1.1 all appear to be 
outside of the WSDOT ROW. 

As shown on Appendix R1, sheets 3 of 9 and 8 of 9 shows the two parcels 
where the referenced retaining wall and drainage structures reside in a 
parcels owned by WSDOT.  Will the design-builder have access to the 
referenced parcel? How should the design-builder acquire access to the 
parcel?

10/16/2008 The Design-Builder will have access to the referrenced parcel for 
constructing the wall and drainage features shown, subject to the existing 
encumberances on the parcel.  

17 ITP
page 24
line 11

Form D
line 8
page 32 of 
ITP

Page 24 of the ITP, line 11 changed the Substantial Completion date from 
June 30, 2011 to December 31, 2011.  This change needs to be reflected in 
Form D (page 32 of the ITP, line 8). It still shows June 30, 2011 instead of 
December 31, 2011.

Please clarify.

10/16/2008 The correct date is December 31, 2011.  See Addendum No. 1 for change to 
Page 32 of the ITP.
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18 Please provide as-builts for the following components of the Renton Stage 2 
project currently not found in the provided as-builts:
1. Illumination
2. Signing
3. ITS
4. Talbot signals associated with the project

10/17/2008 The available plans from the I-405 office are at ABC imaging.  Additional 
plans for the SC&DI plans have been added from the SR 405/ Tukwila to 
Factoric SC&DI Stage 1 Project.

Proposers should obtain any additional plans from the WSDOT NW Region 
office and the City of Renton.  

19 Appendix M1
Sheet UT2

On sheet UT2, the overhead power lines that run parallel to SR 515 North of 
the SR 515 / S. Renton Village Place Intersection are labeled as “UI 217*”.  
In the utility CAD file this utility is located on the UI S11 level.  Please clarify 
if this utility is UI 217 or UI S11 as well as if it is a Category 1 or 2.

10/17/2008 The referenced overhead power line that is designated as UI 217 on sheet 
UT2 is UI 217 - PSE's Talbot - Metro Renton 115 kV line. The UI S11, used 
in the utility CAD file, is an interim designation for UI 217 that was assigned 
at the time the field survey data was obtained.  The power line at this 
location is classified as Category 2.  

20 Appendix M1
Sheet UT2

On sheet UT2, the overhead power lines that run parallel to SR 515 North of 
the SR 515 / S. Renton Village Place Intersection are labeled as “UI 232”.  In 
the utility CAD file this utility is located on the UI S12 level.  Please clarify if 
this utility is UI 232 or UI S12 as well as if it is a Category 1 or 2.

10/17/2008 The referenced overhead power line that is designated as UI 232 on sheet 
UT2 is UI 232 - PSE's Shuffleton - O'Brien 115 kV line.  UI S12, used in the 
utility CAD file, is an interim designation for UI 232 that was assigned at the 
time the field survey data was obtained.  The power line at this location is 
classified as Category 2. 

21 Section 2.10 
Utilities
Appendices 
U2 and U6

Please clarify if the City of Renton UI 212 is a Category 1 or 2 utility.  It is 
classified as a Prior Relocation in the RFP Section 2.10; Category 1,2 in 
Appendix U2; and Category 2 in Appendix U6.

10/17/2008 This water line classifcation (Category 1, Category 2 or prior relocation) 
depends upon the location of the facility within the project limits.  Elements 
of the waterline located within I-405 limited access prior to the limits 
established for this project are classified as Category 1; elements of the 
water line located outside of I-405 limited access prior to the limits 
established for this project are classified as Category 2; and elements of the 
water line that have been moved recently are classified as a prior relocation.

22 Section 2.10 
Utilities
Appendix U6

Please clarify if the PSE UI 218 is a Category 1 or 2 utility.  It is classified as 
a Category 2 in the RFP Section 2.10 and a Category 2 in Appendix U6.

10/17/2008 This power line is PSE's Talbot - Boeing Renton #2 115 kV line.  The line is 
classified as Category 1 within I-405 limited access between approximately I-
405 milepost 3.35 and 3.48; Category 2 outside of I-405 limited access 
between approximately I-405 milepost 3.20 and 3.35; and a prior relocation 
for those elements of the facility that have been relocated between 
approximately I-405 milepost 3.02 and 3.20.  Please note that Appendix U6 
includes this line in both the Category 1 and Category 2 memorandums of 
understanding.  

23 Section 2.10 
Utilities
Appendices 
U2 and U6

Please clarify if the Olympic Pipeline UI 240 is a Category 1 or 2 utility.  It is 
classified as a Category 1 in Appendix U2; Category 2 on WSDOT property 
in 2.10; and Category 1 in Appendix U6.

10/17/2008 This pipe line  is classified as Category 1 or Category 2 depending upon the 
location of the facility within the project limits. Please refer to RFP Section 
2.10.1.1, page 2.10 - 4 for a description that clarifies the classification of this 
utility facility.  
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24 Section 2.10 
Utilities
Appendices 
U2 and U6

Please clarify if the City of Renton UI 245 is a Category 1 or 2 utility.  It is 
classified as a Category 1 in Appendix U2; Category 1,2 in RFP Section 
2.10; and Category 1 in Appendix U6.

10/17/2008 This sewer line is classified as Category 1 or Category 2 depending upon 
the location of the facility within the project limits.  Please refer to RFP 
Section 2.10.1.1, page 2.10 - 3 for a description that clarifies the 
classification of this utility facility. 

25 Appendix U2 The following utilities were not classified as a Category 1 or Category 2 in 
Appendix U2: Qwest UI 500 and Comcast UI 601, 602, 604, 605 and 608.  
Please clarify which is Category 1 and which is Category 2.

10/17/2008 These utility facilities are located outside of existing I-405 limited access.  
The City of Renton has the exclusive right to grant franchises for utilities 
outside of limited access.  For purposes of this RFP, the referenced Qwest 
facilities (UI 500, UI 604, UI 605, UI 608)    are classified as Category 1 
within WSDOT and City of Renton right of Way.  Similarly, for purposes of 
this RFP, both referenced Comcast facilities (UI 601, UI 602) are classified 
as Category 1 utilities within City of Renton and WSDOT right of way.  

26 Appendix U2 Qwest UI 202 is in Appendix U2, but it does not have a corresponding level 
in CAD.  Please verify this location of this utility in the existing utility master 
CAD file.

10/17/2008 The UI 202 reference on the UT 1plan sheet is included on "Level 23" - the 
standard level depicting Delineation, Pavement Marking, etc, … because 
this facility is a concrete pad that may require removal.  

27 Appendix M1
Sheet UT2

There is an OF line which crosses S. Renton Village Place at the 
intersection with SR 515.  Currently this utility line is not identified with a UI, 
nor is it mentioned in the RFP.  Please provide some information on this line, 
including the owner and the category designation.

10/17/2008 The overhead facilities crossing S. Renton Village Place at the intersection 
with SR 515 are a continuation of Comcast overhead facilities UI 601 and UI 
602.  

28 Appendix M1
Sheet UT2

There is a water line which crosses S. Renton Village Place at the 
intersection with SR 515.  This water line is called out as City of Renton UI 
238 on the sheet UT2 of Appendix M1.  However, in CAD it is not included 
on the UI 238 but it is on the level “W-11-City of Renton” with the 
description: “(No U.I.) no information available”.  Please identify this utility 
and provide information including the category designation.

10/17/2008 There are two City of Renton water lines that connect at the intersection of  
S. Renton Village Place and SR 515 - a 24-inch water main (UI 238) running 
north-south in the SR 515 right of way for the entire length of SR 515 within 
the project limits and a 12-inch water main (UI 492) running west in the  S. 
Renton Village Place right of way from the intersection with SR 515.  
Elements of UI 238 located within I-405 limited access prior to the limits 
established for this project are classified as Category 1.  Other segments of 
UI 238 within the project limits and all of UI 592 within the project limits are 
classified as Category 2.
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29 Appendix U2 The following UI’s are included in the CAD file but not the RFP: 211, 216, 
242, 350, 425, 444, 446, 490, 494, 495, 498, 520, 521, 522, 524, 525, 526, 
543, 544, 545, 546, 547, 548, 555, 556, 557, 561, 568, 609, 614, S5, S8, 
S11, S12.  In addition, the utilities located on the following CAD levels 
without a UI which are also not included in the RFP: “BF-11-1-WORLDCOM 
NETWORK”, “SS-CITY OF RENTON”, “OF-11-3-PSE”, “OP-11-1-
UNIDENTIFIED OWNER”, “W-11-CITY OF RENTON”, “BTV-11-1-
UNKNOWN OWNER”, “BF-11-5-COMCAST”.  Please include these in 
Appendix U2 and provide the appropriate information including the category 
designation.

10/17/2008 The CAD level files contain interim UI reference designators that were 
reconciled during preparation of the plan set for the RFP.  CAD file UI's 
reconciled with UI's used in RFP Appendix U2 and the UT plan sheets 
issued on October 6, 2008 are presented as CAD UI (Corresponding RFP 
UI) in the following list: 

211 (210), 216 (209), 242 (234), 350 (240), 425 (217), 446 (234), 520 (499), 
526 (531), 609 (204A), 614 (PSE relocation - Removed From Right of Way), 
S5 (220), S8 (222), S11 (217) and S12 (232).  

CAD file UI's that will be added to Appendix U2 and the UT plan sheets are:  

444, 498, 521, 522, 524, 525, 543, 545, 546, 548 and 556.  

CAD file UI's that are outside the project limits and have not been added to 
the RFP are:  

490, 494, 495, 544, 547, 557, 561 and 568.

The CAD levels without UI's represent preliminary survey data and general 
information that was received during development of the RFP.  This 
information has not been verified and is included in the CAD file for 
reference only.  

30 2.13.4.2.2 Design Criteria for Bridge Widenings:  Since you are requiring that the 
Design Builder widen the existing bridge, all the substructure elements will 
have additional DL and LL.  Do you want the Design Builder to retrofit the 
existing bridge substructure to carry an HL93 loading that it was not 
originally designed for? 

10/27/2008 WSDOT's preliminary investigation, that corresponds with the Conceptual 
Plan, shows that the substructure does not need to be modified for the HL 
93 loading.  The Design-Builder shall make the final determination, 
supported by their calculations, corresponding to the Design-Builder's 
design to final design.  Modification for the abutments will need to be 
considered with the Design-Builder's design.

31 2.6.2.1 WSDOT's Geotechnical Design Manual requires that walls 10 ft or taller take 
liquefaction in consideration during design.  Will this standard be required for 
fill walls supporting City of Renton streets which are located outside of the 
WSDOT Right of Way? 

10/27/2008 Yes.  See RFP Section 2.6.4.2.

32 2.7.3.5.1 The technical specification calls for Dowel Bar Retrofitting of the outside 
panels along mainline.  Grinding of these panels will create a grade 
difference or "lip" between the outside panel and first inside panel.  How 
would you like the Design Builder to deal with the lip caused by unground 
pavement meeting ground pavement?

10/27/2008 The methodology developed by the Design-Builder shall ensure that no lip is 
remaining between the ground panel and the remaining adjacent panel after 
completion of the Dowel Bar Retrofit.
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33 2.18.4.5 The technical specification states that the two existing four inch conduits can 
be used north of 1227+75 if they meet "all other design requirements."  For 
the purpose of bidding, is WSDOT willing to warrant that the condition of the 
existing conduits is acceptable for use?

10/27/2008 WSDOT will not warrant that the condition of the existing conduits is 
acceptable.  Junction boxes in this section shall need to be relocated out of 
the new traveled way - see Addendum #2.

34 Drawing AL3 Noisewall 515-15 marks the boundary of WSDOT ROW and will have a 
steep slope immediately on its north side.  How would WSDOT like to 
preserve maintenance access to the Noisewall as conceived?

10/27/2008 Maintenance access will be worked out during the design development 
phase of the Project with the Design-Builder.  Specific maintenance 
easements were not obtained from the adjacent properties at the back of the 
wall.  

35 2.1.1.5 Per the referenced section, Wall 515-10 is required to be Forward 
Compatible.  In the ultimate configuration, Benson Rd and the SB off ramp 
have less than 1.5 ft between them.  What future considerations (straps for 
ultimate height, cantilever loading) must be considered in the design of this 
wall?

10/27/2008 The Design-Builder shall design the wall so that it is Forward Compatible.  If 
the wall is not constructed to its full Forward Compatible height, it shall be 
designed so that additional height can be constructed in the future.  The 
design of the Stage 2 wall shall take into account the ultimate height, 
loading, etc in the design.  For example, an MSE wall would not need to be 
constructed to it ultimate height, but the straps would need to be long 
enough for the ultimate height, loading, etc.

36 Chapter 2
Technical 
Requirements
2.18.4.5

Per the Technical Requirements of the RFP section 2.18.4.5 it states “The 
Design- Builder may use existing two 4-inch conduits (one with four 
innerducts and the other with three innerducts) north of this cable vault in the 
southbound median provided it meets all other design requirements”. Do 
these two 4-inch conduits meet all other design requirements? Please 
indicate if the existing raceway system is re-useable without exceptions or if 
it needs to be replaced? If the existing raceway system is re-useable, please 
indicate locations of all existing pull boxes and cable vaults and which ones 
meet all design requirements?

11/11/08 See answer to Question #33.

37 There is a foundation near the City of Renton City Hall building and located 
near BRS STA 41+25, left that is not recorded in any of the RFP documents. 
Please provide information regarding this foundation and the 
provisions/restrictions (if any) that must be followed during construction.

11/11/08 WSDOT is developing the appropriate documentation for this recently 
discovered foundation.  Additional information will be forecoming.
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