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St. Petersburg Pier, St. Petersburg, FL 
Site Visit Notes 
6/27/12 - 6/28/12 
 
On 6/27 and 6/28, Neil Porto from Buro Happold visited St. Petersburg to conduct a site 
visit with personnel from the City of St. Petersburg and other consultants working on the 
project.  The following is a brief report of the visit. 
 
Site Visit on 6/27 
 
A site visit was held with the following persons: 
 
City of St. Petersburg Engineering Department  Raul Quintana 
        Fred Dargahi 
        Richard Herrmann 
 
Malcolm G McLaren Consulting Engineers  Andrew Habel 
Moffatt & Nichol      Mike Herrman 
ATM        Pete Peterson 
   
Conditions at the Pier and upland areas were observed and discussed, with City 
concerns noted.  A tropical storm had passed through the area over the preceding 
several days, but the Pier and upland structures were apparently not damaged.  Water 
had collected in the parking lots, reportedly due to debris clogging the basin gratings.  
Tide levels were higher than normal due to the storm. 
 
A. Upland Areas 
 
The upland areas consist of an access road leading from Bayshore Drive along the 2nd 
Avenue North axis to the Pier, with large parking lots and lawn areas on either side of 
the access road.  Utilities serving the pier are also located along this access road 
corridor.  The access road leads to a small entry plaza before the road continues onto 
the Pier structure.  The following is a visual evaluation and summary of discussions on 
the upland area: 
 
1.  Access Road 
The Access Road is a two lane road with the lanes separated by a planted median.  
See Photo 1.  The pavement section is not known at this time.  Information on the 
composition of the road can perhaps be gathered from the City, or pavement cores can 
be obtained.  The Access Road pavement is in poor condition, with many cracks 
extending in all directions.   
 
The east- and westbound roadways are separated by a vibrant planted median.  The 
Access Road is flanked by rows of mature trees and pedestrian walkways in fair 
condition.  The Access Roadway is flanked by pedestrian walkways in fair condition.  
There is no separate bikeway in this area. 
 
 



2.  Parking Lots 
Parking lots exhibit pavement in fair to 
poor condition.  Some large puddles 
were observed in the parking lots (see 
Photo 2).  According to a City 
maintenance worker visiting the site, this 
was due to debris from the recent 
tropical storm collecting over the 
gratings of the catch basin and clogging 
them.  He also reported that the parking 
lot drainage system functions were well 
under normal conditions.  Details of this 
drainage system are unknown at this 
time to Buro Happold.  The (non-steel 
faced) concrete curbs at the parking lot 
perimeters are in fair to good condition.  
(See Photo 1) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 
Photo 1:  Access Road view west 
 

  
Photo 2:  Large puddle in parking lot after storm 
 



3.  Planted Areas 
Planted areas consist of lawns and areas of ornamental plantings in the access road 
medians and flanking the roadways.  The plantings seemed to be in good condition and 
well maintained, even in the wake of the recent storm.  Many of the trees are mature 
and of substantial size.  See Photo 3. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Photo 3:  Typical condition of planted area along Access Road 
 



4.  Entrance Plaza  
The Entrance Plaza is at 
the interface of the access 
road and the entrance to 
the Pier structure.  A sign 
indicates arrival to the Pier.  
The entrance plaza features 
a mixture of decorative 
brick pavers and concrete 
arranged in a circular 
pattern.  The paving is in 
fair to poor condition.  A 
concrete pavement header 
indicates where the entry 
plaza ends and the 
pavement begins.  There 
are two concrete headers, 
perhaps the western one 
(furthest from the Pier) is for 
an approach slab. 
 
There is a bus stop on the south side of the plaza which appeared to be in good 
condition.  The turnout to this bus stop appeared to have a tight radius inappropriate for 
the buses arriving at the pier.  However, most buses apparently continue to the end of 
the pier and turn around there.  See Photos 4 and 5. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
Photo 4:  Entrance Plaza, view towards City 
 

 
Photo 5:  Entrance Plaza, view towards Pier 
 



5.  Utilities 
The access road corridor also contains the utility connections to the Pier. A request to 
the City will be formulated to ascertain the sizes and capacities of the utilities. Ground-
level utility boxes are in evidence and need to be placed on the project topographic and 
utility survey.  Utilities include: 
 
Water:  There is an above ground valve assembly, painted blue, just west of the Pier 
header.  This assembly may also contain an RPZ device.  The water line later divides 
into several branches which are observable on the Pier.  See Photo 6. 
 

 
 
Photo 6:  Water supply valve assembly west of bulkhead 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Electrical:   
There is a series of above 
ground electrical boxes 
further west of the Pier 
header.  This serves 
power needs for the Pier 
and the lighting system 
for the Entrance Plaza.  
See Photo 7.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The lighting system for the parking lot consists of tall davit-type poles with armless 
luminaires.  See Photo 8.  There are somewhat distinctive fixtures at the Entry Plaza.  
See Photo 9. 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Photo 7:  Electrical boxes and meter west of bulkhead 
 

  
Photo 8:  Typical Davit-type pole with top-
mounted luminaire at parking lot 
 

  
Photo 9:  Typical distinctive light fixture at 
Entrance Plaza 
 



Gas:  There is a gas service valve assembly in the vicinity of the electrical panel box.  It 
is unknown at this time whether gas service will continue to the new "Lens" pier.  See 
Photo 10. 

 
 
 
Storm Sewer:  The aforementioned observations on the parking lot drainage system 
were the only ones made.  Further drainage investigation is necessary following receipt 
of existing storm water plans and the topographic survey. 
 
Sanitary Sewer:   No evidence of a sanitary service was observed in the upland area.  
However, such a system does exist on the existing Pier (see below), and the connection 
to the City sewer system is by means of a force main running under the access road 
corridor.  
 
 
 
 

  
Photo 10:  Gas valve assembly west of bulkhead 
 



B. Bulkhead 
 
The bulkhead or 
seawall is in fair to 
good condition in 
the project area, 
due to an annual 
inspection and 
repair program 
undertaken by the 
City.  The bulkhead 
in the vicinity of the 
pier is reportedly of 
"double wall" 
construction and is 
not supported on 
piles.  Various 
grouting and 
bulkhead face 
repairs have taken 
place over the 
years under the 
supervision of the 
City. 

 
North of the Pier, the 
bulkhead runs parallel to 
the Pier, separating it from 
a public beach.  See Photo 
11.  The bulkhead is offset 
several feet from the Pier, 
creating a walkway (off-
limits to the public) along 
this side of the Pier.  See 
Photo 12.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 Photo 11:  Bulkhead on north side of Pier adjacent to Public Beach 
 

 Photo 12:  “Walkway at top of bulkhead on north side of 
Pier, view west to Public Beach 
 



The bulkhead 
makes a 90 
degree turn and 
runs under the 
Pier along Pier 
Bent # 21, 
spanning between 
the Pier pile caps 
(this is an 
important factor 
when devising 
demolition 
strategies for the 
existing Pier).  
See Photo 12.  
South of the Pier, 
the bulkhead runs 
perpendicular to 
the Pier.  See 
Photo 13. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
Photo 12:  Bulkhead running under Pier 
 

  
Photo 13:  Bulkhead to south of Pier, view west from Pier 
 



C.  Existing Pier 
 
The existing Pier is scheduled for demolition, so a detailed survey of the Pier was not 
undertaken during the field visit.  However, there were numerous observations and 
discussions with the City team that may have bearing on the design of the new Pier.  
These are addressed below. 
 
1.  Underpinning of Western End of Pier 
According to the City personnel present, the placement of the current bulkhead was 
done in conjunction with the underpinning of the western 20 spans of the old Pier.  This 
underpinning was accomplished by means of placement of sand and grout below the 
deck surface.  In addition, grout has been pumped into this area through the years in 
conjunction with the bulkhead maintenance and repair program.  The combination of 
these factors - the original pier structure combined with subsequent grouting - would 
add to the cost of demolition of this western end of the structure.  The prior placement of 
the bulkhead as integral to Pier Bent 21 would also complicate removals in this area.  It 
should be noted that the scope of the upcoming Pier demolition project (being 
conducted by a team separate from the team designing the new "Lens" Pier) will not 
address demolition in this area. 
 
2.   Utilities 
In addition to the 
aforementioned 
utility services in 
evidence at the 
upland areas, Buro 
Happold observed 
the utilities on at 
the inverted 
pyramid building at 
the east end of the 
Pier, and spoke 
with the persons in 
charge of 
maintaining the 
Pier.  Utility 
services arriving at 
the building include 
an 8" water 
service, two 4" 
electrical conduits, 
communication 
lines, and a force 
main for sanitary 
waste.  The 
maintenance person pointed out the location of the sewer ejector pits on the south side 
of the building, near the boar slips.  See Photo 14.  The maintenance personnel stated 
that there were no major problems with existing utility services.  It was also noted that 
storm drainage on the Pier goes directly into the bay. 

 Photo 14:  Sewer ejector pits on south side of Pier 
 



 
3.  Access 
As previously noted, 
a municipal bus 
service has a stop at 
the Entrance Plaza.  
See Photo 15.  The 
bus service connects 
out to the east end of 
the Pier, with a turn-
around and drop off 
at the inverted 
pyramid building.  
Private cars can also 
access this area, for 
drop-off or to avail 
themselves of valet 
parking.   City 
personnel expressed 
concern about such 
access under the 
new Pier designs. 
 
 
 

4.  Parking 
There is existing 
metered parking on 
either side of the Pier 
along the road leading 
to the inverted pyramid 
building.  See Photo 
16.  During the late 
morning/early 
afternoon of the site 
visit (which was on a 
Wednesday), the 
majority of the spaces 
were taken.  At the 
east end of the Pier a 
number of the spaces 
are for valet parking.  
Buro Happold 
requested an inventory 
from the City of the 
existing parking uses at 
the Pier. 
 
 

 
Photo 15:  Bus Stop at Entrance Plaza 
 

  
Photo 16:  Parking and access on existing Pier, view from Inverted 
Pyramid Building 
 



 
 
 
5.  Navigational Access 
The current Pier allows for several types of navigational access: 

• Small tour boats for recreational cruises and fishing.  See Photo 17. 
• Slips for temporary mooring of small pleasure craft.  Various sources reported 

that varying tidal, weather and wave conditions make this mooring hazardous, 
and there were no boats docked in these day-use slips on the day of the site 
visit.  See Photo 18. 

• Occasional mooring of historic ships such as the HMS Bounty. 
 
 
 
In addition, the City 
stated that they were 
interested in "water taxi" 
type moorings for 
transportation 
connections within St. 
Petersburg Harbor.  
Buro Happold requested 
from the City a data list 
of vessel types currently 
mooring at the Pier, 
along with any desired 
future uses.  See Photo 
19. 
 
 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
  
 
 
 

 
Photo 17:  Small tour boat for recreational cruises docking at Pier 
 

 
Photo 18:  Recreational tour boat for recreational boats docking at 
Pier 
 



6.  Navigational Safety 
While the Pier is located a significant distance from the Tampa Bay navigable channel, 
as defined by the US Coast Guard charts, it is located between two active marinas and 
in an area of considerable recreational boating.  As such, a discussion should ensue 
concerning whether aids to navigation are appropriate.  In addition, the Pier is located 
within a flyway to a small airport to the southwest of the Pier, and aviation lighting will 
most likely be needed atop the proposed canopy.  See Photo 19. 
 

 
 
Photo 19: Due to height of Inverted Pyramid Building at east end of Pier, aviation 
lighting is necessary 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Meeting with City Engineers 6/28 
A meeting was held at the Municipal Services Building with City Personnel and Moffatt 
& Nichol to discuss the project.  In attendance were: 
 
City of St. Petersburg Engineering Department  Michael Connors 

Thomas Gibson 
Raul Quintana 

        Fred Dargahi 
        Richard Herrmann 
 
Moffatt & Nichol      Jeffrey Malyszek 

Mike Herrman 
 
The City Expressed concerns about the following aspects of the design of the new 
"Lens" Pier: 
1.  Navigational Access:  The City is interested in increasing regional boat traffic to the 
facility by enhancing and making safer the mooring provisions of the new Pier.  The City 
requested a Team visit to the "Bay Borough Marina" where they had observed efficient 
structural construction and a wave dissipater. 
 
2.  Pier Structure:  The deck must be durable and be able to carry the loads required 
by emergency and maintenance vehicles.  The City suggested that an AASHTO H-20 
load be applied to Pier structures, but Buro Happold stated that such load criteria could 
lead to a very expensive structure, and recommend that a conversation be initiated with 
emergency responders and maintenance personnel to define the access parameters 
needed.   
 
3.  Canopy Structure:  The canopy structure must be durable as well, and resist uplift 
due to wind, wave forces at the base, the saline environment of the bay, and the intense 
UV exposure at this location.  Such details as reinforcing bar cover and cathodic 
protection must be thoroughly vetted.  Algae infestation and other weathering factors 
may change the "look" of the structure over time. 
 
4.  Elevations:  Various criteria will affect the finished elevations of Pier elements.  
These include FEMA 100-year flood plains, and a local ordinance that lowest horizontal 
members must be at least 1.0' above the Base Flood Elevation (BFE).  The City will 
provide that elevation.  The City also stated that the project shall be progressed in St. 
Petersburg City Datum, where elevation 97.0' is mean sea level.   
 
5.  Geotechnical Information:  The City had replaced 120' of the old Pier about 10 
years ago, using 16" diameter piles driven 60' into sandy soils.  They did state that it 
took a few days for piles to achieve maximum capacity since, they said, they were 
friction piles and the soil needed to settle around the piles to achieve the required 
friction.  Buro Happold requested that any existing boring or pile driving records be 
forwarded to the design team. 
 
Buro Happold stated that since the new structure will be narrower than the existing, that 
batter piles might be needed to resist lateral forces, since we will not have a multiplicity 
of vertical piles to generate lateral resistance.  
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Meeting Minutes (Rev 01) 
 

project The New St. Petersburg Pier 

subject Conceptual Fire Safety Strategy Presentation 

date 26 September 2012 

time 10am – 12pm 

place St. Petersburg City Council Offices 

present Chris Ballestra – St. Petersburg, City Development Administration 
J. Raul Quintana ) St. Petersburg, Engineering & Capital Improvements 
Bryan Eichler – St. Petersburg, Engineering & Capital Improvements 
Donald L Tyre – St. Petersburg, Construction Services and Permitting (DT) 
Rick Dunn ) St. Petersburg, Construction Services and Permitting 
Robert Bassett – St. Petersburg, Fire & Rescue (RB) 
Phil Guglietti ) St. Petersburg, Fire & Rescue 
Tom Gibson – St. Petersburg Engineering  (TG) 
Mike Conners – St. Petersburg Engineering   
Lisa Wannemacher – Wannemacher Jensen Architects Inc. (LW) 
Carl Keogh – Buro Happold (CK) 

distribution Above + St. Petersburg Pier Design Team 

 
The following meeting minutes represent the items discussed by the team above as a consequence of the fire 
strategy presentation given by Buro Happold. For all items within the presentation not mentioned below, the 
team made no comment and it is assumed that these represent an acceptable concept to pursue as part of 
the piers developing design criteria. 
 

Item  Action 

1.0 The proposal for a dry pipe standpipe system for the pier was queried by RB. He expressed 
concern that as a consequence of the length of the system (and the pressure losses this creates) it 
may take an extended period of time to charge the fire main and that the pressure achieved at the 
most remote outlets may be insufficient for fire)fighting. Of particular concern was the pressure & 
flow achievable at the outlets within the direct vicinity of the marina. RB stated that boat fires are 
not an uncommon occurrence and require the use of foam for effective fire)fighting which requires 
a specific minimum flow and pressure to be provided (RB to provide data for this). CK accepted 
RB’s concerns and stated that the team would examine the issues to establish the viability of the 
dry standpipe system. If sufficient flow and pressure was not achievable then an extension to the 
existing municipal hydrant system running out to the pier down 2nd Ave would be considered. In 
such an instance a hydrant within close proximity of the marina would be advantageous.  
 

RB & 
Buro 

Happold 

2.0 RB stated that while they have a fire boat, it was not capable of fire)fighting and should not be 
considered as part of the piers fire strategy. 
 

Note 

3.0 RB & DT accepted that code did not require sprinkler protection for the buildings on the pier under 
500ft

2
. They did however request that the team consider sprinkler protection to all enclosed 

buildings (irrespective of their size) as a consequence of vehicular access being limited to selected 
Fire Dept. appliances. An NFPA compliant sprinkler system, fed from the pier’s domestic water 
supply system, would be considered acceptable to the Fire Dept./City. 
 

Buro 
Happold 

4.0 Fire vehicle access along the pier was discussed and RB accepted that vehicles opposing the flow 
of evacuees would occur in an emergency situation. In instances when the maximum occupancy 
were present (NYE/4 July etc.) it was accepted that specific event management would be 
employed (to a greater extent than in normal day operation) and that the team would engage the 
Cities Risk Management Department to progress these discussions that will feed into the piers 
overall management strategy. Tom Gibson to contact Risk Management. 
 

Design 
Team 
& TG 

5.0 As part of the pier’s egress analysis, a ‘time line’ establishing the pre)determined attendance times 
of the Fire Depts. response would be included. RB stated that the Dept. can provide all information 
required by CK in order to complete this portion of the analysis. 
 

RB & 
Buro 

Happold 



6.0 RB initially expressed concern regarding the elevated platforms at the end of the promontory and 
stated that elevated hose)streams and/or rescue may be required in this location. LW explained 
that the piers canopy would block any ladder access to the elevated platforms from the pier deck 
and that all platforms were provided with both an access stair and accessible ramp. RB accepted 
that as a consequence of this, ladder access to these platforms (for either rescue or fire)fighting) 
seemed unnecessary. For information purposes, LW to provide RB with section through pier 
indicating indicative heights of observation platforms. 
 

Design 
Team 

7.0 RB stated that the minimum Fire Dept. vehicle attendance at any incident on the pier would be 2 
large appliances and 1 or 2 smaller accessory vehicles (although anything up to a maximum of 7 
appliances may be deployed). The largest of these appliances would be a maximum of 47,000Ibs 
with a 55ft reach ladder. The current 50,000Ib weight limit design was therefore seen as acceptable 
to the Fire Dept. 
 

Note 

8.0 DT queried if the egress analysis would also examine the time taken for an EMS vehicle to attend 
to a non)fire incident on the pier (eg. somebody suffering a heart attack etc.) during maximum pier 
occupation. CK stated that this was not currently being specifically assessed however the final 
results of the egress model could give a ‘sense’ of what this time might be. It was however 
concluded that such instances require to be addressed as part of the piers overall management 
strategy and that this discussion will be initiated at the appropriate time with City Risk 
Management.  
 

Design 
Team 

9.0 Summary of Next Steps 

• Completion the Action Items 

• Production of Fire Safety Design Criteria 

• Follow)up presentations of interim and final modeling results 
 

 

 POST MEETING NOTE 
The exit capacity provisions noted within the presentation for smoke protected assembly seating 
(0.1” per person) can be modified to 0.06” per person (FBC – 1028.6.3) for ‘outdoor’ smoke 
protected assembly seating. This approach increases the exit capacity provided and is to be 
adopted within the subsequent egress analysis. 
 

 

The minutes detailed herein reflect Buro Happold’s recollection of the discussions held during the meeting detailed above. If you feel that these 
minutes are inaccurate; proposed additions, corrections and/or comments must be submitted to Buro Happold in writing within five working days of 
the date of these minutes. If no written responses are received within this period, these minutes will be deemed the official record of the meeting. 
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Meeting Minutes (Rev 01) 
 

project The New St. Petersburg Pier 

subject Conceptual Fire Safety Strategy Presentation 

date 26 September 2012 

time 10am – 12pm 

place St. Petersburg City Council Offices 

present Chris Ballestra – St. Petersburg, City Development Administration 
J. Raul Quintana ) St. Petersburg, Engineering & Capital Improvements 
Bryan Eichler – St. Petersburg, Engineering & Capital Improvements 
Donald L Tyre – St. Petersburg, Construction Services and Permitting (DT) 
Rick Dunn ) St. Petersburg, Construction Services and Permitting 
Robert Bassett – St. Petersburg, Fire & Rescue (RB) 
Phil Guglietti ) St. Petersburg, Fire & Rescue 
Tom Gibson – St. Petersburg Engineering  (TG) 
Mike Conners – St. Petersburg Engineering   
Lisa Wannemacher – Wannemacher Jensen Architects Inc. (LW) 
Carl Keogh – Buro Happold (CK) 

distribution Above + St. Petersburg Pier Design Team 

 
The following meeting minutes represent the items discussed by the team above as a consequence of the fire 
strategy presentation given by Buro Happold. For all items within the presentation not mentioned below, the 
team made no comment and it is assumed that these represent an acceptable concept to pursue as part of 
the piers developing design criteria. 
 

Item  Action 

1.0 The proposal for a dry pipe standpipe system for the pier was queried by RB. He expressed 
concern that as a consequence of the length of the system (and the pressure losses this creates) it 
may take an extended period of time to charge the fire main and that the pressure achieved at the 
most remote outlets may be insufficient for fire)fighting. Of particular concern was the pressure & 
flow achievable at the outlets within the direct vicinity of the marina. RB stated that boat fires are 
not an uncommon occurrence and require the use of foam for effective fire)fighting which requires 
a specific minimum flow and pressure to be provided (RB to provide data for this). CK accepted 
RB’s concerns and stated that the team would examine the issues to establish the viability of the 
dry standpipe system. If sufficient flow and pressure was not achievable then an extension to the 
existing municipal hydrant system running out to the pier down 2nd Ave would be considered. In 
such an instance a hydrant within close proximity of the marina would be advantageous.  
 

RB & 
Buro 

Happold 

2.0 RB stated that while they have a fire boat, it was not capable of fire)fighting and should not be 
considered as part of the piers fire strategy. 
 

Note 

3.0 RB & DT accepted that code did not require sprinkler protection for the buildings on the pier under 
500ft

2
. They did however request that the team consider sprinkler protection to all enclosed 

buildings (irrespective of their size) as a consequence of vehicular access being limited to selected 
Fire Dept. appliances. An NFPA compliant sprinkler system, fed from the pier’s domestic water 
supply system, would be considered acceptable to the Fire Dept./City. 
 

Buro 
Happold 

4.0 Fire vehicle access along the pier was discussed and RB accepted that vehicles opposing the flow 
of evacuees would occur in an emergency situation. In instances when the maximum occupancy 
were present (NYE/4 July etc.) it was accepted that specific event management would be 
employed (to a greater extent than in normal day operation) and that the team would engage the 
Cities Risk Management Department to progress these discussions that will feed into the piers 
overall management strategy. Tom Gibson to contact Risk Management. 
 

Design 
Team 
& TG 

5.0 As part of the pier’s egress analysis, a ‘time line’ establishing the pre)determined attendance times 
of the Fire Depts. response would be included. RB stated that the Dept. can provide all information 
required by CK in order to complete this portion of the analysis. 
 

RB & 
Buro 

Happold 



6.0 RB initially expressed concern regarding the elevated platforms at the end of the promontory and 
stated that elevated hose)streams and/or rescue may be required in this location. LW explained 
that the piers canopy would block any ladder access to the elevated platforms from the pier deck 
and that all platforms were provided with both an access stair and accessible ramp. RB accepted 
that as a consequence of this, ladder access to these platforms (for either rescue or fire)fighting) 
seemed unnecessary. For information purposes, LW to provide RB with section through pier 
indicating indicative heights of observation platforms. 
 

Design 
Team 

7.0 RB stated that the minimum Fire Dept. vehicle attendance at any incident on the pier would be 2 
large appliances and 1 or 2 smaller accessory vehicles (although anything up to a maximum of 7 
appliances may be deployed). The largest of these appliances would be a maximum of 47,000Ibs 
with a 55ft reach ladder. The current 50,000Ib weight limit design was therefore seen as acceptable 
to the Fire Dept. 
 

Note 

8.0 DT queried if the egress analysis would also examine the time taken for an EMS vehicle to attend 
to a non)fire incident on the pier (eg. somebody suffering a heart attack etc.) during maximum pier 
occupation. CK stated that this was not currently being specifically assessed however the final 
results of the egress model could give a ‘sense’ of what this time might be. It was however 
concluded that such instances require to be addressed as part of the piers overall management 
strategy and that this discussion will be initiated at the appropriate time with City Risk 
Management.  
 

Design 
Team 

9.0 Summary of Next Steps 

• Completion the Action Items 

• Production of Fire Safety Design Criteria 

• Follow)up presentations of interim and final modeling results 
 

 

 POST MEETING NOTE 
The exit capacity provisions noted within the presentation for smoke protected assembly seating 
(0.1” per person) can be modified to 0.06” per person (FBC – 1028.6.3) for ‘outdoor’ smoke 
protected assembly seating. This approach increases the exit capacity provided and is to be 
adopted within the subsequent egress analysis. 
 

 

The minutes detailed herein reflect Buro Happold’s recollection of the discussions held during the meeting detailed above. If you feel that these 
minutes are inaccurate; proposed additions, corrections and/or comments must be submitted to Buro Happold in writing within five working days of 
the date of these minutes. If no written responses are received within this period, these minutes will be deemed the official record of the meeting. 
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Minutes of Meeting 
 

Project Name: St. Petersburg Pier 
Project No.: 111367 
Meeting Date: June 27, 2012 
Meeting Location: St. Petersburg Pier – 800 2nd Ave. Northeast, St. Petersburg, FL 33701 
Meeting No.: 2 
Meeting Purpose: To discuss the project and to ascertain general site conditions. 
Start Time: 11:00 AM 
Report Date: June 28, 2012 
Signed: Andrew Habel, P.E. 
  

 
Attending: (copies to all) 

Name Organization Tel No E-Mail 
Neil Porto Buro Happold 212-334-2025 neil.porto@burohappold.com 
Peter Peterson* Applied Technology & Management 321-403-2163 ppeterson@appliedtm.com 
Michael Herrman* Moffatt & Nichol 813-258-8818 mherrman@moffattnichol.com 
Raul Quintana* City of St. Petersburg   
Richard Herrmann II* City of St. Petersburg 727-893-7852 rick.herrmann@st.pete.org 
Fred Dargahi* City of St. Petersburg 727-893-7852 fred.dargahi@st.pete.org 
Andrew Habel McLaren Engineering Group 845-353-6400 ahabel@mgmclaren.com 
    
* Not copied    
Copy Also:     
Malcolm McLaren McLaren Engineering Group 845-353-6400 mmclaren@mgmclaren.com 
Stephen Frech McLaren Engineering Group 845-353-6400 sfrech@mgmclaren.com 
Todd Manson McLaren Engineering Group 845-353-6400 tmanson@mgmclaren.com 
 
Item Description 

 
Items From Meeting No. 2   

 

Action 

2.1 The pier was built circa 1920.  A concrete bulkhead exists at the shoreline at the northern 
edge of the pier and under the pier at bent 21.  The bulkhead is tied into the concrete piles 
at bent 21, but does not support vertical load.  The bulkhead was added some time after 
the initial construction of the pier in an effort to protect the piles landward of bent 21 and 
to prevent erosion.  The inverted pyramid building at the end of the pier was added in 
1973 and houses several restaurants, retail stores, and an aquarium. 

 

   
2.2 Some doubt was present among the group as to whether the bent 21 piles would be able 

to be cut off above the bulkhead and a new cap poured on top of the piles and wall.  A 
new sheetpile wall with a concrete cap was suggested to replace the bulkhead at bent 21. 
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2.3 The City of St. Petersburg engineering department follows a regular inspection and repair 
schedule for the existing pier.  Per Fred Dargahi, recent repairs to the pier include 
shotcrete repairs to the piles, pile caps, and decking underside in August of 2011.  A new 
slab (Picture 16 and 17) was also recently poured over the northeastern corner of the 
bulkhead to prevent backfill from washing through the seawall.  

 

   
2.4 Buro Happold (BH) is a sub to Michael Maltzan Architects (MMA).  McLaren Engineering 

Group (MEG) and Applied Technology & Management (ATM) are subs to Buro Happold.  
Moffatt & Nichol (M&N) is a sub to the City of St. Petersburg.  Buro Happold will design 
the pier.  Per Neil Porto, the New York office will design the lower portion of the pier and 
the Los Angeles office will design the pier’s upper structure with the lens.  McLaren 
Engineering Group will design the piles and pile caps for the pier.  Applied Technology & 
Management will design the marina and any wave attenuation structures for the marina 
and for the marine garden if required.  Moffatt & Nichol is providing a demolition plan for 
the existing pier and is handling the permitting for the project. 

 

   
2.5 ATM expects a floating pier system will be adequate for the marina, but that wave 

attenuation will need to be provided to protect the marina.  A gap will be provided under 
the wave attenuation sheet piling to allow for manatee travel.  Secondary wave attenuation 
might also be required to protect the marine garden if required by the marine biologist. 

 

   
2.6 M&N is getting a hydrographic survey in support of the development of the demolition 

plan.  The report from the hydrographic survey should be available either on 6/28 or 6/29. 
 Per Mike Herrman’s field measurement with a walking tape measure, the existing pier is 
approximately 1300 ft from the bent 21 bulkhead to the east end of the pier. 

 

    

2.7 Brian Hill is the facilities supervisor for the pier and his cell phone number is (813) 720-
3469.  Brian can be contacted for access to restricted areas and is a good resource for 
questions on the typical use of the pier and for questions regarding existing utilities.  Per 
Brian, an 8” diameter domestic water/fire line supplies the pier.  The domestic water line 
reduces to 4” diameter at entry into the existing building.  There are two 4” diameter 
electrical conduits supplying the pier.  One conduit acts as a backup to the other conduit.  
Progress Energy can be contacted to determine the capacity of the electrical lines.  Sanitary 
utilities consist of a sanitary lift station located on the south side of the pier.  Water 
resources with the city can be contacted to determine the capacity of the lift station. 

 

   

2.8 The city understands that most of the existing piles will not be reused with the current new 
pier concept.  BH, MEG, and M&N discouraged the reuse of any of the piles for the new 
pier.  Raul Quintana said that the city has experienced a lot of public opposition to the 
new pier concept.  The current pier allows patrons to drive to the pier’s end, valet their 
car, eat and shop in air conditioning, and then drive off of the pier.  Per Raul, the new 
conceptual pier would have people walk to and from the end of the pier, have no 
opportunity to get out of the heat, and have nothing to do when they arrive at the end of 
the pier.  Raul said that the city is still in discussions with MMA on the appearance and 
function of the pier’s final design. 

 

   

2.9 Whatever the design, Raul stated that the pier needs emergency/fire access.  He also said  
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that the city did not to want to lose the ability to moore somewhat larger vessels to the pier 
from time to time.  As an example, the HMS Bounty has been moored to the existing pier 
in the past.  Regarding the marina, marine traffic is purported to be transient; i.e. marina-
based day-traffic and maybe a tourist-taxi vessel.  No overnight mooring is to be allowed.  
Some fendering will be required to protect the pier from vessel impact. 

   
2.10 An 8.5”x11” hard copy of the attached plan titled “Pier Structural Elements Plan View” was 

provided at the meeting by Rick Herrmann. 
 

 
 
The preceding minutes have been developed for the referenced meeting.  Please advise the author of any corrections or 
omissions within five days.  If no such notification is received, the minutes will be understood to be complete and 
accurate.  If notification is received within five days, it will be reviewed and revised minutes will be transmitted to 
original recipients of the minutes. 
 
p:\mgm-nyoffice\proj111\111367 - st. petersburg pier\5. project mgmt (sched,mtg minutes,agendas,qc)\meeting minutes\minutes02 - 
2012-06-27.doc 
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1509 W. Swann Avenue, Suite 225
Tampa, FL  33606 
 
(813) 258-8818  Fax (813) 258-8525 
www.moffattnichol.com 

 
August 29, 2012 
 
Al Gagne 
Natural Resource Management Bureau Chief 
Southwest Florida Water Management District 
7601 Hwy 301 North 
Tampa, Florida  33637-6759 
 
Dear Mr. Gagne: 
 
Attached please find the Environmental Resources Permit Application for demolition of the existing and 
construction of the new City of St. Petersburg Pier.  Owned by the City of St. Petersburg, the existing pier 
and inverted pyramid building on the pier are a centerpiece of St. Petersburg’s downtown waterfront 
with five stories of shopping, dining, and entertainment. The City's Engineering Department determined 
the pilings and associated substructure of The Pier "approach", surrounding drive around The Pier, and 
under the first floor retail area on the pier have exceeded their useful design life and can no longer 
effectively be repaired.  
 
The City elected to commission the design of a new pier to replace the existing pier.  The proposed new 
pier, known as the “Lens” consists of a crossing loop pathway with a canopy providing shade to the pier 
walkways and visual interest from land and water.  The Lens also includes an integrated transient boat 
marina, habitat enhancement area (known as “the Reef”), and an observation and gathering 
promontory.  A new retail hub is located on land where the pier meets the upland. 
 
The construction of the Lens pier will result in a net environmental benefit compared to the existing 
pier.  The new pier shades 35% less bay bottom and the plan eliminates existing over water parking with 
only emergency vehicles and public “trams” for transporting visitors and provisions to and from the 
promontory permitted on the pier.  In addition, the number of support piles impacting the bay bottom 
will be reduced.   
 
Included with the ERP application is payment of $4,450 (check no. 669420 dated August 17, 2012) from 
the City of St. Petersburg.  Should you have any questions or comments, please don’t hesitate to contact 
me at 813-258-8818 or mherrman@moffattnichol.com.  
 
 
Sincerely, 

MOFFATT & NICHOL 
 
 
 
 
Michael N. Herrman, P.E. 
Senior Engineer
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New St. Petersburg Pier Project Narrative  
 

Introduction  
The City of St. Petersburg is applying for an environmental resource permit (ERP) to demolish the 
existing City of St. Petersburg Municipal Pier and construct a new Municipal Pier.  Owned by the City of 
St. Petersburg, the existing pier and inverted pyramid building on the pier are a centerpiece of St. 
Petersburg’s downtown waterfront with five stories of shopping, dining, and entertainment. The Pier 
also serves as a gathering place for events and activities, often features live music, has an observation 
deck for viewing the stars, and visitors fish and feed the pelicans. 

The piles and substructure supporting the existing pier approach and pier head were constructed in the 
1920’s while the inverted pyramid building was added in the 1970’s.  The City's Engineering Department 
has determined the pilings, superstructure, and substructure underneath The Pier "approach" (the 
bridge connecting the pier head and building to the mainland), surrounding drive around The Pier, and 
under the first floor retail area have exceeded their useful design life and can no longer effectively be 
repaired.  

The City elected to commission the design of a new pier to replace the existing pier.  The proposed new 
pier, known as the “Lens”, consists of a crossing loop pathway with a canopy providing shade to the pier 
walkways and visual interest from land and water.  The Lens also includes an integrated transient boat 
marina, reef habitat area, and an observation and gathering promontory.  A new retail hub is located on 
land where the pier meets the upland. 

The construction of the Lens design will result in a net environmental benefit compared to the existing 
pier.  The new pier shades 35% less bay bottom and the plan eliminates over water parking with only 
emergency vehicles and public “trams” for transporting visitors and provisions to and from the 
promontory permitted on the pier.  In addition, the number of support piles impacting the bay bottom 
will be reduced.   

Pier Demolition 
The existing pier structure will be demolished using land and water based construction equipment.  The 
surface structures - including the inverted pyramid, retail area, landscaping, pavers, and asphalt paving - 
will be removed and taken to approved landfills or recyclers.  The remaining steel reinforced concrete 
substructure, comprised of the pier deck, pile caps, and piles, will be taken to approved landfills or 
recyclers or will be used to construct a shoreline stabilization revetment at Albert Whitted Airport.   

Following deployment of turbidity barriers around the active construction area, the pier deck will be 
demolished or cut into smaller segments to be lifted off the pier using cranes located on the adjacent 
deck area or on barges.  The deck segments will be transported to the upland where they will be 
processed for disposal.  The connections between the pile caps and piles will be demolished or cut and 
the reinforcing bars cut to release the pile caps from the piles.  The pile caps will be transported to the 
upland for processing and disposal.  The majority of the piles supporting the existing pier will be cut off 
at an elevation 1 ft below the mudline.  Piles in the vicinity of the proposed marina will be extracted in 
their entirety and piles in the proposed habitat enhancement area will be cut off approximately at mean 
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lower low water elevation for reuse in supporting the habitat structure, or if determined to be 
unsuitable for re-use, will be cut off at an elevation 1 ft below the mudline.  Cut off piles will require 
localized disturbance of the bay bottom to provide access to the cut off elevation.  Piles to be fully 
extracted will utilize water and air jetting along the pile to release the pile from the bay bottom. 

Existing 20 ft by 20 ft concrete foundation caissons, supporting the inverted pyramid building and glass 
elevator structure, will be demolished using saw cutting or jack hammering to reduce the concrete to 
smaller pieces.  The pieces will be lifted onto trucks or barges and transported to an approved landfill or 
recycler or to the Albert Whitted Airport for shoreline stabilization.  The new pier design may reuse the 
caissons which may then require selective demolition of part of the structure using the same techniques 
described above or may result in no change to the structures. 

Albert Whitted Airport Shoreline Stabilization 
The eastern shoreline of the Albert Whitted Airport is comprised of approximately 2,500 linear feet of 
bulkhead.  The bulkhead is degraded with areas of wall collapse and significant loss of soil in several 
locations.   

Clean cementitious material from the demolition of the existing pier will be transported by truck or 
barge from the pier to the airport shoreline and used to construct a shoreline stabilization revetment.   
The concrete will be clean of asphalt and other materials found on the existing pier and will be 
processed into pieces ranging from 2 ft to 6 ft in the longest dimension.  Reinforcing steel will be cut off 
flush to the face of the concrete. 

With turbidity barriers in place, material will be dumped from the shoreline by trucks or will be removed 
by crane from barges.  Barges will be prohibited from anchoring or staging over the existing seagrass 
beds along the shoreline. 

The shoreline stabilization revetment extends approximately 32 feet from the existing shoreline and will 
impact approximately 1.8 acres of bay bottom.  The revetment toe will be located an average of 24 ft 
landward of existing seagrass beds.  The seagrass extends closer to shore along one stretch of shoreline 
resulting in the revetment toe covering less than 0.05 acres of existing seagrass. 

The Lens  
The overwater pier component of the Lens consists of a 3,000 ft long crossing-loop walkway.  The north 
and south legs of the loop meet offshore at a 19,800 square foot promontory.  The two sides of the loop 
include the “overwater drive” which is 1,625 ft long by 24 ft wide pier at elevation 9 ft above mean sea 
level (MSL), designed to accommodate emergency vehicle access.  The overwater drive starts on the 
north side of the existing pier, crossing to the south, and ending at the south side of the promontory at 
the seaward terminus.  The second half of the loop is a 1,260 ft long by 12 ft wide “overwater bridge” at 
elevation 26 ft above MSL.  The overwater bridge is designed for pedestrian loading only.  The loop and 
promontory conform to Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) access guidelines. 

The pier Promontory is supported by concrete piles and the existing concrete caissons.  The promontory 
acts as a gathering place for the public and is designed to allow emergency and public transport “tram” 
vehicle access including a vehicle turn around area.  The promontory deck elevation is approximately +9 
ft MSL and varies with elevations down to within 1 to 2 ft of mean higher high water. 
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The pier and promontory are partially covered by an 88,000 square foot concrete shade canopy that 
overlaps parts of the pier walkways and promontory.  The canopy ranges in height from 24 ft above MSL 
to 90 ft above MSL.  The canopy support structure includes an elevator to allow access to observation 
decks and walkways located at varying heights on the canopy structure. 

The lens also includes a 24 slip transient marina, which is four (4) slips less than the current number of 
transient slips at the pier.  The marina is designed to accommodate day use for boats from 25 to 40 ft 
LOA on floating concrete or metal frame docks – overnight docking will not be permitted.  The marina 
will provide opportunities for vendors to rent non-motorized craft including kayaks, paddleboards, and 
small sailboats.  The marina includes a fixed panel wave attenuator to the east to improve berthing 
conditions in the marina.  Bilge and sanitary pumpout facilities are located at the adjacent St. Petersburg 
Municipal Marina. 

The proposed habitat enhancement area, known as “the Reef,” is located within the loop of the Lens 
walkways.  The habitat consists of pile supported concrete structures with varying levels of planted 
media.  The habitat enhancement area is intended to provide an intertidal and underwater rocky habitat 
to attract marine life and birds.  The habitat is supported by reusing approximately 130 concrete piles 
from the existing pier or, if the piles are not suitable and are removed, installing approximately 130 new 
piles.   

The new pier will include enclosed space for food service counters, marina operations, restrooms, and 
elevators.  Retail space is located on land at the foot of the pier in the existing Pelican Municipal Parking 
Lot No 7.  Approximately 33,400 square feet (0.77 ac) of impervious roadway and parking area will be 
converted to permeable landscaped area. 

Water Quality Monitoring 
The active work areas will be encompassed by turbidity curtains to contain any turbidity generated 
during demolition or construction.  A 500 ft (150 meter) mixing zone will be established around the 
construction area.  Turbidity will be monitored daily by an independent 3rd party during construction 
activities.  Construction will be suspended when turbidity readings outside of the mixing zone exceed 1 
NTU above the background reading.  Construction will resume once readings are within the 1 NTU limit 
and the source of the elevated turbidity is rectified. 

Pier Structure Environmental Considerations 
The St. Petersburg Pier is located in the Pinellas Aquatic Preserve in Tampa Bay.  This area is designated 
as an Outstanding Florida Water (OFW).  The City of St. Petersburg owns the submerged lands around 
and under the existing and proposed pier (see Appendix 9). 

Shading 
The existing pier shades approximately 230,000 square feet of bay bottom.  The existing structure is a 
minimum of 100 ft wide up to 300 ft wide with a structure bottom elevation of approximately 5 ft above 
MSL.  The proposed pier reduces overwater shading by 43%, shading approximately 131,300 square feet 
of bay bottom.  The pier width ranges from 12 to 24 feet.  The 12 foot wide overwater bridge portion of 
the pier has a bottom structure elevation of approximately +22 ft above MSL and is not expected to 
permanently shade bay bottom. 
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Number of Piles 
The existing pier has approximately 1,500 piles supporting the pier approach, pier head, and boat docks.  
The inverted pyramid and glass elevator are supported by five (5) concrete caissons that are 20 ft 
square.  The proposed pier has approximately 950 piles associated with the piers, canopy, marina wave 
attenuator, and marina floating docks.  The proposed reef habitat enhancement feature includes 
potentially reusing and additional 130 existing piles or installing new piles to support the reef 
infrastructure. 

Seagrass 
Existing seagrass beds are located near the shoreline in water depths ranging from 4 to 9 feet.  No 
seagrass was identified in the 100 ft wide area where the existing pier crosses these depths.  
Construction barges will be prohibited from working or anchoring within 20 ft of the existing seagrass 
beds.   

The new pier includes three structures crossing the seagrass habitat area including a 24ft wide 
“overwater drive” with deck at elevation +9 ft above MSL and two 12 ft wide “walking piers” with deck 
elevation at +26 ft above MSL.  These piers shade approximately 0.05 acres of existing seagrass.  The 
two “walking piers” will result in no permanent shading impact on seagrass due to their narrow width 
and high elevation above the water surface.  The “overwater drive” will also allow some sunlight 
penetration.  The new pier results in a net benefit to seagrass by reducing shading by more than 75% 
within seagrass areas. 

Essential Fish Habitat 
Essential fish habitat in the pier area is generally comprised of construction debris that has fallen off the 
pier over time.  This material will be left in place where possible.  In addition, new fish habitat will be 
created along the Albert Whitted Airport shoreline should the City elect to place cementitious material 
from the existing pier at the Airport shoreline rather than dispose of the material at a landfill or recycler. 

Endangered Species 
Manatee and small toothed sawfish may be found in the project area; although this area is not design.  
No endangered bird species habitat has been observed in the project area.  Construction is expected to 
conform to standard manatee construction guidelines including slow speed waterborne equipment, 
observing for the presence of manatees, and ceasing work when a manatee is present.   

The existing pier offers recreational fishing and provides 24 transient boat slips.  The new pier will also 
include fishing and boating and the number of slips in the proposed transient marina is unchanged from 
the existing slips at the pier.  As such, there is no expected increase in impacts to endangered species 
due to the proposed construction activities. 

Stormwater 
On the existing pier and pier approach, approximately 100,000 sf of roadway is graded to funnel storm 
water into grates along the Pier roadway gutter where the stormwater discharges directly into the bay 
without retention or treatment.  There are 10 stormwater grates on the pier head, and 18 grates on the 
pier approach.  
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On the new pier, the overwater area will generate less stormwater pollutant loading compared to the 
existing pier due to the elimination of passenger vehicle traffic and parking areas and overall reduced 
pier size.  The proposed stormwater drainage for the overwater pier elements including walkways, 
canopy, and promontory will continue to drain directly into the bay via sheet flow or gratings inset into 
the pier deck; however, there will be less contributing area and almost no vehicular loadings associated 
with this runoff.   

On the adjacent upland areas, the existing stormwater collection and discharge system will be 
maintained where possible.  In areas where new construction changes curb lines or grades, or interferes 
with existing drainage structures, modifications will be made to the existing system to accommodate the 
new site features.  The new retail area will be constructed over existing parking spaces, reducing parking 
capacity by 120 vehicles and reducing the associated pollutant loading to the stormwater.   

During construction, a detailed storm water management plan will be implemented incorporating Best 
Practices including silt fencing and filter media for storm drains for maintaining quality of the storm 
water effluent reaching the bay.   

Water Dependent Use 
The existing pier includes retail spaces for souvenir shops, bait and tackle, clothing, and restaurants.  
Most of the existing retail will be relocated from the pier to the landside.  Enclosed spaces remaining on 
the pier are water dependent uses including food service areas for visitors to the pier, restrooms, 
elevators and utility rooms, and management service offices for the marina. 

Mitigation 
The new pier footprint and design features result in a net environmental benefit.  Environmental 
benefits include reduced pollutant loading from vehicles by eliminating passenger vehicle access on the 
new pier, reduced overwater footprint to reduce bay bottom shading including 52% reduction in shading 
in seagrass habitat areas, and a reduced number of piles impacting the bay bottom.  The new pier has 
approximately 70% the number of support piles compared to the existing pier.  The shoreline revetment 
at the Albert Whitted Airport stabilizes the existing shoreline/seawall and will reduce sediment runoff 
from the upland during storm events and provide additional essential fish habitat in the form of 
barnacles and other encrusting organisms. 

Approximately 0.05 acres of seagrass impacted by shading from the new pier and the less than 0.05 
acres of seagrass impacted by the revetment at the Albert Whitted Airport shoreline will be mitigated by 
the natural recolonization of approximately 0.25 acres of seagrass habitat currently shaded by the 
existing pier following pier demolition. 

Marina Environmental Considerations 
The existing pier boat slips support docking of up to 28 transient boats.  The proposed pier includes a 
transient marina that supports 24 boats, reducing the potential pollutant loading and providing a net 
benefit to the environment.  The docks include concrete or metal framed floating docks held in place by 
concrete or steel pipe piles.  Fender piles made of pressure treated timber will be placed between slips. 
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Existing water depths in the vicinity of the marina range from 10 to 12 ft NAVD (8.9 to 10.9 ft MLW).  
Boats using the marina are expected to have drafts ranging from 3 to 5 feet.  Large, deep-drafted 
sailboats are not expected in the marina due to height restrictions at the marina entrance. 

Wave protection for the marina consists of a concrete fixed panel wave attenuator supported by piles.  
The panel extends approximately 3 feet into the water column leaving a minimum of 6 feet clearance 
below the panel at low water elevation, allowing water circulation and fish passage.  The attenuator is 
oriented to block waves approaching from the east.  The marina floating docks provide some wave 
attenuation from waves from the north, west, and south directions. 

Analysis of marina flushing shows that tidal circulation in the proposed transient marina reduces a 
conservative tracer to less than 10% residual concentration in 0.17 to 0.45 days, meeting the state 
guideline of 10% residual concentration after 96 hours (see Appendix 10 – Marina Hydrodynamics and 
Flushing Study). 

Habitat Enhancement Area Environmental Considerations 
The planned habitat enhancement area or “reef,” located in 12 to 14 foot water depths, consists of 
concrete reef structures mounted to the top of piles.  The reef structures are located in the intertidal 
zone and are intended to provide habitat for fish and birds.  The reef offers potential educational 
opportunities including educational signs and docent or teacher presentations. 

The habitat enhancement area will be constructed of concrete designed to accommodate underwater 
habitat development.  The piles supporting the reef structure will be spaced 10 to 20 feet apart and will 
not measureably inhibit flow through the area.  As such, this feature is not expected to result in adverse 
impacts to the environment and may provide a net benefit to the environment by creating fish habitat 
and promoting reef development. 

Construction Methodologies 
Demolition shall be performed by sawcutting, shearing, and jack hammering existing concrete using land 
and water based equipment.  Turbidity barriers will surround the active demolition areas and water 
quality will be sampled for turbidity.  Markers will be placed at the perimeter of the existing seagrass 
beds to prevent construction equipment from entering the seagrass area.   

Concrete piles identified to be fully removed may require water and air jetting to remove the piles from 
the bay bottom sediments.  Turbidity within the curtained area due to jetting will be measured and the 
barriers will be left in place until turbidity returns to background levels.   

Concrete will be processed for size and to remove exposed reinforcing steel bars.  Concrete will be 
hauled to the disposal location using barges or trucks.  Following demolition the bay bottom will be 
surveyed and divers will recover any demolition debris that has fallen to the bay bottom. 

The shoreline revetment at Albert Whitted Airport will be constructed by directly placing concrete 
material taken from the existing pier substructure into place by dumping from a truck or pushing into 
place via dozer and/or excavator bucket.  Dust and small debris will not be permitted at the revetment 
and will be taken to an approved landfill or recycler. 

The new pier will be constructed using land based equipment staged from the existing pier (prior to pier 
demolition) or using water based equipment.  Turbidity barriers will surround the active demolition 
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areas and water quality will be sampled for turbidity.  Pre-cast concrete and/or steel pipe piles will be 
driven using impact or vibratory hammers or by water and air jetting into place.  Pier decks, the 
promontory, the concrete canopy, and reef structure will be constructed using pre-cast and/or cast in 
place concrete.   

Upland construction will begin following installation of silt fencing around the construction area and 
filter media installed at storm drain inlets.  Exposed soil will be landscaped or planted with grass prior to 
removal of silt fencing. 



  

 

 
ENVIRONMENTAL RESOURCE PERMIT APPLICATION  
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FOR AGENCY USE ONLY 
 
ACOE Application # _____________________________ DEP/WMD Application #____________________________ 
Date Received _________________________________ Date Received  ___________________________________ 
Proposed Project Latitude  ______° ______'______" Fee Received $___________________________________ 
Proposed Project Longitude ______°______'______" Fee Receipt #_____________________________________ 
 

SECTION A 
 
PART 1: 
Are any of the activities described in this application proposed to occur in, on or over wetlands or other 
surface waters?       yes     no 
Is this application being filed by or on behalf of an entity eligible for a fee reduction?   yes     no 
 
PART 2: 
A. Type of Environmental Resource Permit requested (check at least one) 
 Noticed General - include information requested in Section B. 
 Standard General (single family dwelling) - include information requested in Sections C and D. 
 Standard General (all other projects) - include information requested in Sections C and E. 
 Standard General (minor systems) - include information requested in Sections C and H.  
 Standard General (borrow pits) - include information requested in Sections C and I. 
 Individual (single family dwelling) - include information requested in Sections C and D. 
 Individual (all other projects) - include information requested in Sections C and E. 
 Individual (borrow pits) - include information requested in Sections C and I. 
 Conceptual - include information requested in Sections C and E. 
 Mitigation Bank (construction) - include information requested in Section C and F. 

(If the proposed mitigation bank involves the construction of a surface water management system 
requiring another permit listed above, check the appropriate box and submit the information 
requested by the applicable section.) 

 Mitigation Bank (conceptual) - include information requested in Section C and F. 
B. Type of activity for which you are applying (check at least one) 
 Construction or operation of a new system, including dredging or filling in, on or over wetlands and 

other surface waters.  (If reapplying for an expired, denied or withdrawn permit/application, please 
provide previous permit #____________________.) 

 Alteration or operation of an existing system which was not previously permitted by SWFWMD or 
DEP. 

 Modification of a system previously permitted by SWFWMD or DEP.  Provide previous permit 
#____________________ and check applicable modification type. 
 Alteration of a system    Extension of permit duration    Abandonment of a system 
 Construction of additional phases of a system    Removal of a system  

C.  Are you requesting authorization to use State owned Submerged Lands?   yes   no  
If yes, include the information requested in Section G. 

D. For activities in, on or over wetlands or other surface waters, check type of federal dredge 
and fill permit requested: 
 Individual    Programmatic General    General    Nationwide    Not applicable 

E. Are you claiming to qualify for an exemption?   yes    no  
If yes, provide rule number if known: _________________. 
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PART 3: 
A. Owner(s) of Land 

 
 
B. Applicant (if other than owner) 

 
NAME 
 
 

 
NAME 

 
COMPANY AND TITLE 
 
 

 
COMPANY AND TITLE 

 
ADDRESS 
 
 

 
ADDRESS 

 
CITY, STATE, ZIP 
 
 

 
CITY, STATE, ZIP 

 
TELEPHONE (           ) 
FAX  (           ) 

 
TELEPHONE (          ) 
FAX  (          ) 

 
 
C. Agent Authorized to Secure Permit (if an agent 

is used) 

 
 
D. Consultant (if different from agent) 

 
NAME 
 
 

 
NAME 

 
COMPANY AND TITLE 
 
 

 
COMPANY AND TITLE 

 
ADDRESS 
 
 

 
ADDRESS 

 
CITY, STATE, ZIP 
 
 

 
CITY, STATE, ZIP 

 
 
TELEPHONE (           ) 
FAX  (           ) 

 
 
TELEPHONE (          ) 
FAX  (          ) 

 
PART 4:  Project Information 
A. Name of project, including phase if applicable:___________________________________________ 
B. Is this application for part of a multi-phase project?      yes      no 
C. Total applicant-owned area contiguous to the project:___________ acres 
D. Total project area for which a permit is sought:__________ acres 
E. Total impervious and semi-impervious area for which a permit is sought:_________ acres 
F. Total area (metric equivalent for federally funded projects) of work in, on or over wetlands or 
     other surface waters: _____acres or _____square feet (_____hectares or _____square meters) 
G. Total number of new boat slips proposed:__________ 
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PART 5:  Project Location (use additional sheets, if needed) 
County(ies) ________________________________________________________________________ 
Section(s) ________________________ Township _______________ Range _________________ 
Section(s) ________________________ Township _______________ Range _________________ 
Land Grant name, if applicable ______________________________________________________ 
Tax Parcel Identification Number ____________________________________________________ 
Street address, road, or other location ___________________________________________________ 
City, ZIP Code, if applicable ___________________________________________________________ 

 
PART 6:  Identity of Applicants  
Is the permit applicant one of the following (please check if applicable): 
_____  Florida corporation 

_____  Florida limited liability company 

_____  Florida limited partnership 

_____  Florida general partnership 

_____  Foreign corporation/partnership 

_____  Trust 
If so, please include with application documentation of status of applicant to legally operate in the 
State of Florida (e.g., copy of last corporate annual report submitted to the Florida Department of 
State). 

 
PART 7: Describe in General Terms the Proposed Project, System or Activity: 
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PART 8: 
A. If there have been any pre-application meetings for the proposed project, with regulatory staff, 

please list the date(s), location(s), and names of key staff and project representatives. 
Date(s)      Location(s)           Names 
____________ ________________________     ________________________________________ 
____________ ________________________ ________________________________________ 
____________ ________________________ ________________________________________ 
____________ ________________________ ________________________________________ 

B. If this project has been previously reviewed through the FDOT Efficient Transportation 
Decision Making (ETDM) process, provide the ETDM project review number(s) assigned by 
FDOT: 

_________________________________________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
C. Please identify by number any MSSW/WRM (dredge & fill)/ERP/ACOE permits or 

applications pending, issued or denied and any related enforcement actions at the 
proposed project site.  

 
Agency  Date  Number/ Type   Action Taken 

__________________ __________ _______________________ ____________________ 
__________________ __________ _______________________ ____________________ 
__________________ __________ _______________________ ____________________ 
__________________ __________ _______________________ ____________________ 

D. Note: The following information is required for projects proposed to occur in, on or over 
wetlands that need a federal dredge and fill permit and/or authorization to use state owned 
submerged lands.  Please provide the names, addresses and ZIP codes of property owners 
whose property directly adjoins the project (excluding applicant) and/or is located within a 500 
foot radius of the project boundary (for proprietary authorizations, if any). Please provide a 
drawing identifying each owner and adjoining property lines.  (Use additional sheets, if 
needed). 

1. _____________________________ 2. _________________________________ 
 

_____________________________  _________________________________ 
 

_____________________________  _________________________________ 
 

_____________________________  _________________________________ 
 
3. _____________________________ 4. _________________________________ 
 

_____________________________  _________________________________ 
 

_____________________________  _________________________________ 
 

_____________________________  _________________________________ 
 
5. _____________________________ 6. _________________________________ 
 

_____________________________  _________________________________ 
 

_____________________________  _________________________________ 
 

_____________________________  _________________________________ 

 
 
FORM 547.27/ERP (08/11)                                Section  A - Page 4 of 5                                              RULE 40D-4.101(1)(b), F.A.C.



 
PART 9: 
 
A. By signing this application form, I am applying, or I am applying on behalf of the owner or applicant, for the permit 

and/or proprietary authorizations identified above, according to the supporting data and other incidental information 
filed with this application.  I am familiar with the information contained in this application, and represent that such 
information is true complete and accurate.  I understand that knowingly making any false statement or representation 
in the application is a violation of Section 373.430, F.S. and 18 U.S.C. Section 1001.  I understand this is an 
application and not a permit and work prior to approval is a violation.  I understand that this application and any permit 
or proprietary authorization issued pursuant thereto, does not relieve me of any obligation for obtaining any other 
required federal, state, water management district or local permit prior to commencement of construction.  I agree, or I 
agree on behalf of the owner or applicant, to operate and maintain the permitted system unless the permitting agency 
authorizes transfer of the permit to a responsible operation entity. 

 
__________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
Typed/Printed Name of Owner, Applicant or Agent  Corporate Title, if applicable 
 
__________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
Signature of Owner, Applicant or Agent    Date 

 

B. AN AGENT MAY SIGN ABOVE ONLY IF THE FOLLOWING IS COMPLETED: 
I hereby designate and authorize the agent listed above to act on my behalf, or on behalf of my corporation, as the agent in the 
processing of this application for the permit and/or proprietary authorization indicated above; and to furnish, on request, 
supplemental information in support of the application.  In addition, I authorize the above-listed agent to bind me, or my 
corporation, to perform any requirement which may be necessary to procure the permit or authorization indicated above. 
 
__________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
Typed/Printed Name of Owner, Applicant or Agent  Corporate Title, if applicable 
 
__________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
Signature of Owner or Applicant    Date 

 

 

C. PERSON AUTHORIZING ACCESS TO THE PROPERTY MUST COMPLETE THE 
FOLLOWING: 

I either own the property described in this application or I have legal authority to allow access to the property, and I consent, after 
receiving prior notification, to any site visit on the property by agents or personnel from the Department of Environmental 
Protection, the Southwest Florida Water Management District and the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers necessary for the review 
and inspection of the proposed project specified in this application.  I authorize these agents or personnel to enter the property as 
many times as may be necessary to make such review and inspection. Further, I agree to provide entry to the project site for such 
agents or personnel to monitor authorized work if a permit is granted. 
 
__________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
Typed/Printed Name     Corporate Title, if applicable 
 
__________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
Signature      Date 

 

 

D. I certify that the engineering features of this surface water management system have been designed by me or under 
my responsible charge and in my professional opinion conform with sound engineering principles and all applicable 
rules and specifications.  I further agree that I or my engineering firm will furnish the applicant/ permittee with a set of 
guidelines and schedules for maintenance and operation of the surface water management system. 

 
 
By: ______________________________________  _________________________________________ 

Signature of Engineer of Record    Name (please type)                         FL P.E. No. 
 

● AFFIX SEAL ●                  _________________________________________ 
Company Name 
 

Date:  _____________________________   _________________________________________ 
Company Address 

 
Phone: (        )                                            _________________________________________ 

City, State, ZIP 
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 SECTION C 
 
 ENVIRONMENTAL RESOURCE PERMIT NOTICE OF RECEIPT OF APPLICATION 
 
This information is required in addition to that required in other sections of the application.  PLEASE SUBMIT 
ALL INFORMATION ON 8 1/2" BY 11" PAPER. 
 
Project Name: ____________________________________________________________________________ 
County:  _____________________________________________________________________________ 
Owner:  _____________________________________________________________________________ 
Applicant: _____________________________________________________________________________ 
Applicant Address:_________________________________________________________________________ 
 
1. Indicate the project boundaries on a USGS quadrangle map, reduced or enlarged as necessary to 

legibly show the entire project.  If not shown on the quadrangle map, provide a location map that 
shows a north arrow, a graphic scale, section(s), township(s), and range(s), and detail sufficient to 
allow a person unfamiliar with the site to find it. 

 
2. Provide the names of all wetland or other surface waters that would be dredged, filled, impounded, 

diverted, drained or would receive discharge (either directly or indirectly), or would otherwise be 
impacted by the proposed activity, and specify if they are in an Outstanding Florida Water or Aquatic 
Preserve: 

 
3. Attach a depiction (plan and section views), which clearly shows the works or other facilities proposed 

to be constructed.  The depiction must use a scale sufficient to show the location and type of works. 
 
4. Briefly describe the proposed project (such as "construct a deck with boat shelter," "replace two 

existing culverts," "construct surface water management system to serve 150 acre residential 
development"): 

 
5. Specify the acreage of wetlands or other surface waters, if any, that are proposed to be disturbed, 

filled, excavated, or otherwise impacted by the proposed activity: 
 
6. Provide a brief statement describing any proposed mitigation for impacts to wetlands and other 

surface waters: 
 
FOR AGENCY USE ONLY 

Application Name:  ____________________________________________________________________________________ 

Application Number: ___________________________________________________________________________________ 

Office where the application can be inspected: 

 

_____________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

 
NOTE TO NOTICE RECIPIENT: The information in this notice has been submitted by the applicant and has not been verified by the 
Southwest Florida Water Management District.  It may be subject to change prior to final agency action. 
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See Appendix 1
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Pinellas Aquatic Preserve in Tampa Bay,  Outstanding Florida Waters
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See Appendix 5 Sheet V-001
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Text Box
Demolish the existing St. Petersburg Municipal Pier and construct a new pier in the same location.
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Approximately 5.3 Acres
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Text Box
The project results in a net benefit to the environment.  No mitigation is proposed.
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 SECTION E 
 
 INFORMATION FOR STANDARD GENERAL OR INDIVIDUAL (INCLUDING 
 CONCEPTUAL) ENVIRONMENTAL RESOURCE PERMITS FOR PROJECTS NOT  
 RELATED TO A SINGLE FAMILY DWELLING UNIT 
 
The information requested below is for projects requiring either a standard general or individual environmental 
resource permit (ERP) not related to an individual, single family dwelling unit, duplex or quadruplex.  Certain 
categories of information requested may not be applicable to all applications.  In addition the level of detail 
required will vary depending on the nature and location of the site and the activity proposed.  Conceptual 
approvals generally do not require the same level of detail as a construction permit.  However, providing more 
detail will reduce the need for additional information being requested at a later date.  Please submit all 
information on paper no larger than 24" x 36". 
 
A. Site Information  

1. Provide a map(s) of the project area and vicinity delineating USDA/NRCS (a.k.a. SCS) soil types. 
 

2. Provide recent aerials, legible for photo interpretation with a scale of 1" = 400 ft, or more detailed, 
with project boundaries delineated on the aerial. 

 
3. Identify the seasonal high water or mean high tide elevation and normal pool or mean low tide 

elevation for each on-site wetland or surface water, including receiving waters into which runoff will 
be discharged.  Include date, datum, and method used to determine these elevations. 

 
4. Identify the wet season high water table at appropriate locations on the project site.  Include date, 

datum, and method used to determine these elevations. 
 
B. Environmental Considerations 

1. Provide results of any wildlife surveys that have been conducted on the site and any comments 
pertaining to the project from the Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission or the U.S. 
Fish and Wildlife Service (USF&W). 

 
2. Provide a description of how water quantity, quality, hydroperiod, and habitat will be maintained in 

on-site wetlands and other surface waters that will be preserved or remain undisturbed. 
 

3. Provide a narrative of any proposed mitigation plans, including purpose, maintenance, monitoring, 
and construction sequence and techniques, and estimated costs. 

 
4.  Describe how boundaries of wetlands or other surface waters were determined.  If there has been a 

 jurisdictional declaratory statement, a formal wetland determination, a formal determination, a 
 validated informal determination, or a revalidated jurisdictional determination, provide the identifying 
 number. 
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See Appendix 6 Environmental Survey Report prepared by Scheda Environmental Services
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See Project Narrative description of Construction Methodology and use of Turbidity Barriers.

mherrman
Text Box
No mitigation is proposed for this project.  See Project Narrative description of net environmental benefit.
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Text Box
The wetland boundary is defined by the existing seawall.  See Appendix 5 Permit Drawings and Appendix 8 Project Area Bathymetric and Topographic Survey by George F. Young.



 

5. Summarize impacts to wetlands and other surface waters: 
a. For all projects with wetlands or other surface waters on site, complete Tables 1, 2 and 3, as 

applicable; 
b. For docking facilities or other structures constructed over wetlands or other surface waters, 

complete Table 4; 
c. For shoreline stabilization projects, complete Table 5. 

 
C.  Plans 
 Provide clear, detailed plans for the proposed system which include specifications, plan, cross-section 
 and profile views of the proposed project.  The plans must be signed and sealed by an appropriate 
 registered professional as required by law.  These plans should show or include the following, as 
 applicable: 

1. Project and total land area boundaries, including distances and orientation from roads or other   
 landmarks. 

 
2. Existing land use, land cover, and on-site natural communities, including wetlands, other surface 

waters, aquatic communities, and uplands (acreage and percentages).  Use the USF&W Service's 
Classification of Wetlands and Deepwater Habitats of the United States for wetlands or other 
surface waters on the project site.  Assign each wetland or other surface water a unique 
identification number which is consistent in all exhibits. 

 
3. Existing topography extending at least 100 feet off site and includes adjacent wetlands and other 

surface waters.  All topography shall include the location and a description of known benchmarks, 
referenced to NGVD.  For systems waterward of mean high water (MHW) or seasonal high water, 
show water depths at mean low water (MLW) in tidal areas or normal pool in non-tidal areas.  For 
docking facilities show the location, depths and access to the nearest navigational channel. 
 

4. Floodplain boundary and approximate flooding elevations if the project is in the known floodplain of 
a stream or other water course.  Identify the 100-year flood elevation and floodplain boundary of 
any lake, stream or other watercourse located on or adjacent to the site. 

 
5. Boundaries of wetlands and other surface waters within the project area.  Distinguish those 

wetlands and other surface waters that have been delineated by any binding wetland determination. 
 

6. Proposed land use, land cover and natural communities, including wetlands, other surface waters, 
undisturbed uplands, aquatic communities, impervious and semi-impervious surfaces, and water 
management areas (acreage and percentages).  Use the same classification system and 
identification number used in C.2. above.  

 
7. Proposed impacts to wetlands and other surface waters. 

 
8. Locations of buffer zones abutting wetlands. 

 
9. Pre and post-development drainage patterns and basin boundaries.  Show the direction of flow, 

including any off-site runoff being routed through or around the system and connections between 
wetlands and other surface waters. 

 
10. Location of all water management areas with details of size, side slopes and design water depths. 

 
11. Location and details of all water control structures, control elevations, any seasonal water level 

regulation schedules and the location and description of benchmarks (minimum of one benchmark 
per structure). 
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See Appendix 5 Permit Drawings C-005 to C-008 and Project Narrative Stormwater Section
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See Appendix 5 Permit Drawings C-005 to C-008 and Project Narrative Stormwater Section



 

12. Location, dimensions and elevations of all proposed structures, including docks, seawalls, utility 
lines, roads and buildings. 

 
13. Location, size and design capacity of the internal water management facilities. 

 
14. Existing and proposed rights-of-way and easements for the system, including all on-site and off-site 

areas to be reserved for water management purposes. 
 

15. Receiving waters or surface water management systems into which runoff from the developed site 
will be discharged. 

 
16. Location and details of the erosion, sediment and turbidity control measures to be implemented 

during each phase of construction and all permanent control measures to be implemented in 
post-development conditions. 

 
17. Location, grading, design water levels and planting details of all mitigation areas. 

 
18. Site grading details, including perimeter grades. 

 
19. Temporary and permanent disposal sites for any excavated material. 

 
20. Details of the dewatering plan including: delineation of areas to be dewatered, location(s) of 

dewatering facilities and discharge. 
 

21. For marina facilities, location of any sewage pumpout facilities, fueling facilities, boat repair/ 
maintenance facilities, and fish cleaning stations. 

 
22. Location and description of any existing off-site features, such as structures, buildings, wetlands, 

other surface waters, stormwater ponds, which might be affected by or affect the proposed 
construction or development. 

 
23. Master development plan for phased projects. 

 
D. Construction Schedule and Techniques  
 Provide a construction schedule and a description of construction techniques, sequencing and 
 equipment. This information should specifically include the following: 

1. Method for installing any pilings, seawall slabs or riprap. 
 

2. Schedule of implementation of a temporary or permanent erosion and turbidity control measures. 
 

3. Method and type of material to be excavated for work in wetlands or other surface waters. 
 

4. Source and type of fill material to be used for work in wetlands and other surface waters. 
 

5. Dewatering plan, including: duration of dewatering; the methods for containing the discharge; 
methods of isolating dewatering areas; and time dewatering structures will be in place.  A Water 
Use Permit may be required for dewatering. 

 
6. Methods for transporting equipment and materials to and from the work site.  If barges are required 

for access, provide the low water depths and draft of the fully loaded barge. 
 

7. Demolition plan for any existing structures to be removed. 
 

8. Provide the name and address of the person who will construct the proposed project. 
 

9. Identify the schedule and party responsible for completing construction monitoring, record drawings, 
  and as-built certifications for the project. 
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City (owner) to monitor construction.  3rd party Independent Surveyor to provide record drawings.  As-built certifications by City Consultant.



 

 
E. Drainage Information 

 
1. Provide pre-development and post-development drainage calculations, signed and sealed by an 

appropriate registered professional, as follows: 
a. Runoff characteristics, including area, runoff curve number or runoff coefficient, and time of 

concentration for each drainage basin; 
b. Seasonal high water table elevations including aerial extent and magnitude of any proposed 

water table drawdown; 
c. Normal, wet season and design storm elevations of receiving waters; 
d. Design storms used including rainfall depth, duration, frequency and distribution; 
e. Runoff hydrograph(s) for each drainage basin, for all required design storm event(s); 
f. Stage-storage computations for any area such as a reservoir, closed basin, detention area, or 

channel used in storage routing; 
g. Stage-discharge computations for any storage areas at a selected control point, such as 

control structure or natural restriction; 
h. Flood routings through on-site conveyance and storage areas; 
i. Water surface profiles in the primary drainage system for each required design storm 

event(s); 
j. Runoff peak rates and volumes discharged from the system for each required design storm 

event(s); 
k. Tail water history and justification (time and elevation); 
l.  Pump specifications and operating curves for range of possible operating conditions (if used 

in system). 
 

2. Provide the results of any percolation tests, where appropriate, and soil borings that are 
representative of the actual site conditions. 

 
3. Provide the acreage and percentage of the total project, of the following:  

a. impervious and semi-impervious surfaces, excluding wetlands; 
b. pervious surfaces (green areas not including wetlands); 
c. lakes, canals, retention areas, other open water areas; 
d.  wetlands. 

 
4. Provide an engineering analysis of floodplain storage and conveyance (if applicable), including: 

a. Hydraulic calculations for all proposed traversing works; 
b. Backwater water surface profiles showing upstream impact of traversing works; 
c. Location and volume of encroachment within regulated floodplain(s); 
d. Plan for compensating floodplain storage, if necessary, and calculations required for 

determining minimum building and road flood elevations. 
 

5. Provide an analysis of the water quality treatment system including: 
a. A description of the proposed stormwater treatment methodology that addresses the type of 

treatment, pollution abatement volumes and recovery analysis; 
b. Construction plans and calculations that address stage-storage and design elevations, which 

demonstrate compliance with the appropriate water quality treatment criteria. 
 

6. Provide a description of the engineering methodology, assumptions and references for the 
parameters listed above, and a copy of all such computations, engineering plans and specifications 
used to analyze the system.  If a computer program is used for the analysis, provide the name of 
the program, a description of the program, input and output data, two diskette copies, if available, 
and justification for model selection. 
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N/A.  Project results in a net benefit to stormwater quality and shall maintain use of existing system.



 

F. Operation and Maintenance and Legal Documentation 
 

1. Describe the overall maintenance and operation schedule for the proposed system. 
 

2. Identify the entity that will be responsible for operating and maintaining the system in perpetuity, if 
different than the permittee.  Provide a draft document enumerating the enforceable affirmative 
obligations of the entity to properly operate and maintain the system for its expected life and 
document the entity's financial responsibility for long-term maintenance.  If the proposed operation 
and maintenance entity is not a property owners association, provide proof of the existence of an 
entity, or the future acceptance of the system by an entity, which will operate and maintain the 
system.  If a property owners association is the proposed operation and maintenance entity, 
provide copies of the articles of incorporation for the association and copies of the declaration, 
restrictive covenants, deed restrictions or other operational documents that assign responsibility for 
the operation and maintenance of the system.  Provide information ensuring the continued 
adequate access to the system for maintenance purposes.  Before transfer of the system to the 
operating entity will be approved, the permittee must document that the transferee will be bound by 
all terms and conditions of the permit. 

 
3. Provide copies of all proposed conservation easements, stormwater management system 

easements, property owners association documents and plats for the property containing the 
proposed system. 

 
4. Indicate how water and waste water service will be supplied.  Letters of commitment from off-site 

suppliers must be included. 
 

5. Provide a copy of the boundary survey and/or legal description and acreage of the total land area of 
contiguous property owned/controlled by the applicant, including the project site. 

 
6. Provide a copy of the deed or other evidence of ownership, or in the case of an applicant, 

evidence of an easement or other documents evidencing authorization to perform the 
proposed work. 

 
G.  Water Use 
 

1. Will the surface water system be used for water supply, including landscape irrigation, recreation, 
etc.? 

 
2. If a Water Use Permit has been issued for the project, state the permit number. 

 
3. If a Water Use Permit has not been issued for the project, indicate if a permit will be required and 

when the application will be submitted. 
 

4. Indicate how any existing wells located within the project site will be utilized or abandoned. 
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TABLE ONE: PROJECT WETLAND AND OTHER SURFACE WATER SUMMARY 
 

 
WL & SW 

ID 

 
WL & SW 

TYPE 

 
WL & SW 

SIZE 

 
WL & SW 

NOT 
IMPACTED 

 
TEMPORARY 

WL & SW 
IMPACTS 

 
PERMANENT 

WL & SW 
IMPACTS 

 
MITIGATION 

AREA ID 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
WL & SW 

TYPE 

 
IMPACT 

SIZE 

 
IMPACT 

TYPE 

 
WL & SW 

TYPE 
 

 
IMPACT 

SIZE 

 
IMPACT 

TYPE 

 
 

 
 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
PROJECT 
TOTALS: 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

Comments: 
 
Note: 
WL=Wetland  SW=Other Surface Water  ID=Identification number, letter, etc. 
Wetland Type: from an established wetland classification system 
Impact Type:  D=dredge; F=fill; H=change hydrology; S=shading; C=clearing; O=other 
Multiple entries per cell not allowed, except in the "Mitigation ID" column.  If more than one impact is proposed in a given area, indicate the final impact.  
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Construction of project results in a net benefit to the environment for Tampa Bay and the seagrass areas.  Temporary impacts are elevated turbidity during construction.
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TABLE TWO: PROJECT ON-SITE MITIGATION SUMMARY 
 
 
 

MITIGATION 
AREA  ID 

 
CREATION 

 
RESTORATION 

 
ENHANCEMENT 

 
WETLAND 
PRESERVE 

 
UPLAND 

PRESERVE 

 
OTHER 

 
 
 

 
AREA 

 
TARGET 

TYPE 

 
AREA 

 
TARGET 

TYPE 

 
AREA 

 
TARGET 

TYPE 

 
AREA 

 
TYPE 

 
AREA 

 
TYPE 

 
AREA 

 
TARGET 

TYPE 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
PROJECT 
TOTALS 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
COMMENTS: 
 
 
 
NOTE:  
 Target Type or Type=target or existing habitat type from an established wetland classification system or land use classification for non-wetland mitigation. 

Multiple entries per cell not allowed. 
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N/A.  Mitigation is not required as construction of project results in a net benefit to the environment for Tampa Bay and the seagrass areas.  
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TABLE THREE: PROJECT OFF-SITE MITIGATION SUMMARY 
 

 
MITIGATION 

AREA  ID 

 
CREATION 

 
RESTORATION 

 
ENHANCEMENT 

 
WETLAND 
PRESERVE 

 
UPLAND 

PRESERVE 

 
OTHER 

 
 
 

 
AREA 

 
TARGET 

TYPE 

 
AREA 

 
TARGET 

TYPE 

 
AREA 

 
TARGET 

TYPE 

 
AREA 

 
TYPE 

 
AREA 

 
TYPE 

 
AREA 

 
TARGET 

TYPE 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
PROJECT 
TOTALS 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
COMMENTS: 
 
 
 

Target Type=target or existing habitat type from an established wetland classification system or land use classification for non-wetland mitigation 
 

NOTE: Multiple entries per cell not allowed 

mherrman
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N/A.  Mitigation is not required as construction of project results in a net benefit to the environment for Tampa Bay and the seagrass areas.  
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 TABLE FOUR: SUMMARY OF STRUCTURES OVER WETLANDS AND OTHER SURFACE WATERS 
 
 

 
STRUCTURES 

 
TYPE OF 
WORK * 

 
LENGTH 

 
WIDTH 

 
HEIGHT 

 
TOTAL AREA 

 
PROPOSED 

SLIPS 

 
EXISTING 

SLIPS 
 

 
FOR EACH 

DOCK 
OR PIER 

 
PLEASE  

COMPLETE: 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

FOR EACH  
FINGER PIER 

 
PLEASE 

COMPLETE: 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
FOR EACH 

OTHER 
WATER 

STRUCTURE 
 

PLEASE 
COMPLETE 

 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
TOTAL: 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
*  Type of Work: N=new; R=replaced; O=other; RR=removed; A=altered/modified 
 

Primary use of proposed structures:  ____________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
Will the docking facility provide: 

Live aboard slips?  If yes provide number:  ____________________________________________________________________________________________ 
Fueling facilities?  If yes provide number:  ____________________________________________________________________________________________ 
Sewage pumpout facilities?  If yes provide number:  ____________________________________________________________________________________ 
Other Supplies or Services?  If yes specify:  __________________________________________________________________________________________ 

Type of materials for decking and pilings (e.g. CCA, pressure treated wood, plastic, concrete) 
Pilings: _______________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
Decking:  ______________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

Deck plank spacing:  _________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
Number of boats, grouped by length, type and draft, expected to use the facility:  ________________________________________________________________ 
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TABLE FIVE: SUMMARY OF SHORELINE STABILIZATION 
 

 

 
 STABILIZATION 

 
 LINEAR FEET 
 NEW 

 
 LINEAR FEET 
 REPLACED 

 
 LINEAR FEET 
 REMOVED 

 
 SLOPE 
     H:           V: 

 
 WIDTH AT THE 
 TOE 

 
 VERTICAL 
 SEAWALL: 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 SEAWALL AND 
 RIPRAP: 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 RIPRAP: 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 RIPRAP AND 
 VEGETATION: 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 OTHER TYPE: 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 

 

SIZE OF RIPRAP: 
 
 
TYPE OF RIPRAP: 
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Appendix 1:  USGS Quadrangle Map and Project Boundary 
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Appendix 2:  Aerial Site Photo with Project Boundary 
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Appendix 3: Navigation Chart with Distances to Navigation Channels 
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Appendix 4: USGS Soil Map 
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MAP LEGEND MAP INFORMATION

Area of Interest (AOI)
Area of Interest (AOI)

Soils
Soil Map Units

Special Point Features
Blowout

Borrow Pit

Clay Spot

Closed Depression

Gravel Pit

Gravelly Spot

Landfill

Lava Flow

Marsh or swamp

Mine or Quarry

Miscellaneous Water

Perennial Water

Rock Outcrop

Saline Spot

Sandy Spot

Severely Eroded Spot

Sinkhole

Slide or Slip

Sodic Spot

Spoil Area

Stony Spot

Very Stony Spot
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Other

Special Line Features
Gully

Short Steep Slope

Other

Political Features
Cities

Water Features
Streams and Canals

Transportation
Rails

Interstate Highways

US Routes

Major Roads

Local Roads

Map Scale: 1:17,200 if printed on A size (8.5" × 11") sheet.

The soil surveys that comprise your AOI were mapped at 1:24,000.

Please rely on the bar scale on each map sheet for accurate map
measurements.

Source of Map:  Natural Resources Conservation Service
Web Soil Survey URL:  http://websoilsurvey.nrcs.usda.gov
Coordinate System:  UTM Zone 17N NAD83

This product is generated from the USDA-NRCS certified data as of
the version date(s) listed below.

Soil Survey Area:  Pinellas County, Florida
Survey Area Data:  Version 8, Jan 26, 2010

Date(s) aerial images were photographed:  8/16/2007

The orthophoto or other base map on which the soil lines were
compiled and digitized probably differs from the background
imagery displayed on these maps. As a result, some minor shifting
of map unit boundaries may be evident.

Soil Map–Pinellas County, Florida
(St. Petersburg Pier Soil Map)

Natural Resources
Conservation Service

Web Soil Survey
National Cooperative Soil Survey

8/15/2012
Page 2 of 3



Map Unit Legend

Pinellas County, Florida (FL103)

Map Unit Symbol Map Unit Name Acres in AOI Percent of AOI

4 Astatula soils and Urban land, 0 to 5
percent slopes

59.6 4.5%

16 Matlacha and St. Augustine soils and
Urban land

81.2 6.2%

17 Myakka soils and Urban land 37.8 2.9%

30 Urban land 339.9 25.8%

99 Water 0.8 0.1%

100 Waters of the Gulf of Mexico 797.5 60.6%

Totals for Area of Interest 1,316.7 100.0%

Soil Map–Pinellas County, Florida St. Petersburg Pier Soil Map

Natural Resources
Conservation Service

Web Soil Survey
National Cooperative Soil Survey

8/15/2012
Page 3 of 3
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Appendix 5: Permit Drawings 



ST. PETERSBURG, FLORIDA

NEW ST. PETERSBURG PIER

PERMIT DRAWINGS

AUGUST 2012

NOT TO BE USED FOR CONSTRUCTION

SECTION 20 TOWNSHIP 31 S RANGE 17 E
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Appendix 6: Environmental Survey Report  

(Scheda Ecological Associates) 
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TECHNICAL M E M O R A N D U M 

 

TO:  Michael Herrman, PE, Moffatt & Nichol 

FROM: Thomas Ries & Joel Johnson, Scheda Ecological Associates, Inc. 

RE:  St. Petersburg Pier Environmental Evaluation 
  St. Petersburg, Florida 
  Scheda Project No. 002037.10.C 

DATE:  July 19, 2012 

 

PURPOSE 

The objective of this study was to identify potential Federal, State, and local 

ecological permitting considerations with regards to replacing the existing St. 

Petersburg Pier.  This analysis is based on existing, publicly available maps and 

information and data collected during underwater field surveys in the project area 

for the presence/absence of submerged aquatic vegetation (SAV) and Essential 

Fish Habitat (EFH), both of which will be required to permit any new structure 

associated with the pier.  The area of interest is located within Tampa Bay, 

immediately east of the St. Petersburg urban core area waterfront, in Pinellas 

County, Florida.  The area reviewed for this analysis includes the area 

immediately around and adjacent to the existing St Petersburg Pier as well as the 

near shore habitat from the north shore of the entrance to the Vinoy Basin to the 

south end of the north jetty of the Municipal Marina entrance (Figure 1).  In 2012, 

a subsequent data collection and field survey effort was completed for the area 

above in addition to the south jetty of the Municipal Marina entrance and the near 

shore habitats along the east shoreline of Albert Whitted Airport (Figure 2).  The 

existing habitat conditions were investigated to provide site condition information 

for use in the preparation and evaluation of potential design alternatives for the 

potential construction of a replacement pier facility and material storage.  The 
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existing structure is an integral component of the St. Petersburg urban 

waterfront. 

 

DATA COLLECTION 

Available Geographic Information System (GIS) maps and literature specific to 

the project area were compiled and reviewed to determine previously 

documented and potential habitat for SAV and benthic communities within the 

project area.  Data sources used in this evaluation included: 

1. Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission (FWC) Fish and 

Wildlife Research Institute’s (FWRI) Center for Spatial Analysis Gulf 

Seagrass coverage maps (1987-2007); 

2. Southwest Florida Water Management District’s (SWFWMD) 2012 

seagrass maps and aerial imagery; and 

3. National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) Bathymetric 

maps. 

Review of the data sources did indicate that seagrass communities were present 

along the shoreline both north and south of the pier approach. 

 

FIELD OBSERVATION METHODS 

Scheda scientists conducted the SAV and EFH surveys on June 10 and 11, 

2012.  The weather conditions on both days were conducive to survey by boat.  

The average wind speeds and direction for the two days were 4.5 knots from the 

west and 3.1 knots from the east, respectively. Temperatures and cloud cover 

were typical for this time year, high in the low 90s Fahrenheit with clear skies 

giving way to afternoon showers.  Water clarity was average for this area of 

Tampa Bay. 

Scheda scientists utilized side-scan sonar, specifically a Humminbird® 797c2 

GPS with Side Imaging™ sonar, in water diving with diving mask and snorkel, 
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and an underwater video camera, to identify and delineate the sub aqueous 

communities.  These communities were marked with temporary weighted floats, 

which were adjusted to the demarcated limits of the community, utilizing the 

direct observations obtainable via skin diving.  These limits were then mapped 

utilizing a Trimble GPS system.  In areas where water depths and visual clarity 

allowed scientists to observe the seagrass from the surface, direct visual 

delineations of seagrass bed boundaries were made, again using the Trimble 

GPS unit.  

The side-scan sonar was used to survey areas deeper than 10 feet for hard 

bottom communities, which would then be investigated visually utilizing either 

diving or the video camera.  These communities were also mapped utilizing the 

GPS system. 

Emergent and near shore communities of vegetation, as relate to EFH, were also 

mapped similar to the above using the GPS.  

 

 RESULTS 

Submerged Aquatic Vegetation (SAV) communities are located within the study 

area (Figures 1 and 2).  The principal SAV beds consist of a mixture of shoal 

grass (Halodule wrightii) and manatee grass (Syringodium filiforme).  The 

seagrass appears healthy, with low to moderate epiphyte load, typical blade 

lengths for the species, and high relative shoot densities.  The SAV communities 

did not extend under the pier structure, likely due to shading. 

Also present were EFH communities, principally existing as sessile communities 

attached to man-made material.  This material consisted of the pier pilings, 

scattered pieces of concrete associated with the pier structure, rubble riprap 

placed at the base of the seawall both south of the pier and along the entrance to 

the Vinoy Basin, and on the submerged granite and limestone boulders that 

make up the jetty protecting the Municipal Marina entrance.  The east shore of 

Albert Whitted Airport is composed entirely of concrete rubble and a partially 
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collapsed concrete seawall.  Sparse mangrove species, black mangrove 

(Avicennia germinans) and white mangrove (Laguncularia racemosa), were 

identified growing shoreward of the seawall.  Otherwise, the sea floor within this 

area was comprised almost entirely of sand bottom with broken shell.   

Pockets of detrital sea grasses were occasionally present, but these are 

detached, non-living pieces of seagrass that have floated in from other areas. 

Also present in these accumulations were pieces of drift algae.  The algae was 

present on the sand of the swimming area north of the pier, along the east 

seawall north of the pier, and along the east toe of the granite north jetty of 

Bayboro Harbor.  Due to the drifting nature of this species, collections are mobile 

and will occur in various locations due to prevailing currents and seas. 

Fauna observed during the investigation episodes included striped mullet (Mugil 

cephalus), scaled sardine (Harengula jaguana), threadfin herring (Opisthonema 

oglinum), pinfish (Lagodon rhomboids), needlefish (family Belonidae), 

sheepshead (Archosargus probatocephalus), blue crab (Callinectes sapidus), 

gag grouper (Mycteroperca microlepis), Brown Spiny Sea Star (Echinaster 

spinulosus), sea whip (Leptogorgia virgulata), barnacle (Balanus sp.) and oyster 

(Crassostrea sp.). 

 

PERMIT CONSIDERATIONS 
The environmental evaluation of the project area revealed a total of 1.73 acres of 

seagrass community within the project study area.  The principle seagrass beds 

are located within the shallower, subaqueous zones adjacent to the shoreline, 

both north and south of the existing pier footprint.  Although the limits of the 

seagrass beds are in close proximity to the existing pier, pier shading precludes 

the establishment of seagrass within the existing horizontal limits of the pier.   

The EFH communities exist on protective riprap and seawalls, scattered concrete 

material deposited on the bay bottom, and the pier structures itself.  The impact 

of new pier construction, including transport and disposal of any excess material, 
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to the barren bay bottom, other than the seagrass communities, should result in 

minimal impacts to the EFH communities.  EFH habitat lost during demolition, 

transport, of the existing pier structure will require mitigation.  This habitat may be 

replaced by the new structure depending on structure type, size, and 

configuration.  

Pre-application meetings were held with the SWFWMD and the USACE, to solicit 

pre-permitting guidance related to the demo of the existing structure and the 

potential replacement of the pier.  Pre-application meetings were held with 

SWFWMD on May 3, 2011 and June 4, 20012.  The USACE pre-application 

meetings were held on June 3, 2011 and June 7, 2012.  Meeting summaries 

were prepared and are available for all the noted meetings.  Both regulatory 

agencies stressed avoidance of seagrass and EFH habitat to facilitate the 

permitting process. 
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1.0 BACKGROUND 
 
Albert Whitted Airport (SPG) is surrounded on three sides by water.  The east side, which is the 
focus of this Technical Memorandum, directly faces Tampa Bay and can be affected by wave 
run-up, erosion and in certain weather conditions storm surge. The City of St. Petersburg 
intends to protect the shoreline of SPG in order to reduce further erosion of the airport land.  
The purpose of this Technical Memorandum is to investigate the feasibility of transporting 
approximately 15,000 cubic yards (cy) of Pier concrete waste material by a barge and/or by 
truck to SPG. The material would then be re-used for shoreline protection purposes along the 
eastern most limits of the airport property.  The goal would be to provide added sea-wall 
protection for Runway 18-36 at SPG in the areas depicted in the Exhibits 1 and 2 below. 
 

 
Exhibit 1:  Eastern property limit looking north 

 

 
Exhibit 2:  Eastern property limit looking south 
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Runways 18-36 and 7-25 each have airspace zones and height limitations that must be adhered 
to as defined by the City of St. Petersburg City Code, Chapter 16 - Article XIV Albert Whitted 
Airport Zoning Ordinance and 14 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) Part 77. 
 
This Technical Memorandum will define the airspace constraints, and airport operating 
limitations relative to transporting the Pier demolition materials by barge and/or by truck to the 
airport for use as fill and added shoreline protection along the eastern most property limits. 

2.0 FEDERAL AVIATION ADMINISTRATION (FAA) REGULATIONS AND OTHER 
GUIDELINES 

 
SPG maintains two active runways: 18-36 and 7-25. Each of these runways has specific Federal 
Aviation Administration (FAA) design standards as well as airspace constraints to protect the 
safety of aircraft operations on the ground and in the air. 
 
Aviation safety is a primary consideration during airport construction and facilities maintenance.  
As such, any construction activity on or in the vicinity of the airport must comply with several 
regulations and guidelines including but not limited to: 

 14 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) Part 77, Objects Affecting Navigable Airspace.  
This regulation defines and regulates the airspace surrounding the airport using a set of 
geometric surfaces which extend outward and upward from the airport runways.  These 
surfaces identify the maximum acceptable height of objects beneath and within their 
boundaries. 

 The City of St. Petersburg’s “Albert Whitted Zoning Ordinance” (Chapter 16 – Article XIV) 
which locally implements the requirements of 14 CFR Part 77. 

 FAA Advisory Circular (AC) 150/5370-2F, Operational Safety on Airports During 
Construction.  This AC contains guidelines for operational safety during airport 
construction. 

Construction activities need to be planned and scheduled to minimize disruption of normal 
aircraft ground and air traffic.  In addition, security must be observed at all access control areas 
and movement of construction personnel and vehicles. 

The following sections provide an overview of the safety, design and airspace standards that 
must be adhered to if hauling materials by barge or truck from the Pier to SPG. 
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3.0 HAULING BY BARGE  
 
Transporting the Pier concrete waste material by barge to SPG is possible and is estimated to 
be approximately 0.85 statute miles (sm).  The following items will have an effect on hauling the 
materials by barge from the Pier to the eastern property boundary of SPG. 

 FAA runway design standards for Runway 18-36 as well as the Runway 25 end. 
 Runway approach surfaces and associated height limitations. 
 14 CFR Part 77 defined transitional surfaces and associated height limitations. 
 Area limits for placement of material on eastern boundary. 
 Probable barge route from the Pier to SPG shoreline. 

The capacity of the barge will determine the number of trips necessary to transport the 15,000 
cy of material to SPG.   

3.1 Local Waterway Considerations 

Exhibit 3 depicts the St. Petersburg waterfront layout as published in an inset from the National 
Oceanographic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) Chart Number 11416. The St. 
Petersburg Municipal Pier is located north of SPG and separates the Central and North Yacht 
Basins.   

There is a charted spoil area located directly east of Runway 25 which also runs to the south, 
however there appears to be ample area and water depth to the east and south of the area for a 
barge to approach the shoreline of SPG.  The City’s contractor should make certain that a barge 

operator can position a route around the spoil area.  Marine depth gauges or sounding 
equipment and an expected weight capacity/load of pier demolition materials could be used to 
plan the route. 

The NOAA Chart also depicts a submerged sewer pipeline that extends from the eastern 
shoreline directly east from the water treatment plant. 

In addition to the above considerations, shore winds and tides will influence when barge 
materials can be loaded at the Pier, transported and unloaded at SPG. 

3.2 Airspace Considerations 
Exhibit 4 depicts the height limitations of the existing runway approach surfaces and Part 77 
transitional surfaces which may not be penetrated by objects including construction equipment 
when a runway is open to aircraft operations.  As such, the height of the barge, equipment and 
tug, as well as the height of the materials on the barge, may not exceed the elevations depicted 
along a final route determined as part of the Pier demolition program.  
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The barge route depicted on Exhibit 4 assumes that it will remain below the elevations shown 
and would need to avoid the Spoil Area identified previously on Exhibit 3. 
 
The barge and equipment used to offload the materials should be flagged, lighted and marked 
for identification when working within the shoreline. 
 
 3.3 Airfield Design Considerations 
 
Once the material has been placed onto the shoreline, it must fall within the approximate 60 feet 
by 2,300 feet area depicted on Exhibit 4 and remain below the primary surface.  This area was 
determined based upon some critical runway design criteria and other information pertinent to 
the use of Runway 18-36. 
 
The Runway Object Free Area (ROFA) must remain free of any objects protruding above the 
ground.  The ROFA distance from the runway centerline is 125 feet. The centerline distance 
from Runway 18-36 to the shoreline is approximately 270 feet. In addition, banner towing 
operations currently use the grassy area east of Runway 18-36. A 60 feet wide area for 
shoreline protection would still provide approximately 60 to 65 feet for banner towing operations.  
Banner towing operations will be impacted during the construction activity. 
 
The construction activity resulting from adding the shoreline protection must follow the 
guidelines contained in FAA AC 150/5370-2F, Operational Safety on Airports During 
Construction.  A mandatory Construction Safety Plan must be generated in accordance with the 
Advisory Circular.  The Safety Plan will identify all haul routes both on the water and on land as 
well as gate access procedures to minimize impacts to airport operations.  It will specify the 
limits for construction activity and all requirements that must be met within the site. 
 
SPG does have an Air Traffic Control Tower (ATCT) and ATCT personnel should be consulted 
prior to any construction activities. 
 
3.4  Security Considerations 

Security procedures will be consistent with Albert Whitted Airport requirements and those 
established for the project. 
 
4.0 HAULING BY TRUCK 
A second alternative to transport the Pier concrete waste material is by truck.  Exhibit 5 depicts 
the probable haul route from the Pier to the eastern property boundary of SPG using a truck. It 
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is estimated to be approximately 3.0 statute miles (sm) from the Pier to the project site on the 
airport. The capacity of each haul truck will determine the number of trips necessary to transport 
15,000 cy of Pier material to SPG. 
 
Loaded haul trucks would travel west from the Pier on 2nd Avenue NE and turn south onto 4th 
Street N. and continue to 5th Avenue S.  Trucks would then turn east onto 5th Avenue S. and 
proceed to 1st Street SE. turn south and continue to 8th Avenue SE to the airport and Access 
Control Gate No. 6.  Trucks would then enter the secure airport operations area to Taxiway C.  
Once on Taxiway C, vehicles would turn east and must cross Taxiway B and Runway 18-36 to 
access the site.  Once empty, the haul trucks would follow the same route in reverse order back 
to the Pier. 
 
The contractor will need to work with the City to verify gate access to the airfield based upon 
actual timing of the work and possible conflicts with other projects.  In addition it will be 
important to assess the size of trucks and equipment that will be used to make certain the 
vehicles can be accommodated along the access route. 
 
The same airfield design considerations as described in section 3.3 would apply under this 
alternative. 
 
4.1 Other Considerations 
 
The haul route described avoids the downtown St. Petersburg waterfront area along Bayshore 
Drive SE, which includes the Salvador Dali Museum, Progress Energy Center for the Arts - 
Mahaffey Theater and Al Lang Stadium.  Each of these venues holds events that increase traffic 
and activity along the roadways and thus should be avoided by hauling activity. 
 
In order to access the airport on 8th Avenue SE, the trucks would be passing by the eastern 
limits of the University of South Florida (USF), St. Petersburg campus, as well as the 
University’s Marine Science and Technology facility located at the corner of 1st Street SE and 8th 
Avenue SE. 
 
It would be important to schedule all trucking activity such that little to no disruption would occur 
if any future events are scheduled along the haul route and that access to USF’s facility is not 

impaired. 
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Appendix 8: Project Area Bathymetric and Topographic Survey  

(George F. Young) 
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Appendix 9: Proof of Submerged Land Ownership 
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Appendix 10: Marina Hydrodynamics and Flushing Study 

(Applied Technology and Management, Inc.) 
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Underwater Feature Technical Workshop 1 
 
Underwater Feature Roundtable Workshop, July 26th, 2012 
Prepared by TLS, Janicki Environmental, Inc. 
Meeting Summary 
 
Attendees:  See participants list at the end of this summary. 
 
The meeting began with introductions, followed by a brief statement of the objective of the meeting which 
was to continue the dialogue between the scientific community and the architectural team (Team) on 
concepts and approaches to designing a successful underwater feature within the center of the Lens.  Lisa 
Wannemacher of Wannemacher Jensen Architects gave a presentation of the Lens concept including updates 
to the design resulting from public input.  
 
Following the presentation, Dr. Al Hine expressed his displeasure with the process that the project has taken to 
date and the lack of consultation with the marine science community in the planning process.  Representatives 
from the City of St. Petersburg acknowledged that, in hindsight, things could have been done differently but 
that in order to have a constructive meeting, it was important to try and move forward from where we were at 
the time. Dr. Hine agreed. 
 
Tom Leader of Tom Leader Studio then presented the goal of the underwater feature: To design an attractive 
underwater feature that can highlight the estuary and engage the public.  A conceptual model was presented 
that illustrated the objectives of the design which allow the public to observe,  interact and become more 
aware of the estuarine environment.   
 
The meeting then took an open forum setting with free exchange between the meeting participants and the 
Team. The topics covered are listed in bold below. The participants comments are categorized and relayed in 
this summary as bullet point below. 
 
Larry Langebrake of SRI, took on a facilitation role between 11:00 and noon which focused the participants on 
identifying the needs for the underwater feature. By identifying how the underwater feature can contribute to 
the community, the best approaches will be derived to fulfill those needs. Five principal needs were identified. 
The business community,  the educational community, the residents of St. Petersburg, the tourist community 
and the environment.    A summary of that discussion is provided as categorized bullet points below. 
 
A brief wrap up was conducted by Tom Leader after lunch. The goal slide was shown on the monitor and Lisa 
Wannemacher asked the participants if they felt it was worth further efforts to pursue a design of the 
underwater feature given the previous discussion. There was unanimity among the group that efforts should 
proceed to identify potential designs to address the needs identified during the facilitated discussion. The 
group agreed that future meetings are necessary to assess the feasibility of a final design product for the 
underwater feature.      
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MEETING TOPICS 
 
Meaning and Purpose 

1. To engage the bay environment and increase understanding of estuary, now and in the future. 
2. Project can become a platform / interface with Tampa Bay for learning, research, education that could 

evolve over time 
3. Two contrasting approaches - Minimalist – Start with nothing and work up carefully from there vs.  

First you need something iconic to attract people – the WOW factor 
4. Important for public to understand the need for restoration 
5. Society becoming less scientifically literate, we can use this as a tool to educate. We won’t understand 

the earth better until we visualize it better. 
Physical Setting / Conditions 

1. Water clarity – it will not be possible to see very far into the water. This is a challenge that must be 
solved to provide real public interest in underwater marine life 

2. Location –is  far enough from shore and deep enough (10-12’) that there will be stronger currents than 
shoreline and storms will be a stress on habitat features 

3. Piles – 16” square and extend 40’ below mud line. Deterioration is mostly at air / water interface. 
Below the water there is still some structural integrity.  Perhaps they can be cutoff, capped, and 
reused subject to further testing 

4. Total area inside Lens – ~1.25 acres 
5. Conflicting uses – keep both fishing and boating out of the feature 
6. What can feasibly be permitted will be key 

 
Biology 

1. Oysters –  grow in right locations but opinions strongly differ on how much they could clarify the water 
inside the Lens.  

2. Oysters are a keystone species and create conditions for other species but are not interesting visually 
on their own. 

3. People want to see big things -Manatees, dolphins, schooling fish are desirable as a feature – bigger 
the better. 

4. Create a mosaic of habitats that includes underwater, intertidal, and emergent ideas.  
5. Birds have not been considered but would present on any emergent feature. 
6. Rehab programs- could release recovered animals there 

 
Possible Reef Structures 

1. Opinions differ whether what is created should try precisely replicate natural conditions or accept 
some artificialities. 

2. Need to elevate habitat close to surface, intertidal zone for visual access 
3. Reef balls – concrete or limestone – could be attached to piles 
4. Structural connections could be made between piles to help create a more extensive structure for 

possibly custom reef modules 
5. Possibility of building up from bay bottom with boulders to create more natural reef condition, 

possibly break high tide line. Whether this is permittable or considered “fill” would be key. 
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6. Limestone definitely preferred for habitat matrix vs. concrete or other materials – 3’ boulders are 
effective 

7. Important to create a variety of opening sizes to get the greatest diversity – like the structure of a 
sponge. 

8. Identify natural “reference” habitat – Scientific study comparing natural and manmade material for 
reef is available 

9. Design team should visit a recent local mitigation work with Walt, others. 
 
Technologies 

1. Imaging is a key concept – using technology to show the public life under the water can overcome the 
water clarity problem.  Video enhanced microscopy. Can monitor and image in real time - currents, 
salinity, pollution, tides, species variability, 3d seismic, etc. 

2. Linkage to internet, create website for project making underwater habitat accessible from anywhere 
3. Stay forward on the technology curve, create flexibility in system - a basic armature that can adapt to 

new developments well into the future 
4. Tele-presence -  adaptable, common - AUV, ROV’s, “Digital Swim” w/ 3D 
5. Sponsorship by local businesses provide them visibility 
6. Lighting (LED) will increase the attractiveness – could be within potential reef structure. Needs to 

emulate natural diurnal cycle. 
7. On-site energy generation important to power the technology – possible tidal energy 

 
Public Education 

1. “Educational opportunities are limitless” need education about food from the ocean, climate change, 
aquaculture, geology of the bay (sinkhole complex), sea level rise, local narratives. 

1. Remote sensing and imaging are where oceanography education is headed.  
2. Educational boat trips from the Pier.  
3. Graduate students serve as docents for educational programs 
4. Attractions for kids bring families - hands on educational opportunities for kids, get kids interested in 

STEM, interactive features are big draw 
5. This is a chance to bring major public visibility to educational institutions that participate 
6. Educational institutions can provide guidance and help write grants for programs here 
7. Need to write a curriculum for the feature 

 
Facilitated Discussion : Organizing Needs which lead to Approaches 
(thanks to guest facilitation by Larry Langbrake) 
 
Big topics: 
 Microscopic life in the ocean 
 Watershed linked to the estuary 
 Definition of an estuary 
 Unique story of recovery in Tampa Bay. 
 
Who are the Clients and what are their Needs? 
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Business Community 
 Generate revenue 
 Re-visitation 
 Quality of Life 
Community at Large 
 Education – STEM (Science Technology Environment Math) 
 Enjoyable venue for families 
 Re-visitation 
 Quality of Life 
Tourists 

What is the take away for the visitor? 
Re-visitation 

Environment 
 How to improve its health 
Arts and Cultural Community 
 Communicate history and heritage 
 Enhance the arts 
Restoration Community 

Exposure – best restoration efforts happen before you need them.  
 
Education Community 
 More than one level – formal and informal educational opportunities 
 K through Grey 
 Bi directional platform 

USF Marine science - Elevate its status.  
Research Community 
 Raise the level of ecological understanding 
 Exposure of its goals and methods 
City 

Meets the cost constraint 
Deliver on the design goals 

 Marketing tool 
 
Rank in terms of value creation – what produces the most value for the most important clients? Which clients 
receive highest priority? 
 
 
Constraints (which need to be quantified) 
 

1. Users could see underwater feature as ancillary 
2. Hazards – weather, red tide, environmental, conflicting uses 
3. Regulatory Permitting  
4. Operations and Maintenance 
5. Cost 
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Participant List  

Participant Organization  

Peter Clark Tampa Bay Watch*  

Holly Greening Tampa Bay Estuary Program*  

Larry Langebrake^ SRI International*  

Richard Cody Florida Wildlife Research Institute*  

Penny Hall Florida Wildlife Research Institute*  

Peter Betzer^ St. Petersburg Downtown Partnership*  

Jay Leverone Sarasota Bay Estuary Program  

Walt Jaap USF College of Marine Science*  

Al Hine USF College of Marine Science*  

Suzanne Cooper Agency on Bay Management  

Mark Sramek National Marine Fisheries Service*  

   

Chris Ballestra^ City of St. Petersburg  

Raul Quintana City of St. Petersburg  

Mike Connors^ City of St. Petersburg  

   

Lisa Wannemacher Wannemacher Jensen Architecture  

Tom Leader Tom Leader Studios  

Rob Semmes Applied Technology and Management  

Jim Culter Mote Marine Laboratory  

Tony Janicki Janicki Environmental, Inc.  

Mike Wessel Janicki Environmental, Inc.  
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Technical Interview 1 
Summary of Initial Interview for:     Holly Greening   
                      Tampa Bay Estuary Program  
 
Janicki Environmental met with Ms. Greening on Tuesday afternoon, June 26th 2012 to discuss the underwater 
design feature associated with the Lens. The interview included some background on the intent of the meeting 
which was to facilitate the exchange of information and ideas between key members of the local scientific 
community and the design team on the feasibility of including an underwater design feature within the Lens 
that provides an attractive habitat that improves ecosystem services, access, and educational opportunities for 
visitors and citizens of St. Petersburg. The meeting focused on three key concepts; perception, opportunity, 
and partnership. 
Ms. Greening stated that she was speaking s an individual and that in her official capacity she could not 
comment on her agencies ability to support the project without the consent of the TBEP policy board approval.  
Ms. Greening stated that her familiarity of the design stems principally from what she has read in the 
newspaper. 
With respect to the initial design, she suggested that the comments by the seagrass experts regarding 
seagrasses carried a great deal of weight regarding the feasibility of using seagrass as described in the initial 
design.  
The more recent reef complex concept was explained to her and she responded that that concept seemed 
promising.  
Ms. Greening agreed that generally, there are many opportunities to create a design feature that can highlight 
the estuary and engage the public. 
Ms. Greening expressed that the design should be constructed with the intent to encourage a biological 
community that is consistent with what would be expected to naturally occur in Tampa Bay. 
 
 
 

Technical Interview 2 
Summary of Initial Interview for:    Dr. Peter Betzer    
         St. Petersburg Downtown Partnership  
 
Janicki Environmental met with Dr. Betzer on Wednesday afternoon, June 27th 2012 to discuss the underwater 
design feature associated with the Lens.  Lisa Wannemacher and Jason Jenson also attended this meeting.  The 
interview included some background on the intent of the meeting which was to facilitate the exchange of 
information and ideas between key members of the local scientific community and the design team on the 
feasibility of including an underwater design feature within the Lens that provides an attractive habitat that 
improves ecosystem services, access, and educational opportunities for visitors and citizens of St. Petersburg. 
The meeting focused on three key concepts; perception, opportunity, and partnership. 
Dr. Betzer stated that his familiarity of the design stemmed principally from what he has read in the 
newspaper. 
With respect to the initial design, Dr. Betzer suggested that the comments by the seagrass experts on 
seagrasses carried a great deal of weight regarding the feasibility of using seagrass as described in the initial 
design. He further emphasized the complexities inherent in using seagrass in the design feature. 
Dr. Betzer emphasized that the area has wonderful potential as a habitat and that the existing pilings should be 
utilized to the extent practical since they are already serving as habitat within the estuary. 
The team talked at length about the potential positive opportunities available to design a feature to highlight 
the estuary and engage the public. This discussion included conversation about the use of various existing and 
novel technologies (cameras, lights, web feeds, and acoustics) to overcome limitations in water clarity and 
increase interaction between people and the estuary.  
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Dr. Betzer mentioned the names of several local scientific experts that could provide additional technical 
insights depending upon the design feature. 
He was generally very positive about the opportunity to use the design feature as a platform for scientific 
research and education. 
Dr. Betzer made the analogy or comparison to the potential of this design feature to achieve a public profile of 
elite status similar to that of the Monterey Bay Aquarium.  
The conversation also included a discussion of the potential for partnerships with several local organizations 
and Dr. Betzer seemed positive that partnerships could be established in this regard. 
Lastly, we discussed schedule of upcoming events including the “round table” workshop tentatively scheduled 
for the week of July 23rd. We asked that he keep his calendar as open as possible this week and he said he was 
willing and able to attend the meeting. We said we would get back to him as soon as possible with a firm date 
for this meeting.  
 
 
 

Technical Interview 3 
Summary of Initial Interview for:     Peter Clark   
         Tampa Bay Watch  
 
Janicki Environmental met with Mr. Clark on Monday afternoon, July 2nd, 2012 to discuss the underwater 
design feature associated with the Lens.   The interview included some background on the intent of the 
meeting which was to facilitate the exchange of information and ideas between key members of the local 
scientific community and the design team on the feasibility of including an underwater design feature within 
the Lens that provides an attractive habitat that improves ecosystem services, access, and educational 
opportunities for visitors and citizens of St. Petersburg. The meeting focused on three key concepts; 
perception, opportunity, and partnership. 
Mr. Clark stated that his familiarity of the design stemmed principally from what he has read in the newspaper. 
Mr. Clark suggested that if water could be slowed down enough, oysters would help to clarify the water and 
that it may be possible to grow seagrasses in some way. 
Mr. Clark suggested that reef domes (large reef balls) have been successfully used in Manatee and Sarasota 
Counties (adjacent to Pinellas) to augment existing habitat by stacking the domes over existing pilings and 
channel markers with the piling as a center strut to hold the domes in place.  He mentioned a local company 
“Reef Innovations” that constructs these domes. 
The team talked at length about the potential positive opportunities available to design a feature to highlight 
the estuary and engage the public.  Mr. Clark thought that this should be a goal statement for the project. The 
discussion included conversation about the use of various existing and novel technologies (cameras, lights, 
web feeds, and acoustics) to overcome limitations in water clarity and increase interaction between people 
and the estuary.  
He was extremely positive about the opportunity to use the design feature as a platform for education and 
was interested in partnership opportunities his organization could engage in including the opportunity to add 
an outreach platform for Tampa Bay Watch. 
Mr. Clark mentioned several people that might contribute thoughts to the round table including two local 
bivalve experts (Dr. Bill Arnold and Dr. Jay Leverone) as well as Steve Geiger at FWC. He also mentioned that 
someone familiar with running an entertainment facility such as SeaWorld Busch Gardens or the Pier aquarium 
would be a valuable addition to the round table meeting.  
He offered that a lesson he learned through his outreach efforts was that attractions for kids bring families. He 
further suggested that: diversity was key to the success of the underwater design feature; that no one thing 
would likely be sufficient to the overall success, and that there needed to be something striking to attract the 
public.  
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Lastly, we discussed schedule of upcoming events including the “round table” workshop tentatively scheduled 
for the week of July 23rd.  He is currently available the 23rd, 25th and 26th.  We said we would get back to him as 
soon as possible with a firm date for this meeting.  
 
 
 

Technical Interview 4 
Summary of Initial Interview for:    Gil McRae, Director   
        Florida and Wildlife Research Institute 
 
Janicki Environmental met with Mr. McRae on Friday morning, July 6th, 2012 to discuss the underwater design 
feature associated with the Lens.   The interview included some background on the intent of the meeting 
which was to facilitate the exchange of information and ideas between key members of the local scientific 
community and the design team on the feasibility of including an underwater design feature within the Lens 
that provides an attractive habitat that improves ecosystem services, access, and educational opportunities for 
visitors and citizens of St. Petersburg. The meeting focused on three key concepts; perception, opportunity, 
and partnership. 
Mr. McRae has been kept up to date on the project. When asked, Mr. McRae thought it was feasible to design 
an underwater feature that could highlight the estuary and engage the public.  
Mr. McRae suggested that artificial reef modules are becoming popular as a mechanism to increase interaction 
between people and marine life and that the substrate material used in construction is important to biological 
recruitment success.  He suggested that natural limestone tended to be more successful than concrete and 
provided an MS power point presentation that illustrated some approaches one private company is using in 
the design of these modules. He mentioned that, if properly designed, this element could be attractive as a 
“snorkelers reef”. 
Mr. McRae commented of the maintenance continuum that potential designs could encompass and how 
seagrasses might be successful under controlled conditions but that those conditions would require substantial 
maintenance.    Similarly, the FWRI experience with scallop culture has been that there is a significant 
maintenance burden to successfully rear scallops though it is possible under controlled conditions.  
The discussion included conversation about the use of various existing and novel technologies to overcome 
limitations in water clarity and increase interaction between people and the estuary and Mr. McRae gave 
several examples including HD video cameras, hydrophones, and passive acoustics that could facilitate this.  
Mr. McRae was positive about the opportunity to use the design feature as a platform for scientific research 
and education.  
Mr. McRae felt strongly that the presence of organic rich sediments was one of the principal potential limiting 
factors of the success of the design feature.  We discussed that the exact extent of these sediments is currently 
unknown but that it will be investigated.  
We spoke about the interaction of snorkelers and fisherpersons and ability for some type of special 
designation such as a “sanctuary” associated with the underwater feature. He said that depending on whether 
the submerged land belongs to the city or the state will affect the City’s authority to place special designations 
and/or restrictions on activities such as fishing and boating, etc. within the Lens.   
Mr. McRae thought that the design will likely require a staged implementation process.  
He stated that that FWRI would like to see the underwater design feature succeed. 
Lastly, we discussed schedule of upcoming events including the “round table” workshop scheduled for July 
26th. He is not available for this meeting but will send an alternate (maybe 2 people) in his place for this 
meeting.  
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Technical Interview 5 
Summary of Initial Interview for:    Dr. Al Hine, Professor   
        USF College of Marine Science 
 
Janicki Environmental met with Dr. Al Hine on Friday, July 6th, 2012 to discuss the underwater design feature 
associated with the Lens.   The interview included some background on the intent of the meeting which was to 
facilitate the exchange of information and ideas between key members of the local scientific community and 
the design team on the feasibility of including an underwater design feature within the Lens that provides an 
attractive habitat that improves ecosystem services, access, and educational opportunities for visitors and 
citizens of St. Petersburg. The meeting focused on three key concepts; perception, opportunity, and 
partnership. 
Dr. Hine has been active as a citizen in keeping informed about the design and has attended public meetings. 
Dr. Hine was skeptical about the feasibility to design an underwater feature was sustainable in the long term 
because of its connection to the larger estuary. 
Dr. Hine spoke of the impacts of sea level rise, hurricanes, and natural events and how they might impact the 
underwater feature and the pier itself. 
Dr. Hine suggested that physical and chemical oceanographers have the opportunity for input including Dr. 
Luther at USF among others.  
Dr. Hine was optimistic about the potential to use the feature as a platform for scientific research and 
education and gave several examples of how USF might be able to participate using graduate students, 
including tours of the bay and plankton net tows to observe the base of the food chain in the estuary.  He 
spoke of a 3 year grant he previously received to provide hands on environmental education to middle school 
children in Pinellas County called Project Tampa Bay and how stimulating that was to the kids.  
Dr. Hine suggested that any feature designed as a public attraction should include more than just oysters. 
Lastly, we discussed schedule of upcoming events including the “round table” workshop scheduled for July 
26th. He is not sure if he is available for this meeting but will confirm his availability as soon as possible.   
 
 
 

Technical Interview 6 
Summary of Initial Interview for:    Larry Langebrake, Director  
        SRI, International 
 
Janicki Environmental met with Mr. Langebrake on Tuesday afternoon, July 10th, 2012 to discuss the 
underwater design feature associated with the Lens.   The interview included some background on the intent 
of the meeting which was to facilitate the exchange of information and ideas between key members of the 
local scientific community and the design team on the feasibility of including an underwater design feature 
within the Lens that provides an attractive habitat that improves ecosystem services, access, and educational 
opportunities for visitors and citizens of St. Petersburg. The meeting focused on three key concepts; 
perception, opportunity, and partnership. 
Mr. Langebrake stated that he knew little of the existing design other than that he participated in a meeting 
with the short listed firms prior to the final selection of the Lens. 
Mr. Langebrake stated that he could not provide an endorsement from SRI on the underwater feature but as a 
member of the local scientific community could provide input and technical support.  
Mr. Langebrake thought it was feasible to design an underwater feature that could highlight the estuary and 
engage the public but questioned the need for such a feature. He spoke of the obligation of the Team to 
clearly identify the need for the feature in order to create a path forward towards its definition. 
Mr. Langebrake stated that he and SRI are passionate about education, especially with respect to science, 
technology, engineering and mathematics (STEM) and thought that the opportunity existed for the underwater 
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feature to provide a platform for education.  He said that SRI has limited use of the underwater feature as a 
platform for research although it was possible.  
Mr. Langebrake suggested that they have done substantial work on an existing artificial reef adjacent to the 
pier and may be able to share some video and imaging of that work with the Team.   
Mr. Langebrake thought that there were plenty of opportunities to use technology to engage the public but 
that the specific efforts should be need and value driven. 
Lastly, we discussed schedule of upcoming events including the “round table” workshop scheduled for July 
26th. He is available after 10:30am and will attend from 10:30am on.  
 
 
 

Technical Interview 7 
Summary of Initial Interview for:    Dr. Jay Leverone, Senior Scientist 
        Sarasota Bay Estuary Program 
 
Janicki Environmental spoke with Dr. Leverone on Monday morning, July 16th, 2012 to discuss the underwater 
design feature associated with the Lens.   The interview included some background on the intent of the 
meeting which was to facilitate the exchange of information and ideas between key members of the local 
scientific community and the design team on the feasibility of including an underwater design feature within 
the Lens that provides an attractive habitat that improves ecosystem services, access, and educational 
opportunities for visitors and citizens of St. Petersburg. The meeting focused on three key concepts; 
perception, opportunity, and partnership. 
Dr. Leverone stated that he was only vaguely familiar with the existing design. He was familiar with the original 
design of the underwater feature and thought it contained some over simplifications. 
Dr. Leverone thought it was feasible to design an underwater feature that could highlight the estuary and 
engage the public. He suggested that the Lens should provide a view into the future of our connection with the 
ocean; to showcase what we are looking towards in terms of science and technology.     
We spoke at length about regional successes with mariculture of clams.  He stated that there is a local 
hatchery that produces the clam seed for the larger industry in Cedar Key and that this company (Bay Shellfish 
Co. run by Curt Hemmel) also has grown out clams within Tampa Bay. 
http://www.tampabay.com/features/humaninterest/article1153171.ece 
Dr. Leverone suggested that any design feature meant to engage the public in 10 to 15’ of water should be 
elevated if possible to bring the sea life towards the surface. He suggested that even in good water clarity 
conditions it is many times difficult to identify sea life from above the water due to refraction of light and 
atmospheric conditions.  
Dr. Leverone strongly supported an educational component but his organization was not in position to partner 
in such opportunities in Tampa Bay.  
Lastly, we discussed schedule of upcoming events including the “round table” workshop scheduled for July 
26th. He is available and is looking forward to attending.   
 
 
 

Technical Interview 8 
Summary of Initial Interview for:    Walter Jaap, Adjunct Professor  
        USF College of Marine Science 
 
Janicki Environmental spoke with Mr. Jaap on Thursday afternoon, July 19th, 2012 to discuss the underwater 
design feature associated with the Lens.   The interview included some background on the intent of the 
meeting which was to facilitate the exchange of information and ideas between key members of the local 

http://www.tampabay.com/features/humaninterest/article1153171.ece
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scientific community and the design team on the feasibility of including an underwater design feature within 
the Lens that provides an attractive habitat that improves ecosystem services, access, and educational 
opportunities for visitors and citizens of St. Petersburg. The meeting focused on three key concepts; 
perception, opportunity, and partnership. 
Mr. Jaap stated that he has kept up to date on the pier as a citizen and scientist mostly through the media. He 
was familiar with the original design of the underwater feature and thought it had little chance of success as 
portrayed. 
Mr. Jaap thought it was feasible to design an underwater feature that could highlight the estuary and engage 
the public.  
We spoke at length about regional successes with using constructed reef systems in inshore and offshore 
waters.  He participated in a mitigation process for a natural gas pipeline run in Tampa Bay where constructed 
reef and hard bottom were used in mitigation.  He said algae and hydroid sponges recruit fairly rapidly to the 
substrate and that gorgonian octocorals (Sea whips) also commonly recruit to the substrate.  He stated that in 
his experience, limestone boulders produce the greatest success due to their rigosity compared to formed 
concrete modules.  
Mr. Jaap provided some pictures and pdf documents detailing efforts in utilizing constructed reef projects 
including studies designed to evaluate the efficacy of these reefs in mimicking natural (or reference) reefs.  
Mr. Jaap suggested several ways in which the design feature might be utilized to enhance public education of 
the estuary.  He suggested that turtle and manatee rehabilitation releases might be conducted at the facility to 
promote education regarding impacts to these species.   
Mr. Jaap serves on the board of directors for SCUBAnauts, a non-profit organization dedicated to marine 
science education of high school age children http://www.scubanautsintl.org/index.html.  He suggested that 
this group could play an active role utilizing the feature as a platform for research and education by monitoring 
and documenting biological occurrences and changes to the underwater feature over time. 
Lastly, we discussed schedule of upcoming events including the “round table” workshop scheduled for July 
26th. He is available and is looking forward to attending.   
 
 
 

Technical Interview 9 
Summary of Initial Interview for:    Suzanne Cooper, Principal Planner 
        Agency on Bay Management 
 
Janicki Environmental spoke with Ms. Cooper on Friday morning, July 20th, 2012 to discuss the underwater 
design feature associated with the Lens.   The interview included some background on the intent of the 
meeting which was to facilitate the exchange of information and ideas between key members of the local 
scientific community and the design team on the feasibility of including an underwater design feature within 
the Lens that provides an attractive habitat that improves ecosystem services, access, and educational 
opportunities for visitors and citizens of St. Petersburg. The meeting focused on three key concepts; 
perception, opportunity, and partnership. 
Ms. Cooper stated that she has kept up to date on the pier principally through the media and from a 
presentation that the MMA team gave to the Agency on Bay Management (ABM) this spring. 
Based on the presentation to ABM, Ms. Cooper did not feel that she had sufficient information to assess the 
feasibility of the success of the proposed design.  She also didn’t think that the goals of the underwater feature 
were clearly expressed but needed to be.  
Ms. Cooper was somewhat skeptical that one could design an underwater feature that could highlight the 
estuary and engage the public as effectively as other venue’s such as the local aquaria.  
We spoke at length about water clarity and ways in which amenities or technologies might be used to 
overcome limitations in water clarity. She thought that water clarity was a significant constraint to the success 
of the feature. She suggested that, potentially, membranes or screens could be used to increase water clarity 

http://www.scubanautsintl.org/index.html
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and mentioned that he had heard of places in New York and Berlin using enclosures using screens as swimming 
areas but did not know the feasibility of doing this. 
We spoke about the feature as a public attraction. She suggested large animals (birds, manatees, dolphins, and 
turtles) were the major natural attractants. She stated that it might be possible to hold manatee or turtle 
under rehabilitation within the feature as a public education display but questioned the liability associated 
with public interaction with such a feature. Ms. Cooper suggested that someone from Busch Gardens or Lowry 
Park Zoo be engaged to provide input on utilizing the feature as a public attraction.  She suggested that these 
facilities might view the feature as an opportunity to be partners in some type of rehabilitation facility for 
turtles and manatees.  She also suggested that it might be possible to build a bird rookery island in the center 
of the feature but didn’t know the feasibility of doing so.  
We spoke about the potential for reef modules to be incorporated into the feature. She suggested that there 
are local experts with Pinellas and Hillsborough Counties that run their artificial reef programs. She was 
somewhat ambivalent about their use in the design feature. 
When the subject of mariculture was brought up, we spoke about historical oyster leases in Tampa Bay and the 
degradation of historical oyster reefs due to overharvesting and significant historical water quality 
degradation.  She thought that Tampa Bay was currently closed to shellfish harvest but that no testing is 
currently being done to evaluate whether or not the waters would comply with state standards to allow 
shellfish harvesting.  
Lastly, we discussed schedule of upcoming events including the “round table” workshop scheduled for July 
26th. Ms. Cooper is available and is looking forward to attending.   
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1.0 INTRODUCTION 

The City of St. Petersburg is currently preparing design documents for the construction of a 

new pier to replace the existing St. Petersburg Pier.  This work is part of the St. Petersburg 

Pier Redevelopment Project.  As part of the Pier redevelopment, a marina will be located 

within the new Pier area.  At present, the City is going through the Environmental Resource 

Permitting (ERP) process with the Southwest Florida Water Management District 

(SWFWMD) for the full project design.   

 

The SWFWMD ERP Basis of Review (Section 3.2.4.3 – Additional Water Quality 

Considerations for Docking Facilities) states:   

 

Docking facilities, due to their nature, provide potential sources of pollutants 

to wetlands and other surface waters. To provide the required reasonable 

assurance that water quality standards will not be violated, the following 

factors must be addressed by an applicant proposing the construction of a 

new docking facility, or the expansion of or other alteration of an existing 

docking facility that has the potential to adversely affect water quality 

 

The specific work to be completed (factors) includes the following: 

• Conduct hydrographic study 

• Use of the hydrographic study to quantify the flushing time within the docking facility 

area (the time required to reduce the concentration of a conservative pollutant to 10 

percent of its original concentration)  

 

This summary report outlines the approach, assumptions and results from the hydrographic 

study completed for the docking facilities within the St. Petersburg Pier Redevelopment 

Project.  
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2.0 PROJECT DESCRIPTION AND HYDRODYNAMIC CONDITIONS 

2.1 
The St. Petersburg Pier is located in Pinellas County, Florida, in the area of downtown St. 

Petersburg.  The Pier extends out into Tampa Bay along the western shoreline in the area 

commonly referred to as Middle Tampa Bay.  The Pier is located within the Florida Department 

of Environmental Protection (FDEP) waterbody segments (WBIDs) 1709B and 1558B. The 

proposed marina is entirely within WBID 1558B.  Figure 2-1 presents the location of the existing 

Pier structure.  The Pier Redevelopment will utilize nearly the identical footprint of the existing 

Pier.    

PROJECT LOCATION 

 

 
Figure 2-1. Location of St. Petersburg Pier within Tampa Bay 

 

2.2 
The proposed new Pier structure is shown in plan view in Figure 2-2.  The structure includes a 

looping elliptical walkway/emergency vehicle access, the proposed circular marina, the 

proposed Sea Garden, and various walkways on piles and overhanging structures within the 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
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loop structure.  For the flushing evaluation and determination of local circulation patterns, the 

key structural features are those that intersect the waterline and extend down to the bay bottom 

a sufficient distance to limit or alter circulation patterns in the area of the marina.      

 

 

Figure 2-2. Plan View of New Pier and Proposed Marina Area 
 

Figures 2-3a and 2-3b present the aspects of the marina basin that intersect at the surface 

and/or extend to the bay bottom 
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Figure 2-3a. Marina Basin Plan View 
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Figure 2-3b. Marina Construction Detail 
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The proposed marina consists of a floating elliptical dock system with a designed capacity for 24 

boat slips.  The marina is designed for vessel lengths up to 35 feet.  The circular area will have 

an entrance on the northern side with a width of 50 feet.  Given that the docking facility will be 

floating, and that the wave fence will impede the flow of water without blocking it entirely, there 

will be limited restriction of the flow passing the area.  The facility will be similar to an open 

water condition, compared to an enclosed basin area.  This will help to promote the overall 

circulation and exchange of water.   

 

2.3 
The degree of exchange will be highly impacted by the local current conditions, as tides 

progress into Tampa Bay and wind forcing creates local circulation patterns.  As such, an 

understanding of the local hydrodynamic conditions based upon available information is useful 

to the flushing analyses to be presented in later sections. 

LOCAL HYDRODYNAMIC CONDITIONS 

 

National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) Tide Station 8726520 – St 

Petersburg, FL, has been operated at the U.S. Coast Guard Station immediately south of the St. 

Petersburg Pier for more than 65 years and has been in its present configuration for 21 years.  

This gage provides long-term tidal measurements in the vicinity of the Pier (Figure 2-4).  Figure 

2-5 presents the measured tides at this location for a typical 30-day period.  Tides within the 

Gulf of Mexico and, by extension Tampa Bay, are mixed diurnal and semi-diurnal.  Based upon 

the NOAA statistics from the station, the mean tide range is 0.49 meter, with a diurnal range or 

maximum average range of 0.70 meter. 

 

There are no presently or recently operated current measurements in the immediate area of the 

St. Petersburg Pier.  The only available information comes from circulation studies within Tampa 

Bay and a single NOAA current prediction station located in the Port of St. Petersburg 

approach, marker “S.”  Examination of the data from the NOAA current predictions identifies that 

currents in this area are “weak and variable.”  Based upon the magnitude ranges found in the 

current predictions, this would generally put the currents between 5 and 10 centimeters per 

second (cm/s).   

 



 

GNV/2012/122381A/8/8/2012 2-6 

 
Figure 2-4. Locations of NOAA Tide and Current Stations  

 

 
Figure 2-5. Measured Tides at St. Petersburg, FL NOAA 8726520 
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Various studies have been published showing circulation patterns in Tampa Bay.  These studies 

are generally baywide examinations of tidal, wind, and density driven current magnitudes and 

patterns (Weisberg and Zhang, 2006; Meyers et al., 2007).  In general, these studies, while not 

specifically focused on the area of St. Petersburg Pier, show currents similar to those identified 

from the NOAA data, i.e., on the order of 10 cm/s or less.  Generally, the flow patterns follow the 

bay boundary, with flood currents oriented in a northeasterly direction and ebb currents oriented 

in a southeasterly direction.  The local currents in the area of the Pier would be expected to be a 

function of these larger scale baywide patterns, as well as the local geometry of the interior 

basins to the north and south and local winds.               
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3.0 MODELING APPROACH 

Based upon the discussions provided in Section 2, a key aspect to the determination of the 

flushing within the proposed docking facilities at the new Pier will be a reasonable development 

of the local circulation patterns that move through the area.  These are, to a large extent, driven 

by the overall baywide circulation patterns.  At present, there are no direct measurements of the 

velocity conditions in the area of the Pier.  As such, for the flushing evaluation, it was necessary 

to develop a hydrodynamic model that can simulate the baywide circulation patterns as well as 

resolve the circulation generated by the local geometry and wind conditions.   

 

The Environmental Fluid Dynamics Code (EFDC) model was utilized for this project.  EFDC is a 

general purpose modeling package for simulating two- and three-dimensional flow, transport 

and biogeochemical processes in surface water systems including: rivers, lakes, estuaries, 

reservoirs, wetlands and near shore to shelf scale coastal regions. The EFDC model was 

originally developed by Dr. John Hamrick at the Virginia Institute of Marine Science and is 

considered public domain software. EFDC is currently supported by Tetra Tech for the U.S. 

Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) Office of Research and Development (ORD), EPA 

Region 4, and EPA Headquarters.  Additionally, this model has been used extensively by both 

FDEP and SWFWMD.    

 

The physics of the EFDC model, and many aspects of the computational scheme, are 

equivalent to the widely used Blumberg-Mellor model. The EFDC model solves the three-

dimensional, vertically hydrostatic, free-surface, turbulent-averaged equations of motion for a 

variable density fluid. Dynamically coupled transport equations for turbulent kinetic energy, 

turbulent length scale, salinity and temperature are also solved. The two turbulence parameter 

transport equations implement the Mellor-Yamada level 2.5 turbulence closure scheme. The 

EFDC model uses a stretched or sigma vertical coordinate, and curvilinear orthogonal horizontal 

coordinates. 

 

The numerical scheme employed in EFDC to solve the equations of motion uses second-order 

accurate spatial finite differencing on a staggered or C grid. The model's time integration 

employs a second-order accurate three-time level, finite difference scheme with an internal-

external mode splitting procedure to separate the internal shear or baroclinic mode from the 

external free-surface gravity wave or barotropic mode. The external mode solution is semi-
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implicit, and simultaneously computes the two-dimensional surface elevation field by a 

preconditioned conjugate gradient procedure. The external solution is completed by the 

calculation of the depth-average barotropic velocities using the new surface elevation field. The 

model's semi-implicit external solution allows large time steps that are constrained only by the 

stability criteria of the explicit central difference or higher order upwind advection scheme used 

for the nonlinear accelerations. Horizontal boundary conditions for the external mode solution 

include options for simultaneously specifying the surface elevation only, the characteristic of an 

incoming wave, free radiation of an outgoing wave or the normal volumetric flux on arbitrary 

portions of the boundary.  

 

For this project, EFDC was applied as a two-dimensional model to simulate the water levels and 

currents within Tampa Bay.  A baywide application of EFDC was developed to simulate the 

overall current patterns within the bay and the flushing within the marina.  The model was forced 

using translated measured tides near Port Manatee.   

 

The calibration of the model came from simulation of the measured tides at St. Petersburg Pier 

and Port Manatee NOAA Tide Stations and the currents at Old Port of Tampa and Sunshine 

Skyway Bridge NOAA acoustic Doppler current profiler (ADCP) stations.  The locations of the 

stations are shown on Figure 2-4.  The model inputs, development and calibration of the model 

are presented in Section 4.        
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4.0 MODEL INPUTS 

4.1 
Based upon the ERP Basis of Review Document, the maximum allowable time to achieve 90 

percent flushing of docking facilities is 4 days.  As such, the hydrodynamic runs for the flushing 

evaluation are relatively short.  The key to fully evaluating the flushing conditions is to assure 

that reasonably conservative estimates of the primary forcing mechanisms (tides and winds) are 

utilized.  Analyses of the tide and wind data identified a 30-day period where the full range of 

tidal conditions (diurnal and semi-diurnal) were represented, as well as periods of relatively low 

wind energy.  Higher winds will drive more overall circulation and exchange and will not 

represent a sufficiently conservative condition.         

SIMULATION PERIODS FOR FLUSHING ANALYSES 

 

Analyses of the available wind and tide data identified October 2010 as having the full range of 

tidal conditions along with relatively low wind energy, as well as concurrent and continuous data 

availability at other stations in the bay.  October 2010 was chosen for the model calibration 

period.   

 

Analysis of tidal energy data from 2006 through 2011 was performed by calculating the total 

water surface elevation movement for a moving window of averaged successive four day (24hr) 

periods throughout the 5 year span, and then ranking the values from largest to smallest. That 

ranking was then evaluated to determine on which dates tidal energy was at or below the lower 

10th percentile of occurrence for the data set. For the target month of October 2010, the period 

of October 14th thru the 21st was found to have tidal energy at or below the established 10th 

percentile rank, and was chosen for running flushing simulations.  A total of five, four day 

duration analysis runs were made with 100 percent dye concentration being used in the marina 

basin at the onset of day one, and mixing modeled for a 4- day period. This range five different 

sets of four days was used to be certain that all likely combinations of tidal phasing were 

analyzed.   

 

The flushing simulation periods were: 

• Flushing Run 1 : October 14 – 17 , 2010  < 3.7th Percentile 4-Day Average Tidal Energy 
• Flushing Run 2 : October 15 - 18 , 2010   < 0.7th Percentile 4-Day Average Tidal Energy 
• Flushing Run 3 : October 16 - 19 , 2010   < 0.5th Percentile 4-Day Average Tidal Energy 
• Flushing Run 4 : October 17 - 20 , 2010   < 3.3th Percentile 4-Day Average Tidal Energy 
• Flushing Run 5 : October 18 – 21 , 2010  < 7.4th Percentile 4-Day Average Tidal Energy 
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4.2 
Figures 4-1 and 4-2 present the baywide model grid for the entire bay and zoomed into the area 

of the St. Petersburg Pier.  

MODEL GRID(S) AND BATHYMETRY 

 

 
Figure 4-1. Overall Tampa Bay Model Grid 
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Figure 4-2. Tampa Bay Model Grid in Area of St. Petersburg Pier 
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Figures 4-3 and 4-4 present the bathymetric conditions for the bay wide model for the entire bay 

and zoomed into the area of the St. Petersburg Pier. 

 

 
Figure 4-3. Overall Tampa Bay Model Grid Bathymetry 
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Figure 4-4. Tampa Bay Model Grid in area of St. Petersburg Pier Bathymetry 
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4.3 
Boundary conditions for the baywide model include the tidal forcing at the mouth of Tampa Bay 

as well as the wind field driving baywide and local circulation patterns.   

BOUNDARY CONDITIONS 

 

The open boundary was based on the measured tides at Port Manatee (NOAA Gage 8726384). 

Because the open boundary is near the inlet at the Gulf of Mexico, and the Port Manatee gage 

is nearly 18 kilometers (km) to the east, it was necessary to adjust the amplitude and phase 

(i.e., timing) of the boundary tidal signal. This 6-minute interval time series data was adjusted so 

that the measured and simulated tides at Port Manatee are in good agreement.  Figure 4-4 

presents a comparison of the simulated and measured tides at Port Manatee.  The boundary 

was adjusted as follows:  

 

• The astronomical tidal component was separated from the residual water levels 

using the TTIDE analysis package. 

• The astronomical tides were increased by a factor of 1.17 and then combined with 

the residual water level component. 

• The resulting signal was low-pass filtered (with a 1-hour filter) to remove high-

frequency noise in the signal. 

• The time was shifted by 0.04 day.   

 

Figure 4-5 presents a plot of the 30-day tides utilized for the model tidal forcing.  Figure 4-6 

presents a comparison of the tides at the boundary matching point (Port Manatee).   

 

The wind boundary condition was taken directly from NOAA Station 8726520, for St. 

Petersburg, FL. Figure 4-6 presents a plot of the wind speed and direction for the 30-day period 

for the model wind forcing. 
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Figure 4-5. Model Tidal forcing 

 

 
Figure 4-6. Comparison of Measured and Simulated Tides at Port Manatee 
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Figure 4-7. Model Wind Forcing 
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5.0 MODEL CALIBRATION 

5.1 TIDES 
Figure 5-1 presents a comparison of the measured and simulated tides at the St. Petersburg 

Pier for the 30-day simulation period.  The results show good agreement for the tidal 

fluctuations at the St. Petersburg Pier.    

 
 
Figure 5-1. Simulated versus Measured Tides at St. Petersburg Pier 

 

5.2 CURRENTS 
Figures 5-2 and 5-3 present comparisons of the measured and simulated currents at Old Port 

Tampa and the Sunshine Skyway Bridge stations, respectively.  These are the closest available 

continuously recording current stations to the area of interest and are located above and below 

the proposed project site within Tampa Bay.   
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Figure 5-2. Simulated versus Measured Current Magnitude at Old Port Tampa 

 

 
Figure 5-3. Simulated versus Measured Current Magnitude at Skyway Bridge 
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Available current data for the NOAA ADCP stations at Old Port Tampa and the Sunshine 

Skyway Bridge are surface current velocities, which are generally higher velocities than the 

depth averaged measurement taken at the same time and location. Model data is depth 

averaged for currents in the analysis.    

 

For Tampa Bay, complete ADCP current data for the entire water column were available on a 

limited basis in the vicinity of Weedon Island, from a U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) research 

project that covered parts of 2006 and 2007.  Analysis of that data showed an approximate 

relationship of surface current velocities to depth averaged current velocities of 1.3 to 1.  If this 

ratio were applied to the measured data shown in Figures 5-1 and 5-2, this would put the model 

to data agreement closer.  Figures 5-2 and 5-3 show the current data comparison without this 

adjustment to be consistent in presenting the actual measured data.   Based upon these results, 

the overall currents at the two stations are reasonably simulated.   

 

In addition to the quantitative comparisons to the two available current stations, it is important to 

examine the local currents and provide some qualitative assessment against the conditions 

discussed in Section 2.3.  Figure 5-4 presents typical current magnitudes simulated by the 

model in the area of the proposed docking facility.   

 

 
Figure 5-4. Modeled Current Magnitude In the Vicinity of the Proposed Marina 
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The results show current magnitudes on the order of from 3 cm/sec to nearly 13 cm/s.  This is in 

agreement with the range of currents identified in Section 2.3, which showed currents generally 

less than 10 cm/s.  Based on these assessments, the baywide model is providing a reasonable 

simulation of current magnitudes within the bay and, specifically, in the area of the proposed 

Pier structure.    
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6.0 EVALUATION OF FLUSHING IN MARINA 

6.1 
To evaluate the flushing within the proposed marina basin, a mass of dye [i.e., concentration of 

100 milligrams per liter (mg/L) in all cells within the marina basin] was placed in the area of the 

proposed boat slips, and the model run for a period of 4 days and the mass of dye in the marina 

basin remaining over time was recorded.   

FLUSHING 

 

The proposed design of the marina calls for a wave fence on the east side of the basin, as 

detailed in figures 2-3a and 2-3b. This design will leave an approximately 2.4m tall opening 

between the seafloor and the bottom of the wave fence, all along the fence perimeter, through 

which water can flow. In the model, the marina wave fence is represented as a thin barrier that 

completely blocks flow between adjacent grid cells. Thin barriers are commonly used in EFDC 

models to establish certain details that would otherwise require an excessive and often time 

unmanageable level of detail in the model grid. This modeled representation is analogous to a 

wave fence that extends from above the water surface, down to the seafloor. This approach has 

been taken due to the inability of the model to partially block flow from one cell to another, 

relative to the z-axis.  

 

The location of the wave fence in relation to the model grid cells is shown in Figure 4-2. The 

assumption that the wave fence completely obstructs the flow is a conservative one, in that the 

analysis will substantially underestimate the flushing rate of the marina area. 

 

Figures 6-1a through 6-1f provide graphics showing the initial dye concentration in the area of 

the marina and the subsequent total concentrations over time after the period of release based 

upon the differing times of dye release outlined in Section 4.1. Table 6-1 summarizes flushing 

performance. 
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Figure 6-1a. Plan View Showing Initial Dye Concentration 

 
Figure 6-1b. Plan View Showing Flushing Run #1 Dye Concentration at 0.32 days 

 



 

GNV/2012/122381A/8/8/2012 6-3 

 
Figure 6-1c. Plan View Showing Flushing Run #2 Dye Concentration at 0.45 days 

 
Figure 6-1d. Plan View Showing Flushing Run #3 Dye Concentration at 0.31 days 
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Figure 6-1e. Plan View Showing Flushing Run #4 Dye Concentration at 0.21 days 

 

 
Figure 6-1f. Plan View Showing Flushing Run #5 Dye Concentration at 0.17 days 
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Figures 6-2a-e present time series graphs of the percent dye remaining. 

 

 
Figure 6-2a. Time Series Plot of Percent Dye Remaining Flushing Run #1 

 

 
Figure 6-2b. Time Series Plot of Percent Dye Remaining Flushing Run #2 
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Figure 6-2c. Time Series Plot of Percent Dye Remaining Flushing Run #3 

 

 
Figure 6-2d. Time Series Plot of Percent Dye Remaining Flushing Run #4 
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Figure 6-2e. Time Series Plot of Percent Dye Remaining Flushing Run #5 

 

Table 6-1. Flushing Simulations Results 

Simulation Date Range 
(days) 

Percentile Rank of Average 
Tidal Energy (%) 

Days to 10% Dye 
Concentration (days) 

October 14-17, 2010 3.7 0.32 
October 15-18, 2010 0.7 0.45 
October 16-19, 2010 0.5 0.31 
October 17-20, 2010 3.3 0.21 
October 18-21, 2010 7.4 0.17 

 

Under all of the modeled scenarios, the marina flushes extremely well. Even the lowest energy 

cases with the previously stated conservative assumptions being in effect, modeled scenario 

runs 2 and 3, performed exceptionally, the marina basin as a whole, flushed in less than 12 

hours. Additionally, detailed analysis of the model results show that grid cell (27,74) was the last 

individual cell in the marina basin to exceed 10% concentration after 14 hours.  

 

Given the very short flushing times in the proposed marina under conservative model 

assumptions and conditions, the hydrographic study demonstrates that under the proposed 

marina facility configuration, sufficient flushing will exist to avoid potential water quality issues.    
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VISION 
 
The downtown waterfront is a unique asset and economic driver that sets the tone for a 
vibrant and livable St. Petersburg.  All residents, regardless of their home neighborhood 
within the city, take ownership of the downtown waterfront and advocate for its protec-
tion, functionality, accessibility and economic vitality. 
 
This Downtown Waterfront Master Plan is intended to bind the three major elements of the 
waterfront — parks, public entertainment facilities, and economic assets — through a se-
ries of common guiding principles which dictate access, character, linkages and future 
development. 
 
The parks have historically been a source of enjoyment and pride, and considered a treas-
ured gift to future generations.   The Pier, Al Lang Field, and the Progress Energy Center for 
the Arts represent the history and diversity of arts, sports, outdoor and cultural activities that 
have drawn generations of residents and visitors, and continues to stimulate St. Peters-
burg’s growth as a cultural and tourist mecca. 
 
The Marina, Port and Airport provide unique and untapped economic potential, adding 
opportunity for future advancement that complements the city’s existing character and 
assets.  Over time, this master plan should lead to developing the full potential of each 
component on the waterfront, while maintaining a sense of continuity and harmony 
throughout. 
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DOWNTOWN WATERFRONT GOAL AND GUIDING PRINCIPLES 
 
Goal:  To protect, enhance, and promote St. Petersburg’s downtown waterfront as one of 
the premier waterfront destinations and attractions in the United States. 
 
Guiding Principles: 
 General 

 Coordinate city waterfront facility plans with the Downtown Waterfront Master 
Plan 

 Improve and preserve the character and quality of the downtown waterfront 
 Protect park and waterfront property, including the sale, donation or lease, in 

accordance with provisions of the City Charter 
 Promote waterfront events and activities to expand the public’s access to the 

downtown waterfront 
 Promote diverse art, cultural and entertainment experiences on the downtown 

waterfront 
 Enliven the downtown waterfront edge with mixed-use development that in-

creases activity at the street level 
 Ensure the creation of a human scale development pattern with high quality 

streetscape and architecture through urban design standards 
 Public access to the downtown waterfront will be prioritized in the following hier-

archy when feasible:  pedestrians, bicyclist, public transit and motorized vehicles 
 Apply industry accepted best practices and emerging technologies when de-

signing, building and maintaining parks and other facilities 
 Identify opportunities to create new vistas and additional open spaces, includ-

ing permeable and hardscape spaces such as the Mahaffey’s Center for the 
Arts Plaza  

 Land Use 
 Ensure integration of downtown facility plans and the waterfront park system 

both physically and visually, with a commitment to environmental responsibility 
 Encourage a balance of active and passive land uses to provide a variety of at-

tractions and activities in the downtown waterfront area 
 Recognize the diverse land uses contiguous to the downtown waterfront area, 

including a diverse mix of retail, office and residential uses 
 Enhance public use and activities at the Al Lang site, in a manner that gives pri-

ority to its historic use as a baseball stadium that was initially established in 1922 
 Recognize other historic assets on the waterfront 
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Guiding Principles (continued): 
 

 Waterfront Parks 
 Preserve, enhance and beautify the downtown waterfront park system and view 

corridors 
 Expand the waterfront park system when appropriate 
 Increase permeable open space when feasible 
 Maintain waterfront parks to the highest feasible standards 
 Practice responsible environmental stewardship that will protect human health, 

ecosystems and sustainable use of natural resources 
 Link parks together through design elements, landscaping, lighting, and other 

park amenities 
 Promote visual arts throughout the downtown waterfront park system 

 
 

 Transportation/Linkages 
 Promote pedestrian, bicycle, public transit, and marine access to the downtown 

waterfront 
 Design and locate parking facilities that serve the downtown waterfront in a 

manner that minimizes impacts on pedestrian and bicycle access, permeable 
open space, and vistas 

 Link parks and downtown facilities together emphasizing pedestrian and bicycle 
connections 

 Maintain and improve the scenic drive 
 Continue construction of a continuous pedestrian/bicycle pathway system 

within and adjacent to downtown waterfront parks 
 Continue to improve the pedestrian environment when possible by widening 

sidewalks, using textured pavers, installing shade trees, landscaping, lighting, 
and street furniture 
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Guiding Principles (continued): 
 

 Water Access/Port Development 
 Promote multiple modes of watercraft access to the downtown waterfront 
 Promote activities and events in and around the three downtown waterfront ba-

sins 
 Maintain pedestrian access to the water’s edge and where feasible, enhance 

access by constructing new pathways and pedestrian bridges 
 Develop and maintain the Port of St. Petersburg as a deep water port 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 



  

Section II 
 
 

City Charter 
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CITY CHARTER  
 
Per the City Charter, the City of St. Petersburg shall have all governmental, corporate, and 
proprietary powers to enable it to conduct municipal government, perform municipal 
functions and render municipal services, and may exercise any power for municipal pur-
poses except when expressly prohibited by law.   
 
The parks of the City are for the benefit and pleasure of the public and every person may 
enjoy the privileges of City parks subject to compliance with the provisions of the City 
Charter and all other applicable laws.  The concept for having added protections for cer-
tain City owned Park and Waterfront Property resulted from a Charter amendment in 1984. 
A park and waterfront property map added to the Charter in 1984 had as its purpose to 
afford additional protections to certain properties used as park & certain waterfront prop-
erty.  Those properties were determined to warrant these protections by a citizen commit-
tee, City Council and the citizens of the City at referendum.  At that time there were also 
other properties used for park uses which were determined not to warrant these additional 
protections but which were, and are, operated as parks or for park purposes. 
 
Based on referendum language approved by voters on November 8, 2011 a new Water-
front Master Plan must be adopted  via the following steps: 
 

a. City Council is required to adopt an ordinance identifying the process and criteria 
for the development of the Waterfront Master Plan by July 1, 2012; and 

b. Approve an inclusive Waterfront Master Plan in accordance with that ordinance  
by July 1, 2015. 

 

Parks & Waterfront Property Protection  
(Charter Sec.1.02 Park & Waterfront property; use, disposition) 
 

Purpose 
 
The purpose of this Charter Section is to protect City-owned park and waterfront property.  
Except as provided herein, no waterfront or park property owned by the City may be sold, 
donated or leased without specific authorization by a majority vote in a City-wide referen-
dum. 
 

Park and Waterfront Property 
 
The City Park and Waterfront Map conclusively determines which property within the City 
limits, and owned by the City on September 20, 1984, is waterfront property and which is 
park property. 
 
Property acquired by the City after September 20, 1984 shall be considered park property 
if it is so designated by City Council and shall be considered waterfront property if it is con-
tiguous to, or under the waters of Lake Maggiore, Crescent Lake, Mirror Lake, Tampa Bay, 
Boca Ciega Bay or the Gulf of Mexico or any other bays, arms or harbors.  The property 
owned by the City of St. Petersburg in the City of Treasure Island, adjacent to the Gulf of 
Mexico, shall be considered waterfront property. 
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Waterfront Park Element 
 
Downtown Charter Waterfront Parks 
 

 Poynter Park (Charter Park #45, including Poynter park Extension*) 
 Albert Whitted Park*  
 Al Lang Field (Charter Park #39) 
 Pioneer Park (Charter Park #37) 
 Demens Landing Park (Charter Park #38) 
 Soreno/Straub Park (Charter Park #35, including Soreno/Straub Park Extension*) 
 Downtown Waterfront Park (Charter Park #99) 
 Spa Beach (Charter Park #30) 
 Baywood Park Indian Midden (Charter Park #27) 
 Vinoy Park and Mole (Charter Park #28) 
 North Shore Park (Charter Park #25 includes Elva Rouse Park and Gizella Kopsick 

Palm Arboretum) 
 Flora Wylie Park (Charter Park #24) 
 Coffee Pot Blvd Granada Terrace and Traffic Circles (Charter Park #21) 
 Northeast Exchange Club/Coffee Pot Park (Charter Park #19) 
 

 * Property added to Charter Park list in 2009 
 



  

Section III 
 
 

1988 Waterfront 
Park Master Plan 

Evolution 
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Evolution of the Current Waterfront Park Master Plan 
 
The development of the City’s Park system began in 1894 when the Park Improvement As-
sociation was organized to construct a band shell and wooden sidewalk in City park which 
was later named Williams Park.  Arbor Day was organized in 1901 and town residents do-
nated trees, shrubbery and rosebushes. In 1910, the Downtown Waterfront Park System be-
gan and by 1916, St. Petersburg had one of the largest public downtown waterfronts in the 
Nation. 
 
The downtown waterfront is St. Petersburg’s most beautiful and important asset. In order to 
maintain its aesthetic quality and yet provide greater recreational and cultural opportuni-
ties for the citizens of St. Petersburg, City Council authorized the development of a com-
prehensive waterfront plan as a supplement to the Intown Design and Development Pro-
gram, which was adopted by City Council Resolution in 1979.  
 
 Mid 1979—City Council authorized the development of a comprehensive Waterfront 

Master Plan as a supplement to the Intown Design and Development Program 
 
 The Waterfront Park Master Plan would provide a comprehensive framework for 

planning improvements to parks and other public facility sites on St. Petersburg’s 
waterfront 

 The study focused on the area bounded by the Center for the Arts Plaza 
(formerly Bayfront Center) on the South and Northeast Exchange Club/Coffee 
Pot Park on the north 

 
 March, 1980—the City’s Leisure Services and Community Development Departments 

worked jointly on developing the preliminary scope for the Waterfront Master Plan 
 
 October, 1984—the consulting firm Gee and Jensen Land/Design Research, Inc. and 

Phil Graham and Company were hired to develop the Waterfront Park Master Plan 
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Study Purpose 
 

 January 23, 1986—City Council adopted Resolution No. 86-98 endorsing in concept the 
preliminary final plan of the Waterfront Park Master Plan 

 
 November 10, 1988—City Council’s Waterfront Subcommittee met to review the Water-

front Park Master Plan and approve recommending to City Council that the Waterfront 
Park Master Plan, as adopted in concept by city Council on January 23, 1986, be reaf-
firmed and used as the planning guide for future use of the city’s waterfront park sys-
tem and that the plan be implemented in phases when funding became available. 

 
 September 10, 2009—During a Council workshop, staff provided a comprehensive up-

date on the status of the various downtown waterfront master plans with Council indi-
cating its acceptance of the update with the following action items: 

 
1. Request the charter Review Commission review the current Charter protections for 

the city’s parks and waterfront property to determine if the protections against de-
velopment are adequate or need to be strengthened; 

2. Continue downtown waterfront park enhanced maintenance & design standards; 
3. Provide Pier Task Force recommendations to Mayor and City Council by February 

2010; 
4. Schedule a Council workshop to review the status of the Port Master Plan Update by 

March 2010; 
5. Complete the Marina Strategic Rehabilitation Plan by December 2012; 
6. Complete construction of the Progress Energy Center for the Arts Plaza by Decem-

ber 2010; 
7. Complete bike/multi-purpose trail enhancements for a contiguous linkage of the 

downtown waterfront by 2013, subject to funding availability 
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Planning Goals 
 
Five major planning goals were established at the beginning of the 1988 Master Plan. 

 
1. Evaluate Resources 
2. Heighten Community Awareness 
3. Understand Community Objectives 
4. Create a Framework for Implementation 
5. Build Community Consensus and Enthusiasm 

 
Summary of the 1988 Plan Objectives 
 
The system-wide program and plan objectives articulated by the community corre-
sponded closely to the issues and opportunities identified in the resources inventory and 
analysis.  The objectives were combined and summarized under four (4) major headings: 
 

1. Improve Maintenance:  Increased maintenance funding is essential to safeguard 
the public’s existing investment in the waterfront 

2. Make the Parks More Usable:  Add amenities such as shade structures, shade 
trees, security lighting, upgrade and expand basic facilities such as restrooms, 
bath houses, drinking fountains 

3. Link the Parks Together:  Install clearly defined and contiguous movement corri-
dors in the form of scenic parkways, bike routes, pedestrian walkways 

4. Make the Waterfront More Beautiful:  While improved maintenance will continue 
the beautification of the waterfront parks, a commitment must also be made to 
quality in design, materials, and detailing of all park elements 

Waterfront Park System 
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Plan Recommendations (14) 
 

1. Major Maintenance: Repair and replacement of seawalls at the following locations: 
South Yacht Basin from Al Lang to Demens Landing; north side of Demens Landing; 
Central Yacht Basin, south of the “Doc Webb Center” (portion of the existing Pelican 
parking lot), Vinoy Basin and Flora Wylie Park 

 2. Restrooms and Bathhouses: Restrooms at Demens Landing, “Little St. Mary’s” restroom, 
locker rooms at North Shore Pool and the restroom/bathhouse at Bay Beach require 
renovation. The existing restroom/bathhouse at Spa Beach requires replacement 

 3. Maintenance Structures: To improve the efficiency of regular maintenance activities 
and enhance the quality of the waterfront parks’ visual environment, well designed 
maintenance facilities will be required. New maintenance structures are required in 
the Center for the Arts Plaza, Demens Landing and on the Pier approach. Replace-
ment of the maintenance facility at North Shore Pool is also desirable 

4. Irrigation Systems: To meet improved maintenance standards and ensure the long 
term health of the parks’ landscaping, existing irrigation systems must be upgraded 
and expanded 

5. Plant Material Replacement: A replacement program for freeze damaged plants is 
required. Replacement of the Washington Palms which border the downtown portion 
of Bay Shore Drive is required. A solid “carpet” of grass will also add significantly to the 
visual quality and usability of the parks. As a result, turf replacement is recommended 
at Spa Beach, Flora Wiley Park and along the eastern edge of the Bay Shore Drive in 
the downtown area 

6. Regular Maintenance: Increase the maintenance budget to provide for upgraded 
maintenance throughout the waterfront parks and to meet the increased park main-
tenance requirements which new facilities and a higher level of use will create 

7. Planting Design: Careful landscape design will help simplify maintenance and pro-
mote efficiency 

8. Quality Design and Materials: Over the longer term, maintenance and regular re-
placement costs can be minimized by using only the highest quality materials for 
plantings, paving, light fixtures, structures and furnishings. In addition, all architectural 
elements must be carefully designed and detailed to discourage vandalism and slow 
the inevitable deterioration caused by exposure to the elements 
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9. Comfort: 
a. Shade - Planting of trees and use of shade structures on major waterfront                  

walkways, especially at water’s edge     
b. Lighting - The use of pedestrian scale light fixtures is recommended along path-

ways in the interior of the waterfront parks to provide a consistent level of illumi-
nation for nighttime security. Soffit and interior lighting of restrooms and conces-
sion buildings is also recommended for security and to discourage vandalism 

c. Concession and Restroom Facilities - Concessions which provide refreshments 
and recreational equipment rentals will enhance park users’ enjoyment and 
can become focal points for activity. New restrooms should be provided in con-
junction with concession facilities 

10.   Fishing Access: The waterfront parks need to provide for fishing activity in a manner 
which minimizes the potential for conflicts with other uses of the water’s edge. To 
meet this need, the master plan recommends construction of lower level boardwalks 
paralleling the seawall in the Center for the Arts Plaza  area and the development of 
street-end dock/overlooks along Coffee Pot Boulevard 

11. Functional Links: The plan places particular emphasis on the development of a well-
defined scenic waterfront drive and continuous waterfront bicycle routes and pedes-
trian pathways 

12. Scenic Drive: An upgraded urban design  treatment  -   including street tree plantings, 
light fixtures and areas of special paving and planting is recommended for the scenic 
drive to more clearly define its alignment and improve its visual character.  From the 
Center for the Arts Plaza to the end of North Shore Drive, Washingtonion palms will be 
used consistently as street trees to create a unifying landscape theme.  Along Coffee 
Pot Boulevard, however, the existing combination of oaks, carrot woods and Sabal 
palms will be augmented with additional plantings of the same species to mark the 
transition to the more intimately scaled neighborhood environment.  A single light fix-
ture will be used repeatedly as a street light along the entire length of the scenic drive 
to help reinforce its design continuity.  

13. Waterfront Bicycle/Pedestrian Pathway:  The plan recommends the development of a 
continuous waterfront pathway extending from Coffee Pot Park to the southern edge 
of the Center for the Arts Plaza. Although much of this pathway system is already in 
place, plan implementation will eliminate crucial "gaps" which now exist south of De-
mens Landing to the Center for the Arts Plaza and Poynter Park which will greatly up-
grade the design character and continuity of existing pathway segments 

14. Design Continuity:  In addition to the consistent design treatment of the scenic drive 
and waterfront pathway, the plan recommends a selection of lights and furniture, 
signs, paving and landscape materials to be used throughout the park system.  By 
adopting this consistent vocabulary of design elements and by using these elements 
in a consistent manner in similar situations, the visual continuity and design quality of 
the waterfront parks can be greatly improved. Similarly, a consistent vocabulary of 
architectural forms and materials – based on St. Petersburg's Mediterranean Revival 
architectural heritage – has also been recommended for park structures 



  

Section IV 
 
 

Implementation of 
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1988 Plan Implementation in the Waterfront Park Master Plan 
 
 Improved Park Maintenance Standards 
 Functional Links & Design Continuity  
 Scenic Drive  
 Existing: 

1. Bicycle/Multipurpose Waterfront Trail = $1.5M in FY10 & FY11 
2. Pinellas Trail connection to Waterfront = $9.0M FY08 & FY10 
3. North Bay Trail connection south to Waterfront = $2.0M FY11 

 Poynter Park 
 Poynter Park Extension (±1.344 acres) designated Charter Park property in 2010 
 Albert Whitted Park (±4.786 acres) designated passive park property 2010 
 Pioneer Park 

 Capital Improvement Projects:  $50K in FY10 & FY11 
 Re-grading 
 Benches 
 Lighting 
 Landscaping 

 Demens Landing Park 
 Capital Improvement Projects:  

$700K in FY12-FY15 
 Signage 
 Lighting 
 Shelters & Benches 
 Landscaping 
 Walkways & Bike Trails 

● Spa Beach Park 
● Soreno/Straub Park 
● Extension (±1.23 acres designated Charter Park property 2010 

● Events 
 Holiday Tree Lighting 
 Snowfest 
 Festival of States/Honda Grand Prix Party in the Park 
 Chillounge 

● Vinoy Park 
● Baywood Park Indian Midden  
● Events 

 Ribfest 
 Mainsail Arts Festival 
 Taste of Pinellas 
 Funkfest 
 Bluesfest 
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Plan Implementation in the Waterfront Park System (continued): 
 

● North Shore Park 
● North Shore Dog Park 
● North Shore Softball Field 

● Improvements 
 Replaced bleachers 
 Added shade structure over bleachers 
 Improvements to dugouts 

● North Shore Pool 
● Improvements 

 Warm-up Pool 
 Water Feature Pool 
 Flume Slide 
 New Restroom 
 Entryways 
 Bleachers 

 Swim Meets 
 St. Petersburg Aquatics 
 Masters 

● Gizella Kopsick Palm Arboretum 
● Improvements: 

 Expansion 
 Walkways 
 Pavers 
 Educational Signage 

● Elva Rouse Park 
● Restroom Improvements at Bay Beach Flora Wylie 

Park 
● Improvements: 
● Sundial added in FY11 prior to Waterfront 

Centennial Celebration 
● Other Capital Projects:  $420K in FY12 

  
● Coffee Pot Boulevard, Granada Terrace Park & Traffic Circles 

● Improvements: 
 Replaced seawalls and sidewalk 
 Installed Medjool Palms 

● Northeast Exchange Club/Coffee Pot Park 
● Improvements: 

 Kayak & Canoe Wash Racks 
 Playground 
 Boat Ramp 
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Art & Monuments 
 
Ordinance No. 2001-468—Approving the Revised Plaques and Monuments Policy 
July 19, 2001  
4.  Monuments and Commemorative Artwork Program 

Applications to commemorate or memorialize with a three dimensional monument 
or artwork will be reviewed by the City’s Urban Design and Historic Preservation Divi-
sion through the Non-Standard Marker process.  If an application meets the require-
ments for text and justification, it will be referred to the Office of Cultural Affairs for 
review and recommendation. 

•   Three dimensional monuments or plaque presentations without sculpture 
 Applications will be reviewed for compatibility with site, relationship to existing or 
planned public art installation, safety, security, and maintenance.  If the artwork is to 
be located on an historic building or site, the application will be reviewed by CPC 
for location and installation methods. 

•   Monuments and memorials with artwork: 
 Applications will be referred to Gifts Panel for review and recommendation accord-
ing to Ordinance 375-G. 

•  Artwork which is contributed to the City as a memorial or commemoration, but which 
is not, itself, a monument: 
 Applications will be referred to Gifts Panel for review and recommendation accord-
ing to Ordinance 375-G.  Accepted artwork will be identified with a permanent la-
bel consistent in size and style with the identifying labels used in the City’s Art in Pub-
lic Places program. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Ordinance No. 375-G 
 
An ordinance creating an Article IV,  Chapter 5, Section 5-81 through 5-86; providing for a 
process for the acceptance of gifts of art to the City; providing for a purpose and intent; 
providing for a gifts panel; requiring documentation and review by a gifts panel; providing 
for recommendations; providing for decision review; providing for copyright, reproduction 
and possession of art; and providing an effective date 
July 19, 2001  

Soreno/Straub Park Vinoy Park Soreno/Straub Park 
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Article IV Section 5-81. Purpose and Intent 
 

A. The donation of works of art to the City of St. Petersburg is encouraged.  The ac-
ceptance of donations of art by the City and the placement of art on City prop-
erty carries certain responsibilities.  Some of the issues to be considered include 
appropriateness of the work as public art, historical relevance or relationship to 
City, feasibility of installation, safety, durability, maintenance, and an appropri-
ate public site. 

B. The City of St. Petersburg’s Art Advisory Committee advises the Mayor and City 
Council concerning public art proposed for acquisition by the City for installation 
on City property excluding public art reviewed by the City of St. Petersburg’s 
Public Art Commission.  The Committee also advises the Mayor and City Council 
on proposals that are deemed constructive toward the preservation and im-
provement of the physical beauty of the City. 

C. The purpose of the Article is to provide guidelines for the acceptance of dona-
tions and to provide a process for such review to insure that art which the City 
accepts is appropriate for the City and is initially located at an appropriate City 
location. 

 
Summary of Master Plan Implementation in the Downtown Waterfront Park System 
(1988-2011) 
 

● Create scenic drive 
● Regular planting of colorful flowers 
● Flowering & shade trees planted 
● Installed LED tree lighting in North Straub and South Straub Parks 
● Added Waterfront Bicycle/multipurpose pathway 
● Developed North Shore Dog Park 
● New Park maintenance buildings at North Shore Park & Demens Landing 
● Enhanced maintenance standards & maintenance cycles 
● Upgraded and expanded irrigation systems 
● Replaced bleachers and added shade structures at the North Shore softball field 
● Improvements to dugouts at North Shore softball field 
● New restroom in North Shore Park 
● Added functional links and design continuity 
● Added warm-up pool and Play Feature Pool at North Shore Pool 
● Seawall and walkway improvements  
● Gizella Kopsick Palm Arboretum Expansion 
● New decorative brick pavers in walkways in the Palm Arboretum 
● Replaced and repaired seawalls 
● Medjool Palms planted along Coffee Pot Boulevard 
● Decorative brick pavers and bollards installed at crosswalks 
● Washington Palms planted along Bay Shore Drive 
● New artistic park identification signs  
● Decorative park benches and trash receptacles 
● Developed Albert Whitted Park and Playground 
● Energy Efficiency Improvements 



  

Section V 
 
 

Downtown 
Waterfront  
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DOWNTOWN WATERFRONT ENTERPRISE FACILITIES ELEMENT 
 

● Municipal Port 
● Albert Whitted Airport 
● Progress Energy Center for the Arts 

 Mahaffey Theater 
 Dali Museum 
 Center for the Arts Plaza 

● Al Lang Field 
● Municipal Marina 
● The Pier 

 
Municipal Port 
 

● The Port Master Plan allows the City to implement needed capital improvements 
for existing uses that are incorporated with the City’s Downtown Waterfront Mas-
ter Plan, while pursuing diverse opportunities for the future.  

  
● An approved Master Plan is required for eligibility to secure state grant funding 

and projects must be included in plan to receive funding. 
 
● The Municipal Port currently provides docking facilities for mega-yachts, re-

search vessels, as well as other visiting ships and boats.  The new SRI research 
and development facility is also located there; and, under the terms of their 
lease, SRI has the right to build another facility on the site they currently lease.  
During 2010, City Council workshops were conducted and an RFP process was 
launched to solicit development proposals.  

 
● The 2010 RFP responses were inadequate, primarily due to potential lease term 

restrictions.  A referendum allowing 25 year lease terms to allow a more favor-
able environment for Port development was rejected by voters on November 8, 
2011.  However, it is the City’s intent to work with the private sector to develop a 
specific development plan for the Port in order to enhance its economic impact 
on the community. 
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Albert Whitted Airport 
 
● All airports are required by the Federal Aviation Ad-

ministration (“FAA”) to develop a Master Plan that 
provides a twenty-year development program. 

 
● Albert Whitted Airport Blue Ribbon Advisory Task 

Force Committee’s final recommendations (Sept 
2004) were the basis of the 2005 Master Plan. Final 
version was approved by FAA in April 2007 and Flor-
ida DOT in June 2007.  

 
● The Galbraith Terminal  houses the airport's Fixed 

Base Operator (FBO), a rental car operator and 
other various aviation and retail tenants.  The Hangar 
Restaurant and Flight Lounge opened in April 
2010 on the 2nd floor of the terminal. 

   
● The new Albert Whitted Control Tower was funded 

by the FAA , built by the City at a cost of $3.1M and opened for full operation in Sep-
tember, 2011. 

 
● An engineering analysis recommending decommissioning of the Albert Whitted 

Wastewater Treatment Plant has been approved and the ultimate use of this prop-
erty is a future policy decision to be determined. 

Progress Energy Center for the Arts 
 
● The City of St. Petersburg has successfully redeveloped the former Bayfront Center 

site into a cultural complex which includes the Mahaffey Theater, Center for the Arts 
Plaza and the new Dali Museum.  The master planning of the Center is consistent with 
the goals of the City’s Downtown Waterfront Master Plan. 

 
● A $20M renovation and expansion of the Mahaffey Theater was completed and re-

opened in April, 2006.  Through an RFP process, the City has selected Big 3 Entertain-
ment to become the new Management company to operate the Center beginning 
September 1, 2011. 

● The $3M Center for the Arts Plaza, lo-
cated between the Mahaffey Theater 
and the new Dali Museum, opened in De-
cember 2010.  

 
● The new $36M Dali Museum opened in 

January 2011. 
 
● The Center is well-positioned and con-

nected to adjacent neighboring assets, 
including pedestrian access to Albert 
Whitted Park and AWA Terminal and res-
taurant. 
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Progress Energy Center for the Arts (continued) 
 

Mahaffey Theater 
● Over 250 events were held at the Mahaffey Theater in 2010, with 165,000 patrons 

attending 
 
Dali Museum 
● Over 100,000 people visited the new Dali Museum in the first three months it was 

open in 2011. 
 
Center for the Arts Plaza 
● The Center for the Arts Plaza, located on a 2.2 acre site between the Mahaffey 

Theater and Dali Museum, includes a public event plaza and new colonnade con-
necting the Theater, garage, and Museum. The Plaza will be home to a variety of 
annual festivities, including weddings, the St. Petersburg Boat Show and the Honda 
Grand Prix.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Al Lang Field 
 
● Al Lang Field has been designated as a charter waterfront property since 1977.  The 

10.77 acre site includes Al Lang Stadium and the adjacent parking lot immediately 
abutting to the north. 

 
● On March 6, 2008, the City conducted a public forum to gather input from the  

community regarding the long term use of the Al Lang property.  Of the 167 partici-
pants attending the forum, 48% indicated that they would prefer adaptive re-use of 
the existing stadium and parking lot and 23% preferred to see the property con-
verted to park land. 
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Al Lang Field (continued) 
 
● On June 18, 2009, Al Lang Field was re-

zoned from DC-3(Downtown Center-3) 
to DC-P (Downtown Center Park). 

 
● The stadium is currently being utilized for 

a variety of athletic activities including 
college and high school baseball tour-
naments, professional International Base-
ball, FC Tampa Bay professional soccer,  
and other special events. 

 

 

Municipal Marina 
 
● The Marina facilities are currently going through a rehabilitation analysis to provide 

for boat slip/mooring and building design/configuration; ensuring docks and shore 
structures are up to current and future building code and design standards.  

 
● Consideration is also being given to continue maximum public accessibility to the 

waterfront and connectivity to adjoining areas and downtown facilities.  
 
● The recent installation of transient boating docks along Bay Shore Drive NE has in-

creased casual daily use and access to park areas. 
 
● Recent reconfiguration to diagonal parking fronting the marina on Bay Shore Drive 

NE has been coordinated with landscape design, as well as bike trails and the Traffic 
Circulation Plan. 

 
● In an effort to better manage vessels in 

the North Basin, a mooring field has 
been approved and is currently being 
permitted for development in 2012. 
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Municipal Pier 
 
● In April 2005, the City of St Petersburg approved an amendment to the Intown Re-

development Plan that provides $50M for redevelopment of the Pier.  
 
● Following City Council action in 2010, multiple workshops, consultant and public in-

put and Pier Advisory Task Forces recommendations, a design competition for the 
replacement of the pier approach, head and inverted pyramid was launched in 
2011. 

 
The goals established for the Pier Design Competition are consistent with the goals of the 
Downtown Waterfront Master Plan. 
 
● Pier should be integrated into the waterfront as its anchor and centerpiece 
● Preserve views to and from the city, as well as outward into the bay 
● Pier vista should be unobstructed to allow for maximum views 
● Transient docks should be provided for access by boaters 
● Incorporate pedestrian/bike trails into the design of the upland and link to down-

town 
 

It is anticipated that a design concept for the Pier will be approved by City Council in 
February, 2012.  Thereafter, specific design details and cost estimates will be refined and 
approved prior to initiating construction. 
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WATERFRONT TRANSPORTATION PLAN ELEMENT 
 
Transportation impacts all aspects of our daily lives and a balanced Transportation Plan will 
contribute significantly to the success of the Waterfront Park System.  How the City ad-
dresses transportation improves our quality of life and will help define residents perception 
of the community. 

 
● In 1988 a Waterfront Park Master Plan (1988 Plan) was developed that included 

many important transportation features.   
 Link the parks together 
 Build continuous pathway system 
 Improve walking environment 
 Improve scenic drive 

 
● The City has continued to implement these features and have expanded upon them 

in several important areas. 
 
Transportation Connections 
 
● Along the waterfront, transportation is defined by a series of connections 
 

 Traffic access and circulation 
 Waterfront pedestrian connections 
 Pedestrian enhancements 
 Bicycle pedestrian pathway 
 Public parking 
 Waterfront scenic drive 
 Trolleys and public transit 
 Downtown waterfront events 

 
● According to the Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO), approximately 90% of 

persons enjoying the waterfront arrived by car. 
 
● With pedestrian and pathway improvements now being made and with transit and 

trolley improvements recently made, it is anticipated that number of visitors that ar-
rive by bike, transit or walking will increase to 25%. 
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Traffic Access and Circulation 
 
● The waterfront is exemplified by superior vehicle 

access, including: 
 

 I-275 into downtown 
 I-175 & 375 into downtown 
 4th Avenue North & South  
 5th Avenue North & South  
 4th Street North  
 Central Avenue 
 1st Avenue North & South 
 

● The City’s Transportation Program implements the City’s Comprehensive Plan and the 
MPO’s Long Range Transportation Plan. 

 
● I-275 carries over 124,000 vehicles per day (vpd) into downtown. 
 
● I-175 and I-375 carry over 31,000 vpd into and out of the waterfront area daily while 

4th and 5th Avenues North and South accommodate over 20,000 vpd and 4th Street 
29,000 vpd. 

 
● Finally, the Central Avenue Corridor accommodates another 25,000 vpd. 
 
● Together, over 100,000 vpd come into the downtown waterfront area daily. 

 
Waterfront Pedestrian Connections 
 
● A primary element of the 1988 Water-

front Park Master Plan was 
“Connections” and particularly 
“Pedestrian Connections”.  These con-
nections were: 

 
 Designed to connect parks and 

downtown facilities 
 Designed to connect retail areas 

with parking 
 Incorporates streetscape improve-

ments 
 

● To date several miles of sidewalks in the 
waterfront areas have been con-
structed and maintained.  These side-
walks connect the waterfront parks to-
gether with activity centers, retail shop-
ping areas and parking facilities; pe-
destrian improvements continue to be 
a high priority in the transportation pro-
gram. 
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Waterfront Pedestrian Connections (continued)  

 
● As the pedestrian system is expanded along the Waterfront,  these connections are re

-evaluated on a recurring basis and several new and upgraded facilities tying Beach 
Drive to 1st Street and the BayWalk Project have been implemented. 

 
Pedestrian Enhancements 
 
● In order to encourage pedestrian usage of the waterfront, the City is doing more  

than just constructing sidewalks.  Pedestrian needs and safety have been a major fo-
cus area.  Special efforts have been made to implement the following pedestrian en-
hancements:   

 
 Mast arm signals 
 Textured crosswalks 
 Countdown pedestrian signals  
 Widened sidewalks constructed 
 Landscaping and street furniture implemented 

 
● As a result, an overall program of pedestrian safety has been underway along the wa-

terfront for the last several years.  The program has resulted in the following: 
 

 18 Mast Arm signals being installed 
 21 Textured or Enhanced Crosswalks implemented 
 Widened Sidewalks 
 Extensive Landscaping along major pedestrian corridors 
 12 Intersections with improved neckouts to help accommodate pedestrian flow 

and safety 
 

● Residents and visitors alike regularly compliment the City on the quality of the walking 
environment in the downtown and waterfront areas. 
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Bicycle Pedestrian Pathway 
 
● Since the 1988 Waterfront Parks Master Plan was developed and many of its objec-

tives reinforced during the Vision 20/20 Plan development, alternative transportation 
has become an ever increasingly important element to the system. 

 
● A pedestrian/bicycle Pathway System is now almost complete and not only con-

nects downtown waterfront parks but connects the waterfront with the rest of St. Pe-
tersburg and Pinellas County. 

 
● The downtown trail connects to: 

 Waterfront parks 
 Waterfront facilities 
 Pinellas Trail 
 North Bay Trail 

 
● Extensive bicycle rack installation has been implemented with over 150 new bike 

racks added to the Downtown Area. 



December 2011 Page 34 DRAFT 

 

 
Downtown Trail System 
 
● To date the City has completed or has under construction 25 miles of trails  including 

the majority of those in the waterfront. The goal of the Bike/Ped Master Plan is to con-
struct 35 miles of trails connecting all corners of the City.  
 

● Along with this Trail System, the City is incorporating safe bicycling and walking de-
signs and bike parking facilities throughout the downtown area. 

 
● The pathway/Trail System has contrib-

uted to St. Petersburg being recog-
nized nationally as one of America’s 
Most Walkable Cities and a Bicycle 
Friendly Community. 

 
● Yet to be constructed is the extension 

of the Waterfront Trail System to Albert 
Whitted Park and Poynter Park.  This 
extension will connect the Trail System 
to the Historic Booker Creek Trail, a 3 mile plus connection between the Waterfront 
Parks, The Dali, USF-St. Petersburg, the Hospital District, Roser Park, Tropicana Field, and 
the Pinellas Trail. 

 
● This trail connection or LOOP is in the planning stages now and is anticipated to go to 

design in 2012 and construction in 2013. 
 
 
Public Parking Inventory 

 
● Most visitations to the waterfront begins with the private car and ends at our down-

town on-street parking, or parking garages and parking lots. 
 
● The City has over 30,000 parking spaces downtown with 6,500 spaces provided on 

street. 
 
● Our primary Waterfront parking facilities are composed of the Pier lots, South Core 

Garage, BayWalk Garage, Al Lang Lot, and Mahaffey Theater garage and Lot which 
together provide over 4,500 spaces of the total parking downtown inventory. 

 
● Although today the parking is relatively well accommodated with these facilities, this 

is expected to change with: 
1. The end of our current economic recession and energizing use of existing facili-

ties  
2. Loss of parking due to loss of private parking lots and  
3. Future growth 

 
● It is anticipated that the City’s existing downtown parking facilities will become inade-

quate over the next several years. 

 



December 2011 Page 35 DRAFT 

 

 
 
Daily Parking Demand 
 
● Parking congestion already exists along the waterfront with a recent survey showing 

80% parking saturation along the waterfront at peak times with 100% parking satura-
tion during special events.  Whereas substantial growth opportunities still exist along 
the waterfront, additional areas for waterfront public parking are severely limited, as 
reflected by the following conditions: 

 
● 80% peak period parking saturation 
● 100% saturation during high demand special events 
● Current 24% office vacancy downtown for multi-tenant office buildings 
● Expect further demand as economic recovery occurs and BayWalk is revitalized. 

 
 

● .As a result, it is recommended that the City: 
 

1. Protect its parking resources 
2. Look for opportunities to expand current facilities or consider a future additional 

parking garage. 
3. Encourage alternative transportation options that do not require extensive park-

ing resources such as public transit, trolleys and bike usage. 
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Waterfront Scenic Drive 
 
● The City’s designated downtown waterfront Scenic Drive continues to be a popular 

waterfront feature. 
 
● Implemented at the time the 1988 Waterfront Parks Master Plan was adopted, the 

scenic drive has been the catalyst for other complimentary improvements as defined 
in the 1988 Plan including: 

 
 Street lighting  
 Bike routes  

 

 Special Treatments 
 

 Crosswalks 
 Intersections 
 

 On street component of 
waterfront cycling system 

 
● The Scenic Drive extends 

from Coffee Pot Park to 
5th Avenue South and 
connects several of the 
City’s most important sce-
nic attributes. 
 

 
Current Trolley Connections 
 

● Throughout the 1988 Waterfront Parks Master Plan and Vision 20/20 planning activi-
ties, the community has aggressively presented its vision to expand alternate trans-
portation options and to encourage public transportation usage. 

 
● The City has responded by working closely with PSTA and the MPO to encourage ex-

pansion of public transit, trolley and bicycle usage. 
 
● The City has provided technical and financial assistance to PSTA and The Downtown 

Partnership to implement the Downtown Looper and Central Avenue Trolley. 
 
● Each serves the major destinations in the down-

town and waterfront areas at an affordable price 
and at frequent headways. 

 
● Alternate Trolley services implemented since the 

1988 Plan was adopted include: 
 

● Downtown Looper 
● Central Avenue Trolley 
● BayWalk-Pier Connection 
● System carries 30,000 patrons per month 
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Downtown Waterfront Events 
 

● A major component of the City’s downtown waterfront is the number of special 
events held each year including festivals, sporting events, parades, marathons, con-
certs, boat shows and other events, 

 
● Special events are served by shuttles to connect public parking assets with event 

venues. 
 
● These events present a transportation challenge because they disrupt traffic flow, 

reduce available on-street parking for business, and are costly in terms of managing 
parking and developing parking and traffic circulation plans. 

 
● Significant effort goes into making these events a success and to develop traffic 

plans that maximize access to the waterfront and use of the City’s existing garages 
and parking lots through trolley shuttle operations. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Transportation Program Implementation Summary 
 

● Much activity has occurred since the 1988 Waterfront Parks Master Plan was 
adopted, all intended to support the objectives and recommendations from the 
Plan including the following: 

 
● Linked the parks together with sidewalks, trolleys, bike paths, and trails. 
● Implemented the Scenic Drive Recommendation. 
● Built and continue to expand the Continuous Recreational Pathway System. 
● Improved the safety and ambiance of our walking environment. 
 

● The recommendations of the 1988 Waterfront Master Plan continue to be imple-
mented through initiatives such as the following: 
● Trail and Pedestrian connections 
● Scenic drive enhancements 
● Building a continuous pathway system  
● Improving the pedestrian environment 
● Protecting water vistas 
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DOWNTOWN WATERFRONT MASTER PLAN IMPLEMENTATION 
 
The Downtown Waterfront Master Plan (DWMP) is intended to provide an overall vision of 
the City’s downtown waterfront and to establish a policy framework of overarching Guid-
ing Principles for future decision making.  The Downtown Waterfront Master Plan will be 
used as an umbrella policy document and is not intended to provide specific details for 
projects that are developed within individual park, facility and transportation plan ele-
ments.  Capital improvement projects are implemented through the City’s Capital Im-
provement Program.  Future public and private development proposals and proposed sig-
nificant physical changes to the character of the downtown waterfront will be reviewed 
for consistency with the Downtown Waterfront Master Plan that will be adopted as re-
quired by the City Charter.  In addition, as the City’s individual park and facility master 
plans are updated in the future, they will be reviewed for consistency with the Charter 
based Downtown Waterfront Master Plan. 
 
It is anticipated that the City’s current master plans and waterfront facilities will be re-
viewed for consistency with the Downtown Waterfront Master Plan (“DWMP”) as it is being 
prepared, in accordance with the following schedule: 
  

● Council Approves Ordinance with Plan Criteria-on or before July 1, 2012 
● Municipal Pier             2012—2014 
● Port              2012—2014 
● Airport              2012—2014 
● Transportation             2012—2015 
● Municipal Marina            2014—2015 
● Parks              2014—2015 
● Downtown Waterfront Master Plan Adoption-on or before July 1, 2015 

 
Individual specific plans will be periodically updated prior to each 7 year update of the 
DWMP, as required by the City Charter. 
 
The above schedule and referendum approved criteria/plan adoption activities will re-
quire appropriate resources as allocated by City Council.  Revisions to the above schedule 
may be required due to resource limitations, financial constraints, or the need to readjust 
priorities due to circumstances that may occur in the future.  However, updates to the 
DWMP will be completed every seven years to ensure compliance with the City Charter. 
 
Citizen Participation/Input Process 
Note:  This process will be documented in the ordinance that sets forth criteria for the de-
velopment of the Charter mandated DWMP; and, will be described more fully as the 
Downtown Waterfront Master Planning process evolves. 
 
 
 





SKANSKA - KEY PERSONNEL
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Highlighted Projects

Chuck Jablon
Project Executive, Account Manager and Point-of-Contact

Role and Expertise
Chuck is a life-long St. Petersburg resident. He was born at St. Anthony’s 
hospital in 1949, went to grammar school at St. Jude’s, went to Bishop 
Barry High School and St. Petersburg Junior College.

Chuck will ensure that all appropriate Skanska|Ward preconstruction and 
construction resources are provided to deliver a successful project. He 
will be involved with the detailed construction planning and execution. 
During all phases Chuck will acts as the point-of-contact for any issues 
concerning the project.  

Personal Stats
40 years in the industry

Life-long St. Petersburg Resident 

Florida Polytechnic Lakeland, FL 
$80 million, 160,000-SF, Phase I of Florida 
Polytechnic, consists of 160,000-GSF Innovation 
Science and Technology Building.

Additional Projects

 • Brittany Pointe Condominiums, and Isla de Sol Golf Course, St. Pete 
Beach, FL ($100 million)

 • USFSP, Business Administration Building, CEP, Nelson Porter Library 
($15 million)

 • Commodore West Condominiums, St. Pete Beach, FL ($20 million)
 • Walter Crossing, Tampa, FL ($30 million)
 • Nathan Wilson Center for the Arts, Jacksonville, FL ($51 million)
 • Pinellas County Jail Expansion, Largo, FL ($30 million)
 • New Port Tampa Bay Site Work, Tampa, FL ($44.7 million)
 • Lands End Condominium, Sunset Beach, FL ($25 million)

I have enjoyed a great career in 
construction spanning more than 40 years. 
During that time, I’ve built many amazing, 
award-winning projects throughout the 
southeast. But, the truly special projects are 
the ones I get to build in my hometown, 
St. Pete! The history of the Pier is deeply 
rooted in my family. My father came here 
in 1943, married and was enlisted in the 
merchant marine stationed in downtown 

St. Pete. All my childhood memories are about downtown St. Petersburg, Bartlett Park 
where I played with my brothers and sisters, Webb City where my mother shopped, 
the famous green benches where we would sit and eat our lunches, the million dollar 
pier and trolley, Al Lang field for baseball games and Mirror Lake where we would 
sit and wait for my did to get off work. As a true St. Petersburg resident, I’m excited 
to see the transformation of our beautiful downtown through Michael Maltzan’s 
vision, the Lens. The expertise I will bring to the Lens project through years of working 
collaboratively with many of the world’s premier designers is second only to the 
dedication and commitment I will personally deliver to the project and the residents 
of the City, it is my way of paying back all the good times that I have enjoyed in St. 
Petersburg growing up

“

”

Tampa Museum of Art, Downtown 
Waterfront Park and Kiley Gardens 
Repair
Tampa, FL
$54 million, 85,000-SF, new museum facility, 
nine acre redesigned waterfront park and 
riverwalk, restoration of an existing concrete 
parking structure and demolition of existing 
museum.
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Highlighted Projects

Roger Stephan, LEED® AP  
Executive Support 

Role and Expertise
As Senior Vice President, Roger’s strongest attributes include excellent 
management and communication skills, engineering focus and cost 
control, however, his commitment to being a great leader through 
teamwork is the trait for which Roger is best known. Ultimately, 
Roger is focused on ensuring client satisfaction and repeat business 
by maintaining the successful delivery of projects within our client’s 
expectations. Roger takes a “no surprises” approach to managing client, 
architect and subcontractor relationships. 

Personal Stats
21 years in the industry

Louisiana State University
B.S., Civil Engineering

Licensed General Contractor, 
State of Florida

Infection Control Risk Assessment 
(ICRA) Certified

Leadership in Energy and 
Environmental Design (LEED) 
Accredited Professional

Tampa General Hospital West 
Pavilion Expansion 
Tampa, FL
$157 million, six-story, 380,000-SF addition to 
expand the emergency department with a level 
1 trauma center and create new ORs, ICUs, 
LDR, LDORs, CVCs, expanded central energy 
plant and 1,900-SF of new seawall.

University of South Florida ISA
Tampa, FL
$68 million, 238,000-SF multi-story facility 
that accommodates upper and lower division 
interdisciplinary teaching and research needs 
for the University. Includes research labs,  
teaching labs, classrooms, office space, study 
areas, two 300-seat lecture halls, a bio-nano 
research laboratory, an imaging center and a 
nuclear magnetic resonance facility. LEED® 
Gold Certified.

Additional Projects

 • State of Louisiana, University Medical Center, New Orleans, LA 
($690 million)

 • Morton Plant Mease, Central Energy Plant, Safety Harbor, FL  
($35 million)

 • BayCare Corporate Offices, Clearwater, FL ($20 million)

 • MetWest Two Development, Tampa, FL ($42 million)

 Over the years in this industry I learned that the 
key to success in building projects goes beyond the 
construction. It is more important to understand the 
owner’s vision and plan the way to get there. The way 
must be honest, flexible, inclusive, resourceful, and 
disciplined.

“
”
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OT Delancy 
Executive Support - SBE/MWBE Liaison 

Role and Expertise
OT he is charged with the leading the diversity and inclusion effort for 
Skanska, and he work closely with our project teams. His primary role on 
projects is to coordinate community outreach events to encourage SBE/
MWBE and small business participation. Working with the project team, 
his involvement will ensure that we meet – and exceed - diversity goals.

Personal Stats
17 years in the industry

Florida A&M University
B.S., Construction
Engineering Technology

Juris Doctorate

Licensed General
Contractor, State of Florida

St. Petersburg Resident

Additional Projects
 • Florida Polytechnic, Lakeland, FL ($80 million)
 • Curtis Hixon Waterfront Park, Kiley Gardens Repair and Tampa Riverwalk ($21.6 

million)
 • City of Miami Gardens, Municipal Complex, Miami Gardens, FL ($35 million)
 • Ritz Carlton Golf Lodge, Naples, FL ($41 million)
 • Pasco-Hernando Community College, Porter Campus ($30 million)

Highlighted Projects

St. Petersburg Christian School 
Classroom Building 
St. Petersburg, FL 
This building will be 30,000-SF total, and 
include 22 classrooms, administrative space 
and cafeteria. The three-story building will 
serve students in grades K-5. In addition, the 
project scope includes a new playground area, 
landscaping, new parking area and associated 
sitework. 

Tampa Museum of Art
Tampa, FL
$28.6 million, 80,000-SF, The museum is an 
electronic “jewel box”, floating on a glass 
pedestal, a container to house works inspired 
with vision. By day, moray patterns stammer 
and blur the layers perforated facades. By night, 
the skin is illuminated in endless variations. The 
spaces accommodated in the museum facility 
include art gallery space, storage/work areas, 
educational spaces, conference and lecture 
rooms and offices.

F-A-M-I-L-Y.  St.Petersburg represents family to me.  Each of 
the my children - who are now ages ten, eight, and four yearsold - 
were born at Bayfront Medical Center in downtown St. Petersburg.  
My wife grew up in the South St Petersburg area, and now my 
family makes St. Petersburg our home.  My wife and I constantly 
stress the message of building the community by participating in 
every aspect of its growth and stability.  In our spare time, my wife 
and I volunteer in local youth programs and mentor kids in the 
South St. Petersburg area.  As a construction professional, any time 
I see facility improvements and maintenance projects taking place 
in the city, whether its simple lawn maintenance, or large vertical 
construction, I try to take the opportunity to give my kids a life lesson 
on the importance of community improvements.  An opportunity 
to work on the Pier project and the Pier’s symbolic value as a 
monumental component of the St. Petersburg community, would 
be such a profound occasion for me personally, as I have a heart-felt 
attachment to this community. This project will certainly represent a 
landmark moment in our family history.

“

”
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William Flemming
CEO - Executive Support

Role and Expertise
As president and CEO of Skanska USA Building Inc., Bill is responsible 
for overall management and operations. He also oversees the company’s 
procurement business and is the developer and sponsor of Skanska’s 
National Green Council, promoting environmentally responsible 
construction. Under Bills’ leadership, Skanska has developed a culture of 
transparency and safety.

Personal Stats
33 years in the industry

Golden Gate University
M.B.A., Business
Administration

University of Cincinnati
B.S., Construction
Management

B.S., Architectural
Engineering Technology

Additional Projects

 • Florida Polytechnic, Lakeland, FL ($80 million)

 • Hudson River Park, Segment 5 (Piers 62, 63, 64), New York, NY 
($74 million)

 • World Trade Center Transportation, Oculus, New York, NY, ($204 
million)

 • Hudson River Park, Segment 7 (Piers 95, 96, 97), New York, NY 
($32 million)

Highlighted Projects

Brooklyn Bridge Park
Brooklyn, NY
The park will include sculpted landscaped areas 
and ecological habitats such as salt marshes, 
recreational facilities for sports such as soccer 
and basketball, a marina for recreational 
boating, protected waters for kayaking, and a 
limited amount of development essential to 
the park’s maintenance and operation that will 
include retail, restaurant, residential and hotel 
space. 

MetLife Stadium
East Rutherford, NJ
Under an immensely tight schedule Skanska 
USA Building and Skanska USA Civil 
completed the construction of the stadium 
with zero loss time accidents. Work involved 
the construction of a technologically advanced 
open-air stadium with seats for 82,500 
spectators, including 217 luxury suite boxes.

It isn’t often the timing of a project aligns perfectly 
with the availability of the most technically qualified 
team, in THEIR hometown!  The St. Pete Pier represents a 
transformational project, and having the opportunity to 
be a part of this journey with the City, is very exciting! As 
the CEO, I commit to the City of St. Petersburg-you have 
the resources of Skanska supporting the City’s efforts to 
make the Pier a success!

“

”
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Mark McLaughlin, LEED® AP
Senior Project Manager - Crown and Pathways Construction

Role and Expertise
Mark provides direct management oversight for the project team.  
He provides continuity from preconstruction through the entire 
construction phase and ensures the appropriate resources are available 
for the project.  He takes an active role in key milestone events in the pre-
construction phase to include the partnering session, GMP development, 
value engineering, constructability and schedule reviews.  Mark oversees 
construction and leverages his experience and expertise to ensure the 
project remains on schedule and within budget. 

Personal Stats
26 years in the industry

University of Florida
B.S., Building Construction

Leadership in Energy and 
Environmental Design (LEED) 
Accredited Professional

Additional Projects

 • Shands HealthCare, Shands Cancer 
Hospital, Gainesville, FL  ($242 million)

 • Bayfront Medical Center, Medical Office Building, St. Petersburg, 
FL ($30.8 million)

 • St. Anthony’s Hospital, St. Petersburg, FL ($7.2 million)

 • University of South Florida, Interdisciplinary Science Teaching & 
Research Facility (ISA), Tampa, FL ($68 million)

Highlighted Projects

Florida Polytechnic 
Lakeland, FL 
$80 million, 160,000-SF, Phase I of Florida 
Polytechnic, consists of 160,000-GSF Innovation 
Science and Technology Building including 
research labs, teaching labs, classrooms, office 
space, study space, support space, student 
spaces and common areas.

Pinellas County Government  
Florida Botanical Gardens
St. Petersburg, FL
$13.5 million, Skanska completed construction 
at Florida Botanical Gardens. Located on 
a 90-acre campus site, work included the 
construction of four bridges, a learning center, 
maintenance facility, and renovations to an 
existing co-op facility and two greenhouses. 

One of the most rewarding aspects of my construction 
career has been seeing the results of my efforts as I travel 
around the state, and being able to show my kids what I 
do. I have been very lucky to have been involved with some 
very significant and challenging projects, and have great 
memories of these projects and the people I worked with. 
The St. Petersburg Pier would be a fantastic opportunity to 
be involved on a highly visible and prestigious project  and I 
welcome the challenge of building it ,and I look forward to the 
day when I can it show off to my family.

“

”
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Highlighted Projects

John Clark
Senior Project Manager - Marine Construction

Role and Expertise
John provides direct management oversight for the project team. 
He provides continuity from preconstruction through the entire 
construction phase. He takes an active role in key milestone events 
in the preconstruction phase to include the partnering session, GMP 
development, constructability and schedule reviews. John oversees 
construction and leverages his experience and expertise to ensure the 
project remains on schedule and within budget. His experience working 
in and around complex project sites over and adjacent to protected 
waterways makes him a valuable asset to our project team.

Personal Stats
12 years in the industry

University of Washington
B.A., Construction
Management

Canaveral Port Welcome Center
Cape Canaveral, FL
$20 million, 20,000-SF, 175-ft tall Welcome 
Center. The building has a curved sail-like 
architectural metallic exterior wall to house 
exhibit areas, auditorium and office space 
with over 31 acres of site, civil, hardscape and 
landscape improvements.

Canaveral Port Cruise Terminal 6
Cape Canaveral, FL
$25.6 million,110,000-SF, design-build, two-
story cruise terminal and surrounding site to 
further expand cruise operations. 

Additional Projects
 • Canaveral Port Authority Parking Deck, Cape Canaveral, FL  ($7 million)

 • Nemours Children’s Hospital, Orlando, FL ($240 million)

 • Seminole County, John E. Polk Correctional Facility Expansion, Sanford, FL ($28 million)

 • School Board of Brevard County, Palm Bay High School Additions and Renovations, Melbourne, FL ($25 million)

 • Red Roof Inn, Clearwater, FL ($1.6 million)

While I enjoy being profession and career as 
a construction manager, my upbringing on Florida’s 
beaches has me focused on what is genuinely important 
in my professional life… Sustainable – Quality focused 
growth within the state. I enjoy working with Skanska 
because I’m constantly provided opportunities to 
enhance the final outcome of the projects I’m engaged in 
and the environments our projects reside.

“

”
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Meoi Plummer
Project Manager - Crown and Pathways Construction 

Role and Expertise
Meoi is on-site full-time throughout construction and serves as the 
day-to-day point of contact during the construction phase. She is 
responsible for the technical and managerial leadership of the project 
and for coordination of subcontractor support resources. Meoi manages 
the coordination of all project documents, costs and direct material 
purchases. She chairs and records all project meetings, approves 
subcontractor pay applications, negotiates subcontractor change requests 
and issues the monthly progress report. 

Personal Stats
16 years in the industry

Life-long St. Petersburg Resident 

University of Phoenix
B.S., Business Information
Systems

St. Petersburg Junior
College
Associate of Arts Degree

Additional Projects
 • Florida Polytechnic, Lakeland, FL ($80 million)

 • Curtis Hixon Waterfront Park, Kiley Gardens Repair and Tampa 
Riverwalk ($21.6 million)

 • Tampa General Hospital, West Pavilion, Tampa, FL ($157 million)

 • New Port Tampa Bay Site Work, Tampa, FL ($44.7 million)

 • Pinellas County Government, Florida Botanical Gardens,             
St. Petersburg, FL ($13.5 million)

Highlighted Projects

TIA, Delta Airside Terminal E
Tampa, FL
$70 million, 272,000-SF,The terminal is 
accessed by a four-car passenger transfer 
system and includes 14 gates, primarily serving 
Delta Air Lines. The lower level provides 
areas for maintenance, offices for operations, 
food service, outbound baggage sorting, tug 
circulation drives and mechanical/electrical 
rooms.

The Pier represents the past, the present and also the 
future for many of us local St. Pete residents.  Growing up in 
the area, the Pier has always been a place of numerous great 
childhood memories and today, I still enjoy several wonderful 
moments there with my family.  It would be an honor to work 
on rebuilding the Pier’s future in hopes that someday my 
grandchildren will be able to benefit from it as well.

“
” Tampa Museum of Art

Tampa, FL
$28.6 million, 80,000-SF, The museum is an 
electronic “jewel box”, floating on a glass 
pedestal, a container to house works inspired 
with vision. By day, moray patterns stammer 
and blur the layers perforated facades. By night, 
the skin is illuminated in endless variations. The 
spaces accommodated in the museum facility 
include art gallery space, storage/work areas, 
educational spaces, conference and lecture 
rooms and offices.
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Richard Lee
Superintendent/Quality Control  - Crown and Pathways Construction

Role and Expertise
Rick is located on-site full-time during the construction phase and 
responsible for on-site activities. He supervises, sequences, coordinates 
and monitors all work to ensure that it is completed to the highest quality 
standards. Rick manages the day-to-day efforts of the subcontractor field 
staff to include all subcontractor meetings and pre-task planning. Also, 
he assumes a role in the pre-construction phase providing input and 
direction in the constructability reviews, logistics and safety planning. 
Rick ensures the jobsite is safe, clean and secure.

Personal Stats
34 years in the industry

University of Florida
B.S., Building Construction 

OSHA 30 Hour Certifications
•	 Evacuation
•	 Scaffold

Maintenance of Traffic Certified (Florida 
Department of Transportation)

Additional Projects
 • Curtis Hixon Waterfront Park, Kiley Gardens Repair and Tampa 

Riverwalk ($21.6 million)

 • University of South Florida, Interdisciplinary Science Teaching & 
Research Facility (ISA), Tampa, FL ($68 million)

 • District School Board of Pasco County, Charles S. Rushe Middle 
School, Land O’ Lakes, FL ($36 million)

 • New Port Tampa Bay Site Work, Tampa, FL ($44.7 million)

 • Barnett Tower, St. Petersburg, FL ($75 million)

Highlighted Projects

Florida Polytechnic 
Lakeland, FL 
$80 million, 160,000-SF, Phase I of Florida 
Polytechnic, consists of 160,000-GSF Innovation 
Science and Technology Building including 
research labs, teaching labs, classrooms, office 
space, study space, support space, student 
spaces and common areas.

Growing up in the Tampa Bay Area has brought many 
opportunities my way. As I continue on my journey in construction 
I have had the pleasure to work on many iconic structures both in 
Tampa and St. Pete. These projects have had a profound impact 
on the local economy and the skyline. Working on the Tropicana 
Field renovation was a great feeling knowing I helped the Rays get 
started. The Pier project is another chance to continue that tradition 
and I look forward to the day we complete the Lens

“
” Tampa Museum of Art

Tampa, FL
$28.6 million, 80,000-SF, The museum is an 
electronic “jewel box”, floating on a glass 
pedestal, a container to house works inspired 
with vision. By day, moray patterns stammer 
and blur the layers perforated facades. By night, 
the skin is illuminated in endless variations. The 
spaces accommodated in the museum facility 
include art gallery space, storage/work areas, 
educational spaces, conference and lecture 
rooms and offices.
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Tommy Ward
Superintendent/Quality Control - Crown and Pathways Construction 

Role and Expertise
Tommy provides support to running the day-to-day operations on the 
construction site and controlling the short-term schedule. He works to 
ensure quality control and subcontractor coordination responsibilities.

Personal Stats
8 years in the industry

Additional Projects

 • New Jerusalem Missionary Baptist Church, St. Petersburg, FL 
($1.4 million)

 • Clearwater Neighborhood Housing Services, Clearwater, FL 
($100,000)

 • Grand Central Progressive Baptist Church, St. Petersburg, FL 
($60,000)

Highlighted Projects

Mt. Moriah Baptist Church,
Worship Building 
St. Petersburg, FL
$1 million, 7100 SF New Worship facility 
consisting of 500 seat sanctuary, pulpit, choir 
loft, musical instrument section, baptismal pool, 
nursery, GED lab, and finance office. 

Mt. Moriah Baptist Church,
Education Building 
St. Petersburg, FL
$1.2 million, 14,700 SF New Education building 
for the Christian Fundamental Middle School 
Academy and Computer Technology Program. 
The building houses a 300 seat dining hall, 
kitchen, classrooms, computer lab, conference 
rooms, and offices.

As boy growing up in this city I remember 
when we would go to the pier to fish and swim 
at Spa Beach. Our parents even told us about 
their wonderful experiences of being at the 
pier. The pier has always been a special place 
and landmark for city. I am excited about the 
new pier and the possibility of being a part of its 
construction. 

“

”
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Patrick McGlynn
Superintendent/Quality Control - Marine Construction 

Highlighted Projects

Role and Expertise
He has developed strong strategic-planning and people skills. His 
construction expertise includes managing and performing multiple 
piledriving operations, planning and performing steel and concrete girder 
erection, installing concrete substructures, and bridge deck placement. 
Supervisory activities include employee scheduling, staff training/
development, daily task planning, daily equipment check off list, 
preparing toolbox talks, and preparing critical lift plans. He also prepares 
activity reports for the Project Manager and interacts with safety and 
quality managers for inspections.

Personal Stats
18 years in the industry

OSHA 30 Hour Certifications
•	 Evacuation
•	 Scaffold

Crane Management Certification 
- The National Commission for the 
Certification of Crane Operators 
(NCCCO)

US Army Corps of Engineers, Great 
Bridge Replacement, Chesapeake, VA
$21 million project to replace a double-swing 
span structure with a five-lane, double-leaf 
bascule bridge. The new bridge is supported 
on 18’ piles and mass concrete foundations. 
Each pier is constructed with 500 CY of heavily 
reinforced concrete supporting the 650 TN 
drawspans. 

Virginia DOT, Route 1/I-495/I-95 
Reconstruction
Alexandria, VA
$189 million project involved construction 
of 19 structural steel bridges, two temporary 
bridges and the demolition of 7 existing 
bridges. Project challenges included MOT for 
220,000 vehicles a day, working in limited 
space in a densely populated urban area, 
utility coordination, working with adjacent 
contractors, community relations, and 
environmental mitigation.

Additional Projects

 • US Navy NAVFAC, Repairs to Berths 3 & 4, Portsmouth, VA    
($23 million)

 • US Navy NAVFAC, Small Boat Basin, Norfolk, VA ($15 million)

 My experience in this work environment has 
taught me over the years that – in the end – producing 
a quality building is not enough: how we get there is 
equally important. During construction, my job is to make 
sure this space remains a safe place for the public to enjoy 
every day. ”
“
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Jake Krehbiel, LEED® AP 
Assistant Project Manager - Crown and Pathways Construction

Role and Expertise
Jake is on-site full-time throughout construction.  He is responsible 
for the technical and managerial leadership of the project and for 
coordination of subcontractor support resources. Jake manages the 
coordination of all project documents, and reviews and updates the 
project schedule to ensure the timely completion of the project. He 
chairs and records all project meetings, approves subcontractor pay 
applications, negotiates subcontractor change requests and issues the 
monthly progress report. 

Personal Stats
6 years in the industry

Kansas State University
B.A., Construction Science
and Management
Minor in Business
Administration

Leadership in Energy and 
Environmental Design (LEED) 
Accredited Professional

New Port Tampa Bay Site Work
Tampa, FL 
$44.7 million, site work (phase I) consists of 
development and marine work, including 
building of 12 hi-rise building pads, 4,500 
linear feet of new seawall, constructing 200 boat 
slips, roadwork to access developments, water 
drainage, and infrastructure. The total project 
will include 53 acres of re-imagined waterfront 
and a multi-phased, mixed-use development.

Additional Projects

 • Hernando County School Board, Winding Waters K-8, Weeki 
Wachee, FL ($22 million)

 • Hernando County School Board, Weeki Wachee High School, 
Brooksville, FL ($50 million)

 • Hernando County School Board, Springstead High School, Spring 
Hill, FL ($12 million)

Highlighted Projects

Florida Polytechnic 
Lakeland, FL 
$80 million, 160,000-SF, Phase I of Florida 
Polytechnic, consists of 160,000-GSF Innovation 
Science and Technology Building including 
research labs, teaching labs, classrooms, office 
space, study space, support space, student 
spaces and common areas.

 As the son of an architect, I have had a passion 
for buildings all my life.  My experiences in the 
industry have only served to enhance this desire and 
have driven me to absorb knowledge and to stretch 
my abilities to the maximum.  With its unique design 
and engineering challenges, this project would be an 
incredible experience and serve as a great addition to 
my knowledge base.

“
”
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Highlighted Projects

Christina Huber, LEED® AP 
BIM Manager

Role and Expertise
Christina is located on-site full-time during construction and will be 
responsible for managing all Building Information Modeling (BIM) and 
Virtual Design & Construction (VDC) aspects of the project.  She will 
work closely with the design team and subcontractors to ensure that 
all project models are formatted for use across disciplines, contain the 
appropriate level of detail, and are developed in time to streamline the 
construction process.  Her primary role is to use technology to deliver 
the project ahead of schedule and under budget, while exceeding the 
client’s expectations.  One way she accomplishes this is by developing 
detailed 4D construction sequences which reduce scheduling errors, 
aid in the creation of the optimal construction schedule, phasing, 
and logistics plans as well as enhance communication between team 
members.  

Personal Stats
5 years in the industry

St. Petersburg Resident

Eastern Michigan University
M.S., Construction Technology

Michigan State University
B.S., Industrial Education

Nemours Children’s Hospital
Orlando, FL
$240 million, 600,000-SF, 95-bed new pediatric 
hospital on 63-acre greenfield site. Seeking 
LEED® Silver Certification.

Additional Projects
 • University of South Florida, Interdisciplinary Science Teaching & 

Research Facility (ISA),Tampa, FL ($68 million)

 • Tampa General Hospital, Neonatal Intensive Care Unit, Tampa, FL      
($22 million)

 • H. Lee Moffitt Cancer Center & Research Institute, M2Gen, Tampa, FL 
($25 million)

Tampa General Hospital West 
Pavilion Expansion 
Tampa, FL
$157 million, six-story, 380,000-SF addition to 
expand the emergency department with a level 
1 trauma center and create new ORs, ICUs, 
LDR, LDORs, CVCs, expanded central energy 
plant and 1,900-SF of new seawall.

 I cannot imagine a more valuable work experience 
than developing a state of the art attraction in my hometown 
community. I run along the downtown waterfront and pier 
every morning and take walks with my family in the evenings. 
I look forward to working on a project that will bring both 
beauty and financial wellbeing to the place I call home.

“
”
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Highlighted Projects

Walter Benoit 
Project Controls 

Role and Expertise
Walter is responsible for the design, implementation and management 
of all project control procedures, processes and tools, reporting 
requirements and project documentation. His specific functions 
include QA/QC, document control, scheduling, submittal management, 
contract administration, project communications and reporting and cost 
management.

Personal Stats
24 years in the industry

Texas Tech University
B.S., Civil Engineering

AACE International
(Association for the
Advancement of Cost
Engineers)

ASCE (American Society of
Civil Engineers)

The Raleigh Convention Center 
Raleigh, NC 
$169 million, 507,000-SF, 32-month 
construction management at risk convention 
center. This project includes 150,000-SF of 
exhibit hall, 32,000-SF of main ballroom and 
30,000-SF of meeting rooms. The project 
included the erection of 8,081 tons of steel. The 
project is LEED Silver Certified.

Additional Projects

 • Duke University, Chilled Water Plant, Durham, NC ($16 million)

 • State of Louisiana, University Medical Center, New Orleans, LA 
($690 million)

 • Delta Air Lines, Terminal A Redevelopment, Logan International 
Airport, Boston, MA ($384 million)

There can be numerous complexities 
and challenges in a project such as 
this, however, this project gives us an 
opportunity to showcase our skills working 
on an occupied campus with a guaranteed 
end result of success for the City.

“
” Gillette Stadium

Foxboro, MA
Equipped with state-of-the-art facilities for 
maximum spectator enjoyment, the stadium 
includes 60,000 chair-back seats, 80 luxury 
suites containing another 2,000 seats and 6,000 
club seats.  Other features include two club 
lounges, over 45 concession stands, 44 restroom 
areas, two concourses, an NFL retail store, an 
audio system that broadcasts throughout the 
entire stadium, and two 1,200-SF video boards.
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Highlighted Projects

Brian Coakley
Preconstruction Support 

Role and Expertise
Brian directs and manages the preconstruction team and process. He 
works closely with the A/E and owner to ensure that all necessary 
resources are supplied for the preconstruction effort, beginning with 
the programming documents and schematic design phase. Brain 
is responsible for the cost estimating, GMP development, value 
engineering, and works closely with the construction team to develop 
the bid packages and determine best value recommendations. He 
also has a staff  of architectural, structural, civil, mechanical and 
electrical estimators available to support the reconstruction effort as 
required. Brian will work with key members of the project team during 
preconstruction for constructability, site utilization and scheduling 
reviews.

Personal Stats
23 years in the industry

New Jersey Institute of
Technology
B.S., Construction/
Contracting Engineering
Technology

Union County College
A.S., Civil/Construction
Engineering Technology

Additional Projects
 • Morton Plant Patient Tower, Clearwater, FL ($141 million)

 • Morton Plant Mease, Central Utility Plant, Safety Harbor, FL  ($35 million)

 • Shands HealthCare, Medical Office Building, Gainesville, FL ($26 million)

 • Duke University Genetics Institute Project, Durham, NC ($30 million)

 My long history working on projects of this scope 
puts me in the perfect position to assist the team in 
ensuring success. I’ve worked on dozens of high-profile 
projects and am looking forward to sharing my insights 
with the City and the design team.

“
”

Florida Polytechnic 
Lakeland, FL 
$80 million, 160,000-SF, Phase I of Florida 
Polytechnic, consists of 160,000-GSF Innovation 
Science and Technology Building including 
research labs, teaching labs, classrooms, office 
space, study space, support space, student 
spaces and common areas.

Canaveral Port Cruise Terminal 6
Cape Canaveral, FL
$25.6 million,110,000-SF, design-build, two-
story cruise terminal and surrounding site to 
further expand cruise operations. 
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Mark Apaliski
Preconstruction  

Personal Stats
35 years in the industry

Polytechnic Institute and State 
University 
B.S., Civil Engineering, Virginia 

Role and Expertise
Mark has extensive experience in preconstruction activities for marine 
work, including wharfs, piers, and tunnels; interchanges, highways, and 
bridges, including bridges over water; and industrial plant expansions 
and renovations. As Mark is responsible for: 

 • Review of scope of work and selection of cost effective construction 
methods used in bids and proposals

 • Bid preparation/cost modeling  for lump sum, cost plus and budget 
proposals

 • Review and adjudication of all estimates, including review with 
operations and executive management

 • Assist in preparation of cost analysis for jobsite cost control, cash 
flow and manpower projections, and detailed schedules.

 I find it rewarding to identify project challenges, 
develop creative solutions, and then see them through to 
a successful completion. I look forward to working with 
this team on this exciting, iconic project in the heart of St. 
Pete.  

“
”

 • VDOT’s Midtown Tunnel PPP project ($1.4 billion)

 • District DOT’s 11th St. Bridge ($260 million)

 • DelDOT’s Indian River Bridge ($150 million)

 • VDOT’s Pinners Point Interchange, featuring six major bridges, 
including one 3,300 foot long bridge over water ($155 million)

SCDOT Cooper River Bridge  
Charleston, SC 
$215 million. Skanska was awarded a design-
build contract to construct a 2.5-mile bridge 
over the Cooper River from I-26 in Charleston 
to Coleman Boulevard in Mount Pleasant. The 
project, completed one year ahead of schedule, 
was a fast tracked with a total duration of 48 
months for design and construction. Skanska 
was the managing partner of a joint venture.

FDOT I-10 Escambia Bay Bridges
Pensacola, FL
$164 million, Skanska was awarded a design-
build contract to replace the I-10 bridges, 
which had been severely damaged by Hurricane 
Ivan. Skanska was the managing partner of a 
joint venture. The two replacement bridges are 
approximately 2.5 miles long and have three 12-
foot travel lanes with 10-foot inside and outside 
shoulders. The bridges are founded on 140,000 
feet of 36-inch, voided, square, prestressed 
concrete piles.

Highlighted Projects

Additional Projects
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Highlighted Projects

Steve Arsht 
Preconstruction Support 

Role and Expertise
Steve has 29 years of experience in all facets of the construction industry. 
He has worked on a wide variety of building types including government, 
educational campuses, marine, sports venues, R&D projects, warehouses 
and office buildings. Before joining Skanska, Steve was with two separate 
concrete contractors, as well as acting as a general contractor for a 
variety of construction projects. Steve has the practical experience and 
knowledge to ensure accurate, realistic estimates and to value engineer 
projects to achieve the owner’s budget objectives.

Personal Stats
29 years in the industry

Spring Garden College

B.S., Construction
Engineering Technology

Arizona State University
A.S., Business Management

Additional Projects

 • Florida Polytechnic, Lakeland, FL ($80 million)

 • Canaveral Port Authority, Cruise Terminal 6 ($25.6 million)

 • Lewis Library at Princeton University - Frank Gehry Architects

 There are special times in ones career when the 
opportunity comes to work on something very special and 
unique. Whether a new NFL Football Stadium due to its 
size and complexity or a Library due to its shape, unique 
and creative use of materials to create an artistic vision or a 
Museum due to its art in architecture and structure; these 
projects reach within me and bring to the surface all of 
my education, my experiences and my sense of adventure 
and creativity to bring this building entity to life. They open 
my mind and the freedom to explore and create leaving a 
satisfaction of accomplishment reminding me of why I got into 
this business. This St. Pete Pier job will not fall short of another 
great opportunity satisfying my dreams, targets and career 
goal; spiritually, emotionally and technically.

“

”

Canaveral Port Welcome Center
Cape Canaveral, FL
$20 million, 20,000-SF, 175-ft tall Welcome 
Center. The building has a curved sail-like 
architectural metallic exterior wall to house 
exhibit areas, auditorium and office space 
with over 31 acres of site, civil, hardscape and 
landscape improvements.

MetLife Stadium
East Rutherford, NJ
Under an immensely tight schedule Skanska 
USA Building and Skanska USA Civil 
completed the construction of the stadium 
with zero loss time accidents. Work involved 
the construction of a technologically advanced 
open-air stadium with seats for 82,500 
spectators, including 217 luxury suite boxes.
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Highlighted Projects

Robert Ward
Local SBE/WMBE

Role and Expertise
Robert is the founder of Ward Construction & Remodeling, Inc. He 
provides oversight for the daily operations of the business for the 
construction of commercial and residential projects. As our associate 
partner, Robert will enhance our St. Pete relationship. He will assist the 
team in managing the procurement process of the Pier. 

Personal Stats
34 years in the industry

University of South Florida
B.S., Mechanical Engineering

Tri-State University 
A.S., Machine Design 

Licensed Building Contractor, 
State of Florida

Additional Projects

I get very excited when I think of the possibility of having 
an opportunity to be a part of a team that actually builds the 
New St. Petersburg Pier. This project will be a historical event and 
enhancement for our city. The city where I was born and raised and 
lived most of my life. The city where I spent many days of my life 
as a youth and adult going to the pier to swim, fish, eat food and 
ice cream or just sit and watch the beautiful view of our bay.  I am 
excited about the new design and the new benefits it will bring 
to our city. I have been privileged to start a church here in this city, 
where I have pastored for 24 years. I have also been privileged to 
start and operate my construction and remodeling business here 
for the past 16 years. Often as I ride through the city I see many 
projects and homes that I have either built or remodeled. It gives me 
a great sense of pride knowing that I participated in some small way 
in building this city. I can only imagine the pride and great honor it 
would be to ride out to a new pier and know that as a native of this 
city, I played a part in making this beautiful landmark happen.

“

”
 • New Jerusalem Missionary Baptist Church, St. Petersburg, FL ($1.4 million)
 • Clearwater Neighborhood Housing Services, Clearwater, FL ($100,000)

 • Grand Central Progressive Baptist Church, St. Petersburg, FL ($60,000)

Mt. Moriah Baptist Church,
Worship Building 
St. Petersburg, FL
$1 million, 7100 SF New Worship facility 
consisting of 500 seat sanctuary, pulpit, choir 
loft, musical instrument section, baptismal pool, 
nursery, GED lab, and finance office. 

Mt. Moriah Baptist Church,
Education Building 
St. Petersburg, FL
$1.2 million, 14,700 SF New Education building 
for the Christian Fundamental Middle School 
Academy and Computer Technology Program. 
The building houses a 300 seat dining hall, 
kitchen, classrooms, computer lab, conference 
rooms, and offices.
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 • University of South Florida, Visual and Performing Arts, Tampa, 
FL ($35 million)

 • University of South Florida, Interdisciplinary Science and 
Teaching Facility, Tampa, FL ($68 million)

 • Sarasota Memorial Hospital Patient Bed Tower, Sarasota, FL ($112 
million

 • Tampa General Hospital, West Pavilion, Tampa, FL ($157 million)

 • Pinellas County Jail Expansion, Largo, FL ($30 million)

Highlighted Projects

David Espy
Environmental, Health and Safety Manager

Role and Expertise
Dave will be key to the management of both land and water field 
supervision for all policy and program information necessary to 
administer the project specific safety and environmental program for the 
project. He is responsible for developing and implementing the project-
specific safety plan and for the periodic inspection and reporting on the 
safety and environmental aspects both land and water. 

Personal Stats
30 years in the industry

University of North Carolina
B.S., Economics

OSHA 500 and 502 Hour
Construction Safety

Additional Projects

 My experience in this work environment 
has taught me over the years that – in the end – 
producing a quality building is not enough: how we 
get there is equally important. During construction, 
my job is to make sure this space remains a safe, 
productive place to come to every day.

“
”

Florida Polytechnic 
Lakeland, FL 
$80 million, 160,000-SF, Phase I of Florida 
Polytechnic, consists of 160,000-GSF 
Innovation Science and Technology Building 
including research labs, teaching labs, 
classrooms, office space, study space, support 
space, student spaces and common areas.

Tampa Museum of Art, Downtown 
Waterfront Park and Kiley Gardens 
Repair
Tampa, FL
$54 million, 85,000-SF, new museum facility, 
nine acre redesigned waterfront park and 
riverwalk, restoration of an existing concrete 
parking structure and demolition of existing 
museum.
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HIGHLIGHTS OF ASCE 24-05 Flood Resistant Design and Construction 
 

ASCE 24 is a referenced standard in the International Building Code
®
.  

Any building or structure that falls within the scope of the IBC that is 

proposed in a flood hazard area is to be designed in accordance with 

ASCE 24.  The International Residential Code
®
 requires that 

dwellings in floodways be designed in accordance with ASCE 24, and 

the 2009 edition of the IRC will include an alternative that allows 

communities to require homes in V zones to be designed in 

accordance with ASCE 24.  Purchase a copy of ASCE 24 at 

www.asce.org.  

 

ASCE 24 tells the designer the minimum requirements and expected 

performance for the design and construction of buildings and structures in flood hazard areas.  It 

is not a restatement of all of the NFIP regulations, but offers additional specificity, some 

additional requirements, and some limitations.  Buildings designed according to ASCE 24 are 

better able to resist flood loads and flood damage.   

 

Highlights of ASCE 24 that complement the NFIP minimum requirements include: 

 

Building Performance 

 Freeboard is required as a function of the nature of occupancy and the flood zone (see table 

below).  Dwellings and most other buildings have 1-foot of freeboard; certain essential 

facilities have 2-3 feet; only agricultural facilities, temporary facilities and minor storage 

facilities are allowed to have their lowest floors at the BFE.  

 Flood loads and other loads are those specified in ASCE 7.  

 Performance of foundations exposed to flood loads and load combinations is specified; soil 

characteristics and underlying strata, including soil consolidation, expansion or movement, 

erosion and scour, liquefaction and subsidence must be considered.  

 Fill is required to be stable under conditions of flooding, including rapid rise and rapid 

drawdown, prolonged inundation, and erosion and scour; structural fill compaction is specified 

or an engineering report is required, side slopes are required to be no steeper than 1:1.5.  

 Specifications for slabs-on-grade are listed depending on the purpose and location of the slabs. 

 Two alternatives are specified for flood openings to allow for the automatic entry and exit of 

floodwaters in below-BFE enclosures:  nonengineered openings which do not require 

certification (1 sq in per sq ft of enclosed area) and engineered openings which must be 

certified by a registered design professional.  

 Stairs and ramps shall be designed and constructed to resist flood loads and to minimize 

transfer of flood loads to foundations, or to break away without causing damage. 

 In V Zones and Coastal A Zones: 

. Structures shall be supported on piles, columns or shear walls. 

. Foundation depth shall take into account erosion and scour.   

http://www.asce.org/
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. Specifications are provided for pile foundations, attachments to piles, different types of piles 

(wood, steel H, concrete-filled steel pipe, prestressed concrete, precast concrete, cast-in-

place concrete).   

. Specifications are provided for pile design (capacity, capacity of supporting soils, minimum 

penetration, spacing, pile caps, connections, splicing, and mixed and multiple types of piles).  

. Specifications are provided for footings, mats, rafts, and slabs-on-grade; grade beams; 

bracing; and shear walls. 

. Walls designed to breakaway shall not produce debris that is capable of damaging structures 

(breakaway walls in Coastal A Zones require openings). 

. Mechanical, heating, ventilation, and air conditioning elements shall be located on the 

landward side of structures.  

. Erosion control structures (bulkheads, seawalls, revetments) shall not be attached to 

buildings or focus or increase flood forces or erosion impacts on structures.  

. Decks, concrete pads, and patios shall be structurally independent of buildings and 

constructed to break away without producing damaging debris.  

. Pools shall be elevated, designed to breakaway without producing damaging debris, or sited 

to remain in the ground without obstructing flow that causes damage. 

 Dry floodproofed nonresidential buildings and non-residential portions of mixed-use buildings 

are:  

. Not permitted in V Zones, Coastal A Zones, where flood velocities exceed 5 ft/sec, where 

conformance with certain human intervention limits cannot be achieved.  

. Required to have at least one exit door above the design flood elevation. 

. Allowed where warning time is a minimum of 12 hours unless a community warning system 

provides a minimum warning time sufficient to accomplish certain activities related to dry 

floodproofing.   

. Required to have a flood emergency plan, posted in at least two conspicuous locations, that 

addresses specified elements and actions. 

 

Flood-Damage Resistant Materials 

 Flood-damage resistant materials shall be used below the lowest floor elevations, including 

freeboard (see table below).  

 Requires structural steel exposed to salt water, salt spray, or other corrosive agents to be hot-

dipped galvanized after fabrication; other metal components shall be stainless steel or hot-

dipped galvanized. 

 

Utilities and Service Equipment 

 Utilities and attendant equipment that is elevated shall not be located below the lowest floor 

elevations, including freeboard (see table below).  

 Fuel supply lines shall be equipped with float operated automatic shut-off valves.  
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 Tanks that are below the design flood elevation and that are attached to or beneath buildings 

shall be installed and anchored to resist at least 1.5 times the potential buoyant and other flood 

forces assumed to act on empty tanks.  

 Elevator cabs that descend below the design flood elevation shall be equipped with controls 

that prevent the cab from descending into floodwaters.  

 

Siting Considerations 

 Structures shall not be built in: 

. Areas subject to flash flooding (floodwaters rise to 3’ or more above banks in less than 2 

hours). 

. Erosion-prone areas (determined by analyses) unless protected.  

. High velocity flow areas (faster than 10 ft/sec) unless protected.  

 Buildings in proximity to flood protective works (dams, levees, floodwalls, diversions, 

channels) shall not have adverse effects on, or conflict with, maintenance and repairs of those 

protective works. 

 In-ground and above-ground pools shall be designed to withstand flood loads and load 

combinations; pools that are structurally connected to structures are to be designed to function 

as a continuation of foundations.  

 

 

 

 

Content from ASCE 24-05 and ASCE 7-05 used with permission from ASCE.
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See next page for description of Categories  Category I Category II Category III Category IV 
Elevation of Lowest 
Floor  
(A Zone:  Table 2-1) 

All A Zones not 
identified as Coastal A 
Zones: elevation of 
lowest floor 

DFE BFE +1 ft or 
DFE, whichever 
is higher 

BFE +1 ft or 
DFE, whichever 
is higher 

BFE +2 ft or 
DFE, whichever 
is higher 

Elevation of 
Bottom of Lowest 
Horizontal 
Structural Member 
(V Zone:  Table 4-1) 
 

All V Zones and Coastal 
A Zones: where the 
lowest horizontal 
structural member is 
parallel to direction of 
wave approach 

DFE DFE BFE +1 ft or 
DFE, whichever 
is higher 

BFE +1 ft or 
DFE, whichever 
is higher 

All V Zones and Coastal 
A Zones: where the 
lowest horizontal 
structural member is 
perpendicular to 
direction of wave 
approach 

DFE BFE +1 ft or 
DFE, whichever 
is higher 

BFE +2 ft or 
DFE, whichever 
is higher 

BFE +2 ft or 
DFE, whichever 
is higher 

Elevation Below 
Which Flood-
Damage-Resistant 
Materials Shall be 
Used 
(Table 5-1)

All A Zones not 
identified as Coastal A 
Zones 

DFE BFE +1 ft or 
DFE, whichever 
is higher 

BFE +1 ft or 
DFE, whichever 
is higher 

BFE +2 ft or 
DFE, whichever 
is higher 

All V Zones and Coastal 
A Zones: where the 
lowest horizontal 
structural member is 
parallel to direction of 
wave approach 

DFE BFE +1 ft or 
DFE, whichever 
is higher 

BFE +2 ft or 
DFE, whichever 
is higher 

BFE +2 ft or 
DFE, whichever 
is higher 

All V Zones and Coastal 
A Zones: where the 
lowest horizontal 
structural member is 
perpendicular to 
direction of wave 
approach 

DFE BFE +2 ft or 
DFE, whichever 
is higher 

BFE +3 ft or 
DFE, whichever 
is higher 

BFE +3 ft or 
DFE, whichever 
is higher 

Minimum Elevation 
of Utilities and 
Equipment 
(Table 7-1) 

All A Zones not 
identified as Coastal A 
Zones 

DFE BFE +1 ft or 
DFE, whichever 
is higher 

BFE +1 ft or 
DFE, whichever 
is higher 

BFE +2 ft or 
DFE, whichever 
is higher 

All V Zones and Coastal 
A Zones: where the 
lowest horizontal 
structural member is 
parallel to direction of 
wave approach 

DFE BFE +1 ft or 
DFE, whichever 
is higher 

BFE +2 ft or 
DFE, whichever 
is higher 

BFE +2 ft or 
DFE, whichever 
is higher 

All V Zones and Coastal 
A Zones: where the 
lowest horizontal 
structural member is 
perpendicular to 
direction of wave 
approach 

DFE BFE +2 ft or 
DFE, whichever 
is higher 

BFE +3 ft or 
DFE, whichever 
is higher 

BFE +3 ft or 
DFE, whichever 
is higher 

Dry Floodproofing 
of non-residential 
structures and non-
residential portions 
of mixed-use 
buildings 
(Table 6-1) 

All A Zones not 
identified as Coastal A 
Zones: elevation to 
which dry floodproofing 
extends 

BFE +1 ft or 
DFE, whichever 
is higher 

 BFE +1 ft or 
DFE, whichever 
is higher 

BFE +1 ft or 
DFE, whichever 
is higher 

BFE +2 ft or 
DFE, whichever 
is higher 

All V Zones and Coastal 
A Zones: dry 
floodproofing not 
allowed 

Not permitted Not permitted Not permitted Not permitted 
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TABLE 1-1. Classification of Structures for Flood-Resistant Design and Construction 

(Classification same as ASCE 7, Ref. [1]) 
Nature of Occupancy Category 

Structures that represent a low hazard to human life in the event of failure including, but not limited to: 

 Agricultural facilities
a
 

 Certain temporary facilities 

 Minor storage facilities
b
 

I 

All structures except those listed in Categories I, III and IV II 
Structures that represent a substantial hazard to human life in the event of failure including, but not limited to: 

 Buildings and other structures where more than 300 people congregate in one area 

 Buildings and other structures with day-care facilities with capacity greater than 150 

 Buildings and other structures with elementary school or secondary school facilities with capacity greater 

than 250 

 Buildings and other structures with a capacity greater than 500 for colleges or adult education facilities 

 Health care facilities with a capacity of 50 or more resident patients but not having surgery or emergency 

treatment facilities 

 Jails and detention facilities 

 Power generating stations and other public utility facilities not included in Category IV 
 

Buildings and other structures not included in Category IV (including, but not limited to, facilities that 

manufacture, process, handle, store, use, or dispose of such substances as hazardous fuels, hazardous chemicals, 

hazardous waste, or explosives) containing sufficient quantities of hazardous materials considered to be 

dangerous to the public if released. 
 

Buildings and other structures containing hazardous materials shall be eligible for classification as Category II 

structures if it can be demonstrated to the satisfaction of the authority having jurisdiction by a hazard assessment 

as described in Section 1.5.2
c
 that a release of the hazardous material does not pose a threat to the public. 

III 

Structures designated as essential facilities including but not limited to 

 Hospitals and other health-care facilities having surgery or emergency treatment facilities 

 Fire, rescue, ambulance, and police stations and emergency vehicle garages 

 Designated earthquake, hurricane, or other emergency shelters 

 Designated emergency preparedness, communication, and operation centers and other facilities required for 

emergency response 

 Power generating stations and other public utility facilities required in an emergency 

 Ancillary structures (including, but not limited to, communication towers, fuel storage tanks, cooling towers, 

electrical substation structures, fire water storage tanks or other structures housing or supporting water, or 

other fire-suppression material or equipment) required for operation of Category IV structures during an 

emergency 

 Aviation control towers, air traffic control centers, and emergency aircraft hangars 

 Water storage facilities and pump structures required to maintain water pressure for fire suppression 

 Buildings and other structures having critical national defense functions 
 

Buildings and other structures (including but not limited to, facilities that manufacture, process, handle, store, use, 

or dispose of such substances as hazardous fuels, hazardous chemicals, hazardous waste, or explosives) 

containing extremely hazardous materials where the quantity of the material exceeds a threshold quantity 

established by the authority having jurisdiction. 
 

Buildings and other structures containing extremely hazardous materials shall be eligible for classification as 

Category II structures if it can be demonstrated to the satisfaction of the authority having jurisdiction by a hazard 

assessment as described in Section 1.5.2
c
 that the extremely hazardous material does not pose a threat to the 

public.  This reduced classification shall not be permitted if the buildings or structures also function as essential 

facilities 

IV 

a
Certain agricultural structures may be exempt from some of the provisions of this Standard – see section C..4.3. 

b
For the purposes of this standard, minor storage facilities do not include commercial storage facilities. 

c
Section 1.5.2 reference is made to ASCE Standard 7-05, not this standard. 

 





CITY PIER BUILDING 
FOUNDATION EVALUATION, 
MARCH 1, 2010  
(MOFFATT & NICHOL)
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1509 West Swann Avenue, Suite 225 
Tampa, Florida 33606 
Phone (813) 258-8818    Fax (813) 258-8525 
 

MEMORANDUM 
To:  Mr. Thomas Gibson, City of St. Petersburg 

From:   Jeffrey D. Malyszek, PE and Deborah C. Strand, PE 

Date:  March 1, 2010 

Subject: City Pier Building Foundation Evaluation 
 
 
At your request, Moffatt & Nichol (M&N) has reviewed the general condition of the City of St. 
Petersburg Pier ‘inverted pyramid’ building foundation which included review of provided documents 
and a visual investigation of the four pier building foundations and corresponding slab connections.  
Following the investigation, an estimate of the remaining service life of the building foundations was 
prepared along with order of magnitude unit costs for demolition of the existing pier and building 
foundations.  Additionally, an estimate of unit costs is provided for replacement of the pier in kind. 
 
As part of this scope of work, M&N reviewed the following documents provided by the City of St. 
Petersburg: 

 “Pier Development, St Petersburg Florida” by Ardaman & Associates dated 11/10/1969 

 “Pier Development Project” by Harvard + Jolly, AIA, dated 3/30/1972, Drawings A-1 through A-
19, and S-1 through S-7.  Plumbing, Electrical and Mechanical plans were not reviewed.  

 “Saint Petersburg Municipal Pier: Alternates Study” by Parsons Brinckerhoff dated 5/2003 
 
Structure Description 
 
The City of St. Petersburg Pier consists of several structures constructed over a 50-year period.  The 
pier consists of a concrete structure that supports pedestrian and light vehicular traffic.  This structure 
was built circa 1920 providing access to a mediterranean-style building at the end of the pier.  In the 
1970s, this mediterranean building was removed and replaced by the current ‘inverted pyramid’ 
building.  To resist the loads from the new building, an independent foundation system was 
constructed as documented in the Ardaman & Associates report. 
 
The pier building foundation system consists of four main caisson support structures.  A fifth caisson 
was installed to support the entry elevator located on the west side of the building.  As-built drawings 
show that each foundation structure has load bearing steel piles encased in a mass concrete filled steel 
sheet pile caisson.  Each caisson is approximately 20 feet by 20 feet square in plan and the sheet piles 
are embedded approximately 8 feet into the soil acting as a sacrificial stay-in-place form.  The load-
bearing piles serve as the primary foundation system for the building.  Construction of the building 
involved cutting holes in the pier deck, installing the caissons, tying the caissons to the pier structure 
and constructing the building.  The first floor of the building utilizes the deck of the concrete pier 
constructed in the 1920s.  It is important to note that the pier is approximately 50 years older than the 
building and associated building foundations. 
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Photograph 1:  Deterioration of concrete and steel sheet 
piles in splash zone  

 

Investigation Findings 
 
M&N performed a site visit on February 26, 2010.  The purpose of this visit was to view the existing 
condition of the structure to assist in developing order of magnitude cost estimates.   
 
During the visual investigation, M&N found the following:  
 

 Deterioration of the caissons’ steel sheet piles typical of a 30-year-old structure in a salt water 
environment(See Photograph 1) 

 Significant concrete deterioration and spalling of the concrete deck surrounding the 
foundations with exposed and corroded deck reinforcement (See Photograph 2) 

 
The corrosion is typical and expected 
for the type and age of the sheet 
piles in a marine environment.  
Although the sheet piles are severely 
corroded, no large voids were 
observed.  The corrosion is most 
severe in the splash zone where the 
chloride concentration is the highest 
due to the wet-dry cycle.  The 
general condition of the structure 
was as expected and consistent with 
the findings of the Parsons 
Brinckerhoff report dated May 2003. 
 
 
 
 
 

Estimated Remaining Service Life 
 
The structure type plays a key role in estimating the service life of the building foundation.  Although 
the foundation structure appears to be in poor condition due to advanced corrosion of the sheet piles, 
this is not necessarily the case.  The construction of this structure consisted of the following: 
 

 Driving load-bearing steel piles to the rock layer 

 Constructing a stay-in-place form around the driven piles using steel sheet piles embedded 
into the soil 

 Filling the stay-in-place form with concrete effectively encasing the load-bearing piles 
 
This foundation design provides multiple barriers to protect the main load-bearing steel piles from 
chloride penetration and corrosion.  The sheet piles were used only as a stay-in-place form and, as a 
result, the deterioration of the sheet piles will not affect the structural integrity of the foundation.  
This evaluation assumes that the mass concrete was installed to specification.  As the condition of the 
mass concrete and load-bearing steel piles could not be observed, remaining service life of the building 
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Photograph 2:  Under-deck spall 
with exposed reinforcement 

foundations cannot be directly calculated.  However, a 
reasonable estimate of service life can be determined based 
on experience with similar structures. 
 
Typical marine structures are designed for a 50-year service 
life.  Based on this assumption, since the caissons were 
constructed circa 1970, the structures are expected to be in 
serviceable condition until 2020.  At the end of the 
estimated 50-year service life, tests are recommended to 
further diagnose the condition of the structure including 
chloride penetration tests and concrete compressive 
strength tests of the mass concrete.  The results of these 
tests will help to determine if the structure has remaining 
service life.   
 
Opinion of Probable Construction Cost 
 
Order of magnitude opinion of probable construction costs 
were developed for the demolition of the existing pier and 
building foundation and for the replacement of the pier 
structure in kind.  These estimates do not include the cost of demolition of the ‘inverted pyramid’ 
building structure or any of the associated out buildings.  All costs are for the structural components 
only and do not include considerations for electrical, mechanical, communications, landscaping, 
appurtenances or architectural features and are presented in 2010 dollars. 
 
For the pier demolition and replacement, costs were developed for two conditions described as an 
open pier condition or a limited access condition.  Both conditions assume that all associated out 
buildings have been demolished and removed.  Material costs are the same for each condition but the 
labor and equipment cost is contingent on the mobility of the contractor during construction.  The 
open pier condition assumes that the contractor will have full mobility to perform overwater 
construction.  The limited access condition represents the scenario where complexity is increased as 
the contractor is working in or around the existing ‘inverted pyramid’ building.  This includes working 
in confined spaces within the building or working with reduced overhead clearances for equipment 
around the building.  As a result, cranes and other equipment will have limited ability in this area 
reducing productivity and increasing costs.  The limited access area is approximately 180 feet by 180 
feet and extends to the nearest pile bent from the main building footprint.  Refer to the figure for 
delineation of the open pier and limited access areas. 
 
The estimate for the demolition of the building foundations assumes the entire pier and all buildings 
have been demolished and removed.  This will allow complete access to the foundations by barge.  No 
mobilization costs were added as it was assumed demolition of the foundations was to be completed 
in conjunction with the demolition of the pier. 
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Figure:  Pier Demolition/Construction Scenarios 
 
*The area shown as Limited Access is only valid when the ‘inverted pyramid’ building is to remain in 
place.  If the ‘inverted pyramid’ building is removed, the entire pier is considered open. 
 
Demolition Costs: 
 
Demolition for the open pier condition was developed by calculating quantities based on the existing 
pier drawings.  The cost estimate considers demolition of concrete beams, deck and piles.  Costs were 
based on cubic yards of concrete removed and disposed of locally. 
 
If the City decides to keep the existing ‘inverted pyramid’ building, then selective demolition will be 
required to remove the 1920s deck and beams in a limited access condition.  As previously mentioned, 
limited access construction will be less efficient and more expensive.  The unit costs developed assume 
all interior building demolition required to access the deck has been completed.  As cranes will have 
limited ability in this area, demolition of the deck and beams will have to be completed with less 
efficient equipment.  The costs to demolish, remove and locally dispose of the concrete beams, piles 
and deck have been included.  Typically, new piles would be driven to support a new deck and beams; 
however, piles cannot be driven in this area because of the limited mobility of cranes and lack of 
overhead clearance for driving.  For this reason, the existing piles will remain and must be repaired for 
reuse if the existing ‘inverted pyramid’ building is kept.  Therefore, the limited access cost estimate 
assumes that no piles under the ‘inverted pyramid’ building are removed. 
 
If the City decides to replace the building, the approach to removal of the building foundations 
assumed the following steps per foundation: 
 

1. Cutting of the steel sheet pile vertically in two locations in each caisson face 
2. Drilling five holes in the concrete to allow saw cutting of an expansion release 
3. Drilling a pattern of holes for the insertion of expansive grout to crack the mass concrete 
4. Excavation of the concrete from within the caisson 
5. Extraction of the steel sheet and main load-bearing piles 
6. Disposal of all materials 

 

Legend: 

Open Pier Area 
 

Limited Access Area* 
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Pier Replacement Costs: 
 
Open pier costs were based on reinstalling the pier “in-kind” assuming precast/prestressed concrete 
piles, cast-in-place concrete pile caps and beams, and a cast-in-place concrete deck capable of 
supporting light traffic. 
 
As previously mentioned, work in the limited access area is complex due to mobility challenges in and 
around the ‘inverted pyramid’ building.  Costs developed include the installation of new cast-in-place 
concrete pile caps, beams and deck and the repair of piles under the ‘inverted pyramid’ building, all in 
a confined construction environment.  Pile encasement or jacketing is the assumed method of pile 
repair for this estimate.  The jackets will require an underwater application with divers, boats and 
barges to stage the work. 
 
Two different pile jackets were evaluated.  The first pile jacket is a standard Florida Department of 
Transportation (FDOT) integral pile jacket with corrosion protection.  This solution is anticipated to 
provide up to a 30-year design life.  The following steps are anticipated for this repair: 
 

1. Removal of concrete from the existing piles outside of the reinforcing 
2. Attachment of cathodic protection anodes to the existing steel 
3. Construction of a new steel reinforcement cage and attachment of anodes 
4. Placement of a fiberglass jacket around the pile 
5. Encasement of pile and new cage with concrete using the jacket as a form 

 
The second pile jacket repair method uses a similar jacket but does not include a cathodic protection 
system.  This jacket is anticipated to provide up to a 15-year design life. 
 
Summary of Service Life and Costs: 
 
New marine structures are designed for a minimum 50-year design life, which can be extended with 
proper repair and maintenance.  The City of St. Petersburg has provided this level of care for the 
existing pier and as a result has extended the service life to 90 years. 
 
The existing ‘inverted pyramid’ building and associated foundations are approximately 40 years old.  
The existing piles considered for reuse are approximately 90 years old.  Reuse of these structures will 
require continual maintenance for the rest of their service life.  Working in the limited access area will 
increase the new construction cost by roughly 3 times and only provide an additional 30 years of 
service life in lieu of the minimum 50-year service life of a new structure.  Refer to the table for a 
summary of the probable construction costs for the pier demolition, building foundation demolition 
and pier replacement. 
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Table:  Order of Magnitude Opinion of Probable Cost 

Pier Demolition 
Order of Magnitude Cost 

(per square foot) 

Pier Demolition – Open Pier Area (including piles) $50 

Pier Demolition – Limited Access Area (not including piles) $70 

Building Foundation Demolition Order of Magnitude Cost 

Building Foundation Demolition (x5 structures) $2,400,000 total 

Replacement (structure only) 
Order of Magnitude Cost 

(per square foot) 

Pier Replacement – Open Pier (50-year design life) $210 

Pier Replacement – Limited Access Area (30-year design life) $750 

Pier Replacement – Limited Access Area (15-year design life) $500 

 
Reuse of the existing foundations, building and piles not only has a higher initial cost but will have a 
higher annual cost for inspection and maintenance.  Underwater inspection of the jacketed piles would 
need to be performed on a bi-annual basis as compared to a new structure which will not require 
underwater inspection for approximately 10 years.  All of these additional costs are not reflected in 
our estimate but should be considered during evaluation of the alternative pier configurations. 
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Index Description Quantity Unit Cost Amount

1 01 - General Requirements 2,920.00       LF 107.88            315,000            

2 02 - Existing Conditions 2,920.00       LF 90.09              263,052            

3 03 - Concrete 2,920.00       LF 2,241.59         6,545,439         

4 04 - Masonry 2,920.00       LF 26.58              77,599              

5 05 - Metals 2,920.00       LF 2,184.24         6,377,977         

6 06 - Wood, Plastics, And Composites 2,920.00       LF 42.60              124,378            

7 07 - Thermal And Moisture Protection 2,920.00       LF 1,734.18         5,063,791         

8 08 - Openings 2,920.00       LF 29.68              86,652              

9 09 - Finishes 2,920.00       LF 12.41              36,224              

10 10 - Specialties 2,920.00       LF 18.94              55,309              

11 12 - Furnishings 2,920.00       LF 58.27              170,152            

12 13 - Special Construction 2,920.00       LF 478.01            1,395,775         

13 14 - Conveying Equipment 2,920.00       LF 45.74              133,571            

14 21 - Fire Suppression 2,920.00       LF 1.94                5,672                

15 22 - Plumbing 2,920.00       LF 48.44              141,449            

16 23 - Heating, Ventilating, And Air-Conditioning (Hvac) 2,920.00       LF 6.22                18,151              

17 26 - Electrical 2,920.00       LF 807.32            2,357,373         

18 27 - Communications 2,920.00       LF 92.19              269,207            

19 28 - Electronic Safety And Security 2,920.00       LF 27.05              79,000              

20 31 - Earthwork 2,920.00       LF 1,586.94         4,633,855         

21 32 - Exterior Improvements 2,920.00       LF 657.25            1,919,181         

22 33 - Utilities 2,920.00       LF 257.43            751,695            

23 TOTAL DIRECT CONSTRUCTION COST 2,920.00         LF 10,554.97          30,820,502          
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Index Description Quantity Unit Cost Amount

01 - General Requirements

015000.00 - Temporary Facilities & Controls

1 Frieght in Crane & Barge                      1.00 ea 16,000.00                                    16,000 

2 Freight Out                      1.00 ea 16,000.00                                    16,000 

3 Tug Boat Moves (Included in Monthly Rental)                    30.00 ea -                                                          -   

4 Barges for Materials (2 Barges)                      6.00 mos 28,000.00                                 168,000 

5 Tug Boat Monthly Rental                      6.00 mos 35,000.00                                 210,000 

6 Direct Purchase Credit                     (1.00) allw 350,000.00                              (350,000)

7 Manitowoc 400W w/150ft on ABF Approved Barge                      6.00 mos 42,500.00                                 255,000 

8 015000.00 - Temporary Facilities & Controls 2,920.00       LF 107.88            315,000            

9 01 - General Requirements 2,920.00       LF 107.88            315,000            
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Index Description Quantity Unit Cost Amount

02 - Existing Conditions

024100.00 - Demolition

10 Demolish Pavement - Bituminous            49,815.00 sf 0.31                                               15,450 

11 Demolish of Existing Road            53,387.00 sf 0.42                                               22,602 

12 Upland Hub Demo                      1.00 allw 225,000.00                               225,000 

13 024100.00 - Demolition 2,920.00       LF 90.09              263,052            

14 02 - Existing Conditions 2,920.00       LF 90.09              263,052            
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Index Description Quantity Unit Cost Amount

03 - Concrete

031100.00 - Concrete Forming

15 Caisson Capitals                    89.25 cy 1,050.00                                      93,713 

16 Pile Cap Formed in Place                 558.00 cy 1,050.00                                   585,900 

17 Steps                 396.00 lf 35.00                                            13,860 

18 Landings                 317.00 sf 30.00                                              9,510 

19 Stair Around Marina              1,801.00 sf 85.00                                         153,085 

20 Ramp Around Marina              1,266.00 sf 85.00                                         107,610 

21 Continuous Footings                 181.33 lf 28.00                                              5,077 

22 Ramp at Upland Hub              3,229.92 sf 85.00                                         274,543 

23 031100.00 - Concrete Forming 2,920.00       LF 425.79            1,243,298         

033053.00 - Miscellaneous Cast-In-Place Concrete

24 Cast-In-Place Concrete - Pile Caps and Wave Deck                           -   sf -                                                          -   

25 033053.00 - Miscellaneous Cast-In-Place Concrete 2,920.00       LF -                  -                    

033100.00 - Structural Concrete

26 Slab on Grade 6" thick                    42.16 cy 187.24                                            7,894 

27 CIP Columns Type "A"                 360.00 cy 1,213.68                                   436,925 

28 Stair Tower Core                 116.00 cy 743.28                                          86,221 

29 Elevator Tower Cores                 307.00 cy 743.28                                       228,188 

30 SOMD-Buy / Place Concrete              6,065.00 sf 10.00                                            60,650 

31 Suspended Stair-Buy / Place Concrete                    12.21 cy 962.47                                          11,752 

32 Concrete Stairs On Grade                 221.99 lf 146.07                                          32,425 

33 033100.00 - Structural Concrete 2,920.00       LF 295.91            864,055            

034100.00 - Precast Structural Concrete

34 Docent Theater              1,860.47 sf 68.00                                         126,512 

35 Structural Precast Beams w/ CIP Concrete Deck            60,896.00 sf 55.93                                      3,405,670 

36 034100.00 - Precast Structural Concrete 2,920.00       LF 1,209.65         3,532,182         

034500.00 - Precast Architectural Concrete

37 Precast Wall Panels, Vertical Precast Skirt              3,918.00 sf 50.00                                         195,900 

38 Precast Rocks                 519.32 cy 1,325.84                                   688,537 

39 034500.00 - Precast Architectural Concrete 2,920.00       LF 302.89            884,437            

035200.00 - Lightweight Concrete Roof Insulation

40 Light Concrete Roof Insulation              5,784.04 sf 3.50                                               20,244 

41 035200.00 - Lightweight Concrete Roof Insulation 2,920.00       LF 6.93                20,244              

038113.00 - Flat Concrete Sawing

42 Sawcut Asphalt Pavement                 735.00 lf 1.66                                                 1,223 

43 038113.00 - Flat Concrete Sawing 2,920.00       LF 0.42                1,223                

44 03 - Concrete 2,920.00       LF 2,241.59         6,545,439         
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Index Description Quantity Unit Cost Amount

04 - Masonry

042223.29 - Split-Face Concrete Unit Masonry

45 CMU Splitface 8"              6,207.92 sf 12.50                                            77,599 

46 042223.29 - Split-Face Concrete Unit Masonry 2,920.00       LF 26.58              77,599              

47 04 - Masonry 2,920.00       LF 26.58              77,599              
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Index Description Quantity Unit Cost Amount

05 - Metals

051200.00 - Structural Steel Framing

48 Structural Metal Framing at Upland Hub Canopy 12/SF                    27.99 tn 3,988.80                                   111,647 

49 Structural Metal Framing 18#/sf 4.26E-14 tn -                                                          -   

50 Structural Metal Framing 17#/sf                 493.00 tn 5,000.00                                2,465,000 

51 Structural Metal Framing 5.11#/sf                 140.00 tn 3,230.00                                   452,200 

52 Structural Metal Framing 12#/sf                    36.39 tn 4,400.00                                   160,116 

53 051200.00 - Structural Steel Framing 2,920.00       LF 1,092.11         3,188,963         

052000.00 - Metal Joists

54 Metal Joists                      5.39 tn 3,450.00                                      18,596 

55 052000.00 - Metal Joists 2,920.00       LF 6.37                18,596              

053000.00 - Metal Decking

56 Metal Decking              5,784.04 sf 3.50                                               20,244 

57 053000.00 - Metal Decking 2,920.00       LF 6.93                20,244              

054100.00 - Structural Metal Stud Framing

58 Framing - Metal Studs Galv 16Ga         147,721.00 sf 13.01                                      1,921,308 

59 054100.00 - Structural Metal Stud Framing 2,920.00       LF 657.98            1,921,308         

055113.00 - Metal Pan Stairs

60 Metal Pan Stairs                 426.00 lf 66.04                                            28,131 

61 Metal Pan Stair Landing                 581.00 sf 72.24                                            41,973 

62 055113.00 - Metal Pan Stairs 2,920.00       LF 24.01              70,104              

055300.00 - Metal Gratings

63 Galvanized Floor Grating w/ Steel Structural Framing              1,538.00 sf 70.95                                         109,119 

64 055300.00 - Metal Gratings 2,920.00       LF 37.37              109,119            

057300.00 - Decorative Metal Railings

65 Ornamental Railings, Type A - Aluminum              1,785.32 lf 85.00                                         151,752 

66 Ornamental Railings, Type B - Aluminum              3,206.43 lf 85.00                                         272,547 

67 Ornamental Railings, Type B - Aluminum 52"              4,447.00 lf 85.00                                         377,995 

68 Ornamental Railings, Type B - Aluminum 52" at Upland Hub Ramp                 615.00 lf 85.00                                            52,275 

69 Ornamental Railings, Type B - Aluminum 52" at Stairs Around Marina                 352.00 lf 85.00                                            29,920 

70 Ornamental Railings, Type B - Aluminum 52" at Ramp Around Marina                 472.00 lf 85.00                                            40,120 

71 Ornamental Railings, Type C - Aluminum                 149.00 lf 85.00                                            12,665 

72 Ornamental Railings, Type D - Aluminum                 362.00 lf 85.00                                            30,770 

73 Ornamental Railings - Type C at Catwalks                 392.00 lf 85.00                                            33,320 

74 Ornamental Railings - Type ?? Circular Stairs Wall                 399.00 lf 85.00                                            33,915 

75 Ornamental Railings - Type ?? Circular Stairs Center                 169.00 lf 85.00                                            14,365 

76 057300.00 - Decorative Metal Railings 2,920.00       LF 359.47            1,049,644         

77 05 - Metals 2,920.00       LF 2,184.24         6,377,977         
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Index Description Quantity Unit Cost Amount

06 - Wood, Plastics, And Composites

061323.00 - Heavy Timber Construction

78 Wood Decking at Marina Stairs                 713.00 sf 15.42                                            10,994 

79 Wood Boardwalk              4,665.04 sf 15.42                                            71,933 

80 061323.00 - Heavy Timber Construction 2,920.00       LF 28.40              82,927              

061500.00 - Wood Decking

81 Wood Barrier Wall at Floating Dock                           -   sf -                                                          -   

82 Wood Cladding at Marina Stairs              2,832.00 sf 14.64                                            41,451 

83 061500.00 - Wood Decking 2,920.00       LF 14.20              41,451              

84 06 - Wood, Plastics, And Composites 2,920.00       LF 42.60              124,378            
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Index Description Quantity Unit Cost Amount

07 - Thermal And Moisture Protection

072113.00 - Board Insulation

85 Rigid Wall Insulation, 1.5" Polyisocyanurate              6,207.92 sf 1.61                                               10,000 

86 072113.00 - Board Insulation 2,920.00       LF 3.42                10,000              

074213.00 - Metal Wall Panels

87 Aluminum Cladding         155,971.00 sf 36.03                                      5,619,235 

88 Aluminum Cladding @ Stair Around Marina              2,372.00 sf 36.00                                            85,392 

89 Aluminum Cladding @ Ramp Around Marina                           -   sf -                                                          -   

90 Aluminum Cladding @ Upland Hub Ramp                           -   sf -                                                          -   

91 Aluminum Cladding - Using Rivets         112,573.00 sf (6.22)                                         (700,000)

92 074213.00 - Metal Wall Panels 2,920.00       LF 1,713.91         5,004,627         

075000.00 - Membrane Roofing

93 Membrane Roofing              5,784.04 sf 8.50                                               49,164 

94 075000.00 - Membrane Roofing 2,920.00       LF 16.84              49,164              

95 07 - Thermal And Moisture Protection 2,920.00       LF 1,734.18         5,063,791         
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Index Description Quantity Unit Cost Amount

08 - Openings

081000.00 - Doors & Frames

96 Interior Door                      4.00 ea 308.18                                            1,233 

97 Exterior Door - Type 1                           -   ea -                                                          -   

98 081000.00 - Doors & Frames 2,920.00       LF 0.42                1,233                

081213.00 - Hollow Metal Frames

99 Ext Hollow Metal Door Frames                    10.00 ea 145.00                                            1,450 

100 Int Hollow Metal Door Frames                      4.00 ea 125.00                                               500 

101 081213.00 - Hollow Metal Frames 2,920.00       LF 0.67                1,950                

081313.00 - Hollow Metal Doors

102 Ext Hollow Metal Door                    10.00 ea 295.00                                            2,950 

103 081313.00 - Hollow Metal Doors 2,920.00       LF 1.01                2,950                

084100.00 - Entrances & Storefronts

104 Storefronts (40% of wall area)              1,061.28 sf 75.00                                            79,596 

105 084100.00 - Entrances & Storefronts 2,920.00       LF 27.26              79,596              

087100.00 - Door Hardware

106 Hardware Sets                    22.00 ea 41.95                                                 923 

107 087100.00 - Door Hardware 2,920.00       LF 0.32                923                   

108 08 - Openings 2,920.00       LF 29.68              86,652              
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Index Description Quantity Unit Cost Amount

09 - Finishes

092116.00 - Gypsum Board Assemblies

109 Partition Type 1- Building Core              2,540.00 sf 5.50                                               13,970 

110 Partition Type 2 - CMU                 600.00 sf 10.50                                              6,300 

111 092116.00 - Gypsum Board Assemblies 2,920.00       LF 6.94                20,270              

095000.00 - Ceilings

112 Ceilings - Building Core              1,183.00 sf 4.50                                                 5,324 

113 095000.00 - Ceilings 2,920.00       LF 1.82                5,324                

099113.00 - Exterior Painting

114 Paint - Doors, Latex Paint - 2 Finish Coats                    18.00 ea 75.00                                              1,350 

115 Paint - HM Frame                    18.00 ea 65.00                                              1,170 

116 Exterior Painting              6,207.92 sf 1.25                                                 7,760 

117 099113.00 - Exterior Painting 2,920.00       LF 3.52                10,280              

099123.00 - Interior Painting

118 Paint - Doors, Latex Paint - 2 Finish Coats                      4.00 ea 75.00                                                 300 

119 Paint - HM Frame                      4.00 ea 12.71                                                    51 

120 099123.00 - Interior Painting 2,920.00       LF 0.12                351                   

121 09 - Finishes 2,920.00       LF 12.41              36,224              
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Index Description Quantity Unit Cost Amount

10 - Specialties

107316.00 - Canopies

122 Shade Structures at Marina                      4.00 sf 10,000.00                                    40,000 

123 107316.00 - Canopies 2,920.00       LF 13.70              40,000              

107343.00 - Transportation Stop Shelters

124 Shade Structures                      2.00 ea 7,654.72                                      15,309 

125 107343.00 - Transportation Stop Shelters 2,920.00       LF 5.24                15,309              

126 10 - Specialties 2,920.00       LF 18.94              55,309              
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Index Description Quantity Unit Cost Amount

12 - Furnishings

129300.00 - Site Furnishings

127 Benches                    30.00 ea 2,566.37                                      76,991 

128 Bike Racks                      5.00 ea 433.18                                            2,166 

129 Trash Receptacles                    30.00 ea 3,033.18                                      90,996 

130 129300.00 - Site Furnishings 2,920.00       LF 58.27              170,152            

131 12 - Furnishings 2,920.00       LF 58.27              170,152            
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Index Description Quantity Unit Cost Amount

13 - Special Construction

131200.00 - Fountains

132 Water Feature                      1.00 allw 40,000.00                                    40,000 

133 131200.00 - Fountains 2,920.00       LF 13.70              40,000              

131300.00 - Aquariums

134 Reef Pile Rehab                      1.00 allw 200,000.00                               200,000 

135 131300.00 - Aquariums 2,920.00       LF 68.49              200,000            

131400.00 - Amusement Park Structures & Equipment

136 Anchor Piles (27 Locations)              1,640.00 lf 55.00                                            90,200 

137 Floating Dock              6,255.00 sf 140.00                                       875,700 

138 Gangways              1,085.00 sf 175.00                                       189,875 

139 131400.00 - Amusement Park Structures & Equipment 2,920.00       LF 395.81            1,155,775         

140 13 - Special Construction 2,920.00       LF 478.01            1,395,775         
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Index Description Quantity Unit Cost Amount

14 - Conveying Equipment

142123.00 - Electric Traction Passenger Elevators

141 Elevator                      1.00 ea 133,571.26                               133,571 

142 142123.00 - Electric Traction Passenger Elevators 2,920.00       LF 45.74              133,571            

143 14 - Conveying Equipment 2,920.00       LF 45.74              133,571            
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Index Description Quantity Unit Cost Amount

21 - Fire Suppression

210000.00 - Fire Suppression

144 Fire Suppression              2,268.90 sf 2.50                                                 5,672 

145 210000.00 - Fire Suppression 2,920.00       LF 1.94                5,672                

146 21 - Fire Suppression 2,920.00       LF 1.94                5,672                
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Index Description Quantity Unit Cost Amount

22 - Plumbing

220000.00 - Plumbing

147 Plumbing              1,074.90 sf 6.00                                                 6,449 

148 Plumbing                    54.00 fxtr 2,500.00                                   135,000 

149 220000.00 - Plumbing 2,920.00       LF 48.44              141,449            

150 22 - Plumbing 2,920.00       LF 48.44              141,449            
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Index Description Quantity Unit Cost Amount

23 - Heating, Ventilating, And Air-Conditioning (Hvac)

230000.00 - Hvac

151 HVAC Systems and Distribution              2,268.90 sf 8.00                                               18,151 

152 230000.00 - Hvac 2,920.00       LF 6.22                18,151              

153 23 - Heating, Ventilating, And Air-Conditioning (Hvac) 2,920.00       LF 6.22                18,151              
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Index Description Quantity Unit Cost Amount

26 - Electrical

260000.01 - Power

154 4" Electrical Distribution (3) Conduit              3,747.00 lf 45.10                                         169,000 

155 Electrical service and Distribution              1,385.80 sf (9.00)                                           (12,468)

156 260000.01 - Power 2,920.00       LF 53.61              156,532            

260000.02 - Telecom

157 3" Telecommunication (2) Conduit              3,747.00 lf 28.82                                         108,000 

158 260000.02 - Telecom 2,920.00       LF 36.99              108,000            

260000.03 - Lighting

159 Welcome Mat - Lighting                           -   sf -                                                          -   

160 Hub - Lighting                           -   sf -                                                          -   

161 Overwater Drive - Lighting                           -   lf -                                                          -   

162 Overwater Bridge - Lighting                           -   lf -                                                          -   

163 Promontory - Lighting          (27,993.00) sf 6.00                                           (167,958)

164 Bike Path - Lighting                           -   lf -                                                          -   

165 Marina - Lighting            19,333.00 sf 4.50                                               86,999 

166 Balconies - Lighting                           -   lf -                                                          -   

167 Lighting - General                      1.00 allw 15,000.00                                    15,000 

168 Bollards                    45.00 ea 7,311.11                                   329,000 

169 Stairwell Lighting                      1.00 ea 7,600.00                                        7,600 

170 LED Lighting Bollard w/ Driver Box                 110.00 ea 8,218.18                                   904,000 

171 Canopy Lighting                      1.00 allw 152,000.00                               152,000 

172 Rail Lighting              1,600.00 lf 402.50                                       644,000 

173 Safety Lighting for Rocks                      5.00 ea 1,500.00                                        7,500 

174 Step Lighting at Stairs                    20.00 ea 600.00                                          12,000 

175 Step Lighting                      1.00 allw 15,000.00                                    15,000 

176 Landscape Lighting                      1.00 allw 15,000.00                                    15,000 

177 Power Pedestals                    12.00 ea 2,400.00                                      28,800 

178 Step Lighting for Theater                    56.00 ea 605.36                                          33,900 

179 Theatrical Lighting Provisions - Service Only                      1.00 allw 10,000.00                                    10,000 

180 260000.03 - Lighting 2,920.00       LF 716.73            2,092,840         

181 26 - Electrical 2,920.00       LF 807.32            2,357,373         

27 - Communications

270000.00 - Communications

182 Communication System            (2,739.10) sf 1.75                                               (4,793)

183 1000 KVA Transformer                           -   ls -                                                          -   

184 Elevator Power                           -   ls -                                                          -   

185 General Electrical Service                      1.00 allw 15,000.00                                    15,000 

186 Electrical Service                      1.00 allw 25,000.00                                    25,000 

187 Single Point of Power Connection                      1.00 allw 62,000.00                                    62,000 

188 Emergency Sound System - Complete                      1.00 ls 52,000.00                                    52,000 

189 Sound System - Conduit Only                      1.00 ls 20,000.00                                    20,000 

190 Provide Accent Lighting for Upper Crown                           -   ls -                                                          -   

191 Provide FAA Lighting                      1.00 ls 50,000.00                                    50,000 

192 Provide Coast Guard Lighting                      1.00 ls 50,000.00                                    50,000 

193 270000.00 - Communications 2,920.00       LF 92.19              269,207            

194 27 - Communications 2,920.00       LF 92.19              269,207            
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Index Description Quantity Unit Cost Amount

28 - Electronic Safety And Security

280000.00 - Electronic Safety & Security

195 WP GFI in Columns                    12.00 ea 1,000.00                                      12,000 

196 Data Drops in Columns - Conduit Only                    12.00 ea 500.00                                            6,000 

197 Grill Empty Conduit Only                      1.00 ea 2,500.00                                        2,500 

198 Gelato Shop - Shell Only                      1.00 ea 5,000.00                                        5,000 

199 Restrooms                      2.00 ea 7,500.00                                      15,000 

200 Trash Enclosure                      1.00 ea 1,500.00                                        1,500 

201 Storage - Shell Only                      1.00 ea 1,000.00                                        1,000 

202 Elevator Power                      1.00 ea 10,000.00                                    10,000 

203 Empty Conduit for Theater                      1.00 ea 3,000.00                                        3,000 

204 Single Point Data Connection - Conduit Only                      1.00 allw 23,000.00                                    23,000 

205 280000.00 - Electronic Safety & Security 2,920.00       LF 27.05              79,000              

206 28 - Electronic Safety And Security 2,920.00       LF 27.05              79,000              
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Index Description Quantity Unit Cost Amount

31 - Earthwork

312323.00 - Fill

207 Fill By Borrow            12,478.00 cy 21.95                                         273,914 

208 312323.00 - Fill 2,920.00       LF 93.81              273,914            

314100.00 - Shoring

209 Sheet Piling at Seawall              5,455.00 sf 22.71                                         123,871 

210 314100.00 - Shoring 2,920.00       LF 42.42              123,871            

316213.19 - Precast Concrete Piles

211 Concrete Precast Vertical Piles 18"            16,662.00 lf 70.72                                      1,178,400 

212 Concrete Precast Battered Piles 18"            19,940.00 lf 74.90                                      1,493,420 

213 316213.19 - Precast Concrete Piles 2,920.00       LF 915.01            2,671,820         

316329.00 - Drilled Concrete Piers & Shafts

214 Caissons - 24" dia Concrete Filled Steel Casing at Ramp                 400.00 lf 485.00                                       194,000 

215 Caissons - 48" dia Concrete Filled Steel Casing              1,827.00 lf 750.00                                    1,370,250 

216 316329.00 - Drilled Concrete Piers & Shafts 2,920.00       LF 535.70            1,564,250         

217 31 - Earthwork 2,920.00       LF 1,586.94         4,633,855         
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Index Description Quantity Unit Cost Amount

32 - Exterior Improvements

321000.00 - Bases Ballasts & Paving

218 Drive Surface - 3" asphalt - 8" concrete base            53,570.16 sf 12.00                                         642,842 

219 321000.00 - Bases Ballasts & Paving 2,920.00       LF 220.15            642,842            

321200.00 - Flexible Paving

220 Porous Paving            24,031.66 sf 3.75                                               90,119 

221 Patch Existing Parking Lot              2,940.00 sf 4.73                                               13,909 

222 321200.00 - Flexible Paving 2,920.00       LF 35.63              104,028            

321313.00 - Concrete Paving

223 Drive Surface - 8" Concrete Patterned            15,966.00 sf 35.00                                         558,810 

224 Concrete Ramp                 663.00 sf 11.38                                              7,547 

225 4" Concrete Sidewalks              2,639.80 sf 4.55                                               12,011 

226 321313.00 - Concrete Paving 2,920.00       LF 198.07            578,368            

321400.00 - Unit Paving

227 Paver Base - 6" Stone            14,727.00 sf 3.68                                               54,261 

228 Paver Base - 4" Concrete            14,727.00 sf 5.59                                               82,316 

229 Pavers - 2-1/2" Thk Precast Concrete            14,727.00 sf 6.87                                            101,225 

230 321400.00 - Unit Paving 2,920.00       LF 81.44              237,802            

321613.13 - Cast-In-Place Concrete Curbs & Gutters

231 Concrete Curbing - Wave              1,135.00 sf 29.01                                            32,929 

232 Concrete Curbing - Drive              2,942.00 lf 26.00                                            76,492 

233 Concrete Curbing - Ramp                 342.99 lf 26.00                                              8,918 

234 Concrete Curbing - Bridge              2,535.00 lf 26.00                                            65,910 

235 Concrete Curbing - Stairs Around Marina                 352.00 lf 26.00                                              9,152 

236 Concrete Curbing - Ramp Around Marina                 522.00 lf 26.00                                            13,572 

237 321613.13 - Cast-In-Place Concrete Curbs & Gutters 2,920.00       LF 70.88              206,973            

323200.00 - Retaining Walls

238 Retaining Walls - 4' High              3,341.00 sf 24.07                                            80,414 

239 323200.00 - Retaining Walls 2,920.00       LF 27.54              80,414              

328400.00 - Planting Irrigation

240 Irrigation              2,918.00 sf 2.50                                                 7,295 

241 328400.00 - Planting Irrigation 2,920.00       LF 2.50                7,295                

329000.00 - Planting

242 Planting                      1.00 allw 60,000.00                                    60,000 

243 329000.00 - Planting 2,920.00       LF 20.55              60,000              

329200.00 - Turf & Grasses

244 Lawns              2,918.00 sf 0.50                                                 1,459 

245 329200.00 - Turf & Grasses 2,920.00       LF 0.50                1,459                

246 32 - Exterior Improvements 2,920.00       LF 657.25            1,919,181         
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Index Description Quantity Unit Cost Amount

33 - Utilities

331100.00 - Water Utility Distribution Piping

247 1.5" Potable Water Supply Pipe                 295.00 lf 47.22                                            13,930 

248 3" Potable Water Supply Pipe                    71.00 lf 62.58                                              4,443 

249 6" Potable Water Supply Pipe              1,673.00 lf 101.68                                       170,111 

250 6' Fire Water Supply Pipe                 150.00 lf 63.55                                              9,533 

251 6' Dry Main for Fire Stand Pipes                           -   lf -                                                          -   

252 Connection to Municipal 8" Potable Water Supply                      1.00 ea 2,800.00                                        2,800 

253 331100.00 - Water Utility Distribution Piping 2,920.00       LF 68.77              200,816            

333313.00 - Sanitary Utility Sewerage

254 2" Sanitary Pipe                 358.00 lf 43.75                                            15,663 

255 3" Sanitary Pipe                 293.00 lf 56.00                                            16,408 

256 6" Sanitary Pipe              1,677.00 lf 77.00                                         129,129 

257 Sanitary Lift Station at promontory                      1.00 ea 196,300.00                               196,300 

258 Sanitary Lift Station at Marina                      1.00 ea 125,000.00                               125,000 

259 333313.00 - Sanitary Utility Sewerage 2,920.00       LF 165.24            482,500            

334100.00 - Storm Utility Drainage Piping

260 Storm Pipe, HDPE 24" dia              1,000.00 lf 42.00                                            42,000 

261 334100.00 - Storm Utility Drainage Piping 2,920.00       LF 14.38              42,000              

334913.00 - Storm Drainage Manholes Frames & Covers

262 Drainage Inlets                      7.00 ea 1,595.00                                      11,165 

263 Reconstruct Elevation at Existing Drainage Inlets                      4.00 ea 750.95                                            3,004 

264 334913.00 - Storm Drainage Manholes Frames & Covers 2,920.00       LF 4.85                14,169              

335113.00 - Natural-Gas Piping

265 2" Gas Supply Pipe                 343.00 lf 28.31                                              9,710 

266 Connection to Municipal Gas 2" Pipe                      1.00 ea 2,500.00                                        2,500 

267 335113.00 - Natural-Gas Piping 2,920.00       LF 4.18                12,210              

268 33 - Utilities 2,920.00       LF 257.43            751,695            

269 TOTAL DIRECT CONSTRUCTION COST 2,920.00         LF 10,554.97          30,820,502          
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LIFE CYCLE COST ANALYSIS 
REPORT

N





2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026
Operational Expenses 939,300$          956,207$          973,419$          990,940$          1,008,777$   1,026,935$      1,045,420$      1,064,238$      1,083,394$      1,102,895$      1,122,747$      
Maintenance Expenses 22,681$            23,089$            79,830$            23,928$            54,068$         81,122$            25,243$            25,698$            82,486$            59,112$            27,110$            

Subtotal Expenses 961,980$          979,296$          1,053,249$      1,014,868$      1,062,845$   1,108,057$      1,070,663$      1,089,935$      1,165,879$      1,162,007$      1,149,857$      
 

Revenue 369,140$          375,784$          382,549$          389,434$          396,444$       403,580$          410,845$          418,240$          425,768$          433,432$          441,234$          
 
 

Deficit ($592,840) ($603,512) ($670,700) ($625,434) ($666,401) ($704,477) ($659,818) ($671,695) ($740,111) ($728,575) ($708,624)
 
 
 

Life Cycle Cost Analysis Report - Recap - Ten Year Projection

The New St. Petersburg Pier

The Life Cycle Cost Analysis Report for the New St. Petersburg Pier Project was done with the intent of establishing a reasonable budget expectation for the Operating Cost - Maintenance Cost and Revenues based on the new design.  
The Operational Costs were largely based upon the historical data from the Existing Pier modified to more realistically reflect the design and use for the New Pier.  We examined City Accounting Records, interviewed City Employees, 
met with Design Team and researched pricing in preparation of our report.  We used the Skansa ROM Estimate for First Cost pricing and quantities where applicable.   The Operational Costs are projected out for ten years with annual 
escalation of 1.8% applied to all costs each year.  The ten year projection begins in 2016 - the first fiscal accounting year the Pier will be fully operational.  The Pier is estimated to be completed near end of Summer in 2015 with the 
City's 2016 fiscal year beginning in October 2015.   The Maintenance Expenses were broken out of the Operational Expense section in order to show the level of effort required more clearly.  The new design has substantially lowered 
the amount of items requiring maintenance and has lowered the cost of same.  The Revenue is based on the new proforma of leasable space using a reasonable lease rate based on market conditions.  It needs to be noted that there 
are potentially higher possibilities for the Event Revenue which can reduce the Projected Deficit amount annually.  Destination Management Companies can be contracted to handle the entire process of booking events - managing 
events - collecting payments and absorbing all secondary event induced costs.  The New Pier will be a major draw for weddings - corporate dinners - concerts - fund raisers - athletic events - etc.....  There is a huge potential available if 
you wish to pursue a more aggressive Event Forecast.   We have attached a Replacement Schedule for major items which will require a full replacement during the first fifty years of Pier operation.     In closing - the new design has 
managed to significantly reduce the annual Deficit exposure from the $1,500,000 Existing Pier deficit to the Projected Deficit of $592,840 while delivering The City of St. Petersburg a truly World Class Facility





1. We have calculated anticipated revenues for lease spaces as $25sf annually 
for all venues except the Restaurant will be at $20 sf.

2. The restaurant lease is at a lower price as they will be expected to construct
their own facility and to maintain it.  We used 8,000sf for the restaurant.

3. We used the program square footages under October column on A2-03
With the exception of the Bait Shop - Concessions - Kayak Rental
we used the September column for revenue calculations

4. We anticipate an average of $2,000 per week in special event bookings.
These can be Weddings, Corporate Dinners, Concerts, Charity Events, etc…

5. Maintenance costs are dramatically reduced with the new Pier Design.
Everything over the water is being designed with a 50+ year life span.
Pressure washing all horizontal surfaces and sealing annualy is a minimum
requirement, spot cleaning will be necessary as needed.

6. Calculated light fixture bulb replacements based on all lighting being LED.
7. All costs are escalated to 2016 numbers and carried forward with annual 

escalation factor of 1.8% per year as projected by The Department of 
Defense Facilities Pricing Guide - Construction Escalation Rates Table

8. Based maintenance costs on four full time employees performing all 
daily maintenance tasks and the labor for the pressure washing/sealing.

9. Included costs for a service agreement to maintain the elevator.
10. Included cost for service agreement to maintain the sewage pumps.
11. Floating docks have a useful life span of 30 years and have been included

in the replacement schedule calculations.
12. Asphalt paving will require replacement every 20 years and have been 

included in the replacement schedule calculations.

The New St Petersburg Pier

Clarifications and Assumptions for Life Cycle Analysis Report





Revenue Projected Revenue Notes
2012 2016

Services- Utilities 100,982.09$          -$                              Not passed through
Services- maintenance 71,620.00$            -$                              Not passed through
Culture/Recreation Promotions 20,497.40$            109,502.25$               Events - Weddings etc..
Operating Rent - Restaurant -$                        168,464.99$               
Operating Rent - Shops 601,603.00$          58,462.62$                 
Miscellaneous 49,794.20$            32,710.05$                 Scaled off of Sq FT
Transfer in general fund 876,000.00$          

Total 1,720,496.69$      369,139.90$               

Rentable Area Scale 20%
Maintenance Scale 69%
Total Square Foot Scale 62%

Department Of Defense Escalation Rates
2012-2014 1.70%
2014 On 1.80%

Revenue Producing Area SQ FT New Rent Per SF
Concessionaire at The Inner Harbor 400                          25.00$                         
Bait Shop - Concessions - Kayak Rental 1,321                      25.00$                         
Food Service at the Promontory 500                          25.00$                         
Waterside Resturant 8,000                      20.00$                         
Total 10,221                    

Rent per annual sf existing Pier 14.80$                    

The New St. Petersburg Pier





Annual Operating Expenses Current Budget Net Change Notes
2011 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2016 vs. 2012

Contract Employees 429,820$                 136,878$        139,342$        141,850$        144,403$        147,002$        149,648$        152,342$        155,084$        157,876$        160,717$        163,610$        (292,942)$           Four Utilities Maint. Workers @ $32,500 Per yr. (Source: Hillsborough County)
Project Burden- Administrative 56,791$                    11,686$          11,896$          12,111$          12,329$          12,550$          12,776$          13,006$          13,240$          13,479$          13,721$          13,968$          (45,105)$              Scales off of decrease in Rentable Area
Contract Employees Benefits 119,268$                 42,690$          43,458$          44,240$          45,037$          45,847$          46,673$          47,513$          48,368$          49,238$          50,125$          51,027$          (76,578)$              Scaled off of FY 2012 Insurance Costs
Project Burden- Benefits 15,538$                    3,366$             3,427$             3,489$             3,552$             3,615$             3,681$             3,747$             3,814$             3,883$             3,953$             4,024$             (12,172)$              Scaled off of FY 2012 Benefits
Consulting 3,116$                      2,047$             2,084$             2,121$             2,159$             2,198$             2,238$             2,278$             2,319$             2,361$             2,403$             2,447$             (1,069)$                Scaled Off Total Square Foot Reduction
Engineering 504$                         331$                337$                343$                349$                356$                362$                368$                375$                382$                389$                396$                (173)$                   Scaled Off Total Square Foot Reduction
Legal and Fiscal 5,927$                      3,893$             3,964$             4,035$             4,108$             4,181$             4,257$             4,333$             4,411$             4,491$             4,572$             4,654$             (2,034)$                Scaled Off Total Square Foot Reduction
Management 224,000$                 60,000$          61,080$          62,179$          63,299$          64,438$          65,598$          66,779$          67,981$          69,204$          70,450$          71,718$          (164,000)$           3rd Party Operator
Advertising 77,363$                    40,000$          40,720$          41,453$          42,199$          42,959$          43,732$          44,519$          45,320$          46,136$          46,967$          47,812$          (37,363)$              Scaled off Rentable Area
Janitorial Service 286,974$                 52,000$          52,936$          53,889$          54,859$          55,846$          56,852$          57,875$          58,917$          59,977$          61,057$          62,156$          (234,974)$           $1,000 Per Week Allowance
Other Specialized Services 48,361$                    50,000$          50,900$          51,816$          52,749$          53,698$          54,665$          55,649$          56,651$          57,670$          58,708$          59,765$          1,639$                 Quality of life services - Allowance
Pest Control 482$                         317$                322$                328$                334$                340$                346$                352$                359$                365$                372$                378$                (165)$                   Scaled Off Total Square Foot Reduction
Printing And Binding 11$                           -$                 -$                 -$                 -$                 -$                 -$                 -$                 -$                 -$                 -$                 -$                 (11)$                      
Security Services 238,177$                 201,990$        205,625$        209,327$        213,094$        216,930$        220,835$        224,810$        228,857$        232,976$        237,170$        241,439$        (36,187)$              Based on 24/7 security - one guard @ $20 per hour. Added one guard 8 hours on Friday & Saturday Nights
Transportation -$                          180,000$        183,240$        186,538$        189,896$        193,314$        196,794$        200,336$        203,942$        207,613$        211,350$        215,154$        180,000$             
Tuition Reimbursement 946$                         -$                 -$                 -$                 -$                 -$                 -$                 -$                 -$                 -$                 -$                 -$                 (946)$                    
Telephone External 8,280$                      -$                 -$                 -$                 -$                 -$                 -$                 -$                 -$                 -$                 -$                 -$                 (8,280)$                Off Site Office to be Eliminated
Telephone Internal 1,908$                      1,253$             1,276$             1,299$             1,322$             1,346$             1,370$             1,395$             1,420$             1,446$             1,472$             1,498$             (655)$                   
Postage/ Special Deliveries 2,438$                      -$                 -$                 -$                 -$                 -$                 -$                 -$                 -$                 -$                 -$                 -$                 (2,438)$                Included in Admin
Electric 326,900$                 37,905$          38,587$          39,281$          39,989$          40,708$          41,441$          42,187$          42,946$          43,719$          44,506$          45,307$          (288,995)$           Based on all lighting being LED on Pier
Water 32,773$                    3,790$             3,859$             3,928$             3,999$             4,071$             4,144$             4,219$             4,295$             4,372$             4,451$             4,531$             (28,983)$              Based on $300 per month
Sewer 35,352$                    7,275$             7,405$             7,539$             7,674$             7,813$             7,953$             8,096$             8,242$             8,390$             8,541$             8,695$             (28,077)$              Scaled Off Rental SQ FT
Refuse 32,323$                    11,371$          11,576$          11,784$          11,997$          12,212$          12,432$          12,656$          12,884$          13,116$          13,352$          13,592$          (20,952)$              Based on two 20cy dumpsters per month avg
Gas 8,570$                      3,159$             3,216$             3,273$             3,332$             3,392$             3,453$             3,516$             3,579$             3,643$             3,709$             3,776$             (5,411)$                Based on $250 per month
Storm water Utility 3,743$                      770$                784$                798$                813$                827$                842$                857$                873$                888$                904$                921$                (2,973)$                Scaled Off Rental SQ FT
Reclaimed Water 144$                         30$                  30$                  31$                  31$                  32$                  32$                  33$                  34$                  34$                  35$                  35$                  (114)$                   Scaled Off Rental SQ FT
Insurance Employee Liability 82,298$                    26,208$          26,680$          27,160$          27,649$          28,147$          28,653$          29,169$          29,694$          30,229$          30,773$          31,327$          (56,090)$               
Insurance General Liability 79,476$                    49,585$          50,477$          51,386$          52,311$          53,252$          54,211$          55,187$          56,180$          57,191$          58,221$          59,269$          (29,891)$              Scaled Off Total SQ FT
Claims Self 3,072$                      -$                 -$                 -$                 -$                 -$                 -$                 -$                 -$                 -$                 -$                 -$                 (3,072)$                 
R/M Grounds 3,997$                      2,626$             2,673$             2,721$             2,770$             2,820$             2,871$             2,922$             2,975$             3,028$             3,083$             3,138$             (1,371)$                Scaled off of Total SQ FT
R/M Vehicles 2,894$                      -$                 -$                 -$                 -$                 -$                 -$                 -$                 -$                 -$                 -$                 -$                 (2,894)$                
Copy Machine Costs 3,542$                      -$                 -$                 -$                 -$                 -$                 -$                 -$                 -$                 -$                 -$                 -$                 (3,542)$                No Office
Office Supplies 3,354$                      -$                 -$                 -$                 -$                 -$                 -$                 -$                 -$                 -$                 -$                 -$                 (3,354)$                No Office
Equipment - Small 1,632$                      451$                459$                467$                475$                484$                493$                502$                511$                520$                529$                539$                (1,181)$                Carried previous
Fuel Internal 3,225$                      -$                 -$                 -$                 -$                 -$                 -$                 -$                 -$                 -$                 -$                 -$                 (3,225)$                Scaled Off Total SQ FT
Operating Supplies 9,640$                      -$                 -$                 -$                 -$                 -$                 -$                 -$                 -$                 -$                 -$                 -$                 (9,640)$                Scaled Off Total SQ FT
Uniforms & Protective 2,424$                      -$                 -$                 -$                 -$                 -$                 -$                 -$                 -$                 -$                 -$                 -$                 (2,424)$                Scaled Off Total SQ FT
Memberships 7,700$                      -$                 -$                 -$                 -$                 -$                 -$                 -$                 -$                 -$                 -$                 -$                 (7,700)$                Scaled Off Total SQ FT
Project Burden - C/S 7,124$                      4,680$             4,764$             4,850$             4,937$             5,026$             5,116$             5,209$             5,302$             5,398$             5,495$             5,594$             (2,444)$                Scaled Off Total SQ FT
Buildings -$                          -$                 -$                 -$                 -$                 -$                 -$                 -$                 -$                 -$                 -$                 -$                 -$                     
Other Improvements -$                          5,000$             5,090$             5,182$             5,275$             5,370$             5,466$             5,565$             5,665$             5,767$             5,871$             5,977$             5,000$                 
Total - Operation & Maintenance Expenses 2,170,087$              939,300$        956,207$        973,419$        990,940$        1,008,777$     1,026,935$     1,045,420$     1,064,238$     1,083,394$     1,102,895$     1,122,747$     (1,234,416)$        

Rentable Area Scale 20% Total Area 168,037          
Maintenance Scale 69% Rentable Area 16,823             
Total Square Foot Scale 62%
Pressure Washing Per SQ FT 0.15$                        
Stain Wood Per SQ FT Material Only 0.38$                        
Seal Concrete PER SQ FT Material Only 0.34$                        
Seal Pavers Per SQ FT 1.00$                        
SQ Ft Concrete 157,339                    

Department Of Defense Escalation Rates
2012-2014 1.70%
2014 On 1.80%

The New St. Petersburg Pier

Projected





Annual Maintenance Expenses Current Budget Net Change Notes
2012 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2016 vs. 2012

Maintenance Agreement - Sewage Pumps -$                      1,263$                   1,286$                 1,309$               1,333$                   1,357$                   1,381$                   1,406$                   1,432$                     1,457$                     1,484$                     1,510$                     1,263$                        Based on $600 per pump per year X two pumps.
Maintenance Agreement - Elevator -$                      12,635$                12,862$              13,094$            13,330$                13,569$                13,814$                14,062$                14,315$                  14,573$                  14,835$                  15,102$                  12,635$                     Based on $1,000 per month
Facility Repairs 138,859$             (138,859)$                 Previous Total

Pressure Wash and Stain Wood Deck 4,044$                   4,117$                 4,191$               4,267$                   4,343$                   4,422$                   4,501$                   4,582$                     4,665$                     4,749$                     4,834$                     4,044$                        Materials Only Work to be Performed by Contract Employees
Pressure Wash and Seal Concrete 0 -$                     56,325$            -$                       -$                       56,325$                -$                       -$                         56,325$                  -$                         -$                         56,325$                     Materials Only Work to be Performed by Contract Employees

Seal Pavers Once Per 5 years -$                       -$                     -$                   -$                       29,709$                -$                       -$                       -$                         -$                         32,481$                  -$                         -$                            Vendor Price
Electrical Light Fixture Bulb Replacement 4,738$                   4,823$                 4,910$               4,999$                   5,089$                   5,180$                   5,273$                   5,368$                     5,465$                     5,563$                     5,663$                     4,738$                        Will not require replacements for first three years - cost is to cover average cost per year

Total - Operation & Maintenance Expenses 138,859$             22,681$                23,089$              79,830$            23,928$                54,068$                81,122$                25,243$                25,698$                  82,486$                  59,112$                  27,110$                  (59,853)$                    

Rentable Area Scale 20% Total Area 168,037                  
Maintenance Scale 69% Rentable Area 16,823                     
Total Square Foot Scale 62%
Pressure Washing Per SQ FT 0.15$                    
Stain Wood Per SQ FT Material Only 0.38$                    
Seal Concrete PER SQ FT Material Only 0.34$                    
Seal Pavers Per SQ FT 1.00$                    
SQ Ft Concrete 157,339               

Department Of Defense Escalation Rates
2012-2014 1.70%
2014 On 1.80%

The New St. Petersburg Pier

Projected





2012 2015 2015 Price Total Replacement Cost
U/P U/P Each Replacement 10 20 30 40 50 Over 50 Years

Resurface and Restripe Asphalt Drives 57,129        sf 3.00$       3.16$       180,809$                       258,331$              369,090$        263,668$      891,089$                              

Replace Floating Docks 6,255          sf 150$         158.25$   989,833$                       1,690,422$  1,905,340$  3,595,763$                          

 
 
 

Note:  All prices are escalated by 1.8% per year  
50 year cycle starts in 2015 when Pier will be Operational  

 

Replacement Schedule

The New St. Petersburg Pier
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STAGE 1 PACKAGE FOR COMPETITORS 
 

 

 

 I. Introduction  
 

The City of St. Petersburg Florida is sponsoring an international design competition (Competition) for the redesign 

and replacement of its landmark Pier. This Competition is to replace the most visible landmark in the history of the 

City, redefine what it should be, and give it a new identity within the framework of an evolving downtown edge. 

 

An integral part of the Competition is developing a vision for the entire Pier, from Bay Shore Drive North East on 

the western end of the Pier approach to the end of the Pier Head over Tampa Bay. Inherent in this vision is the 

ability to conceive a design that is practical and sustainable from both an environmental and fiscal standpoint, 

affordable within the parameters of the established budget, one which provides flexibility for future uses, and is 

highly certain of securing complex environmental permitting. 

 

The scope includes diagrammatic planning for the overall project to be accomplished in phases, and specific 

planning and design for the area over the water to be accomplished within a $45 Million budget. Submissions by 

multi-disciplinary design teams (Teams) are envisioned and local participation or collaboration with Tampa Bay 

area Architectural, Planning and Engineering design firms is encouraged. 

 

 

II. Competition Process 
This is an international, two (2)-stage design competition. The first stage is to solicit qualified Teams, evaluate their 

qualifications and select the Teams to be invited to the second stage. The second stage is the design competition 

submission to select a design concept and Team to execute the design.  The City has appointed a five (5) member 

Jury to review and judge the submittals at both stages. 

 

 

Stage 1—Registration and Statements of Qualification (SOQ) 
Interested Design Teams are welcome to submit qualifications and portfolios of accomplishments that demonstrate 

the Team’s vision and design approach, as well as the capability and experience of the Team. Registration is  

required by July 8, 2011.  This is to be followed by submittal of a detailed SOQ, review by the Jury and 

development of a “long list” of 10 qualified  Teams, and the selection by the Jury of three (3) Teams most qualified 

and appropriate to advance to the design competition stage. 
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Stage 2—Design Concept Submission 
In the second stage the three (3) short listed Teams will be invited to participate in a design concept development 

phase followed by a period of Jury review, third party technical review and public presentations of the design 

concepts.  The  Teams invited to participate in Stage 2 will be given more detailed design parameters followed by 

a two (2) day briefing and ten (10) weeks to prepare a vision and concept for the project. 

 

The Team must address the requirements of the competition design parameters in sufficient detail to provide 

insight into the design team’s approach and vision for the St. Petersburg Pier and integration into the city, the 

ability to meet the project budget, the complexity of environmental permitting, and the technical ability of the 

Team to implement the concept if selected.     

 

The result of the Competition is the selection of a conceptual design and a capable design team. The design 

concepts submitted are assumed to be an appropriate point of beginning from which the City can select essential 

components and begin to move forward with the development of specific elements of the concept, within the 

context of an overall vision for the Pier.  Therefore, it is assumed that the selected design concept will evolve 

once the more detailed design phase begins.   

 

III. Awards 

Stage 1: 
Invitation to proceed onto Stage 2 for a maximum of three (3) Teams. 

 
Stage 2: 
Each of the three (3)  Teams will be awarded a stipend in the lump sum amount of $50,000 U.S. dollars which will 

be payable upon submittal of the final Stage 2 deliverables and it will be accepted by each Design Team as the 

full compensation relative to the Competition for all labor and expenses related to the Competition submittals. The 

City will retain ownership of all concepts, ideas and materials developed in the preparation of the submittals and 

set forth therein. The selected Team will negotiate a design contract with the City to commence the detailed 

design. The respective agreement will be signed under the terms and conditions established in the Architectural/

Engineering Agreement *. Registration implies acceptance of the attached agreement.  

 

* A Copy of the A/E Agreement can be found on the competition website  

 

 

http://www.stpete.org/pierdesign/docs/A_and_E_Agreement.pdf
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IV. Project Description 
 

Vision  
 

After nearly two years of public input and debate on the future of the Pier, the elected officials of the City have 

agreed to solicit the talents and vision of the finest design firms throughout the world for the design and 

replacement of the Pier.  While the decision to replace the current Pier structure has been hotly debated, the 

opportunity to create a new identity and iconic landmark for the next generation sets this Pier replacement project 

apart from those that preceded it. 

 

Every Pier replacement or enhancement over the last 90 years has been developed within certain fixed 

constraints.  These include the distance and location over water, vehicular access and support systems and the 

rigid boundaries first established by the original railroad trestle.   Where the past Pier projects in St. Petersburg 

have all followed a given framework; building new structures on an old pier, the ability to readdress and validate 

the planning parameters has resulted in an opportunity for altering the context. 

 

The Pier and the City of St. Petersburg have been inextricably connected throughout its history, with a strong 

sense of image, identity and civic pride. The challenge of this Competition is to replace the most visible landmark 

in the history of the City, redefine the essential components and create an integrated, long-lasting destination.    

 

To accomplish the vision for the Pier, the Teams are tasked with creating design concepts that address the 

following goals: 

 

Create a new icon for  St. Petersburg as a destination for both city residents and visitors, 

Honor the history and relevance of the Pier to St. Petersburg,  

Provide flexibility of future uses,  

Provide for cost effective operational sustainability,  

Integrate the community vision for the Pier into the fabric of the city’s waterfront park system. 

Develop pedestrian and vehicular transportation methodologies that are mutually compatible. 

Invigorate the upland areas and Spa Beach as part of a phased development approach. 

Establish an “over the water” experience that includes passive and active opportunities such as 

boat access, fishing, and community gathering. 

Create a landmark that is as symbolically inviting to visitors when viewed from the water as it is 

from the land.  
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Design Parameters 
 

The three Teams invited to participate in the Stage 2 design competition will be provided more detailed and 

descriptive competition design parameters from which to commence the design.  The parameters will include the 

following: 

 

The Context and Connectivity within the downtown and waterfront edge describing the types of 

places and activities that bring people to the downtown St. Petersburg waterfront. 

Image and Purpose; the essence of what makes the Pier important to the citizens of St. 

Petersburg 

The programmatic opportunities of uses and spaces for both the over-water development and the 

upland development.  This will include the program elements that were determined to be 

unacceptable and a descriptive program menu of acceptable uses intended as a guide for the 

competition.   The programmatic menu is not intended to restrict or limit creative solutions. 

The physical and area limitation analysis including established land development regulations and 

City Charter constraints, length and width considerations, the dimensional description of the 

physical areas to be analyzed , the Albert Whitted Airport glide-path and pedestrian and vehicular 

transportation opportunities. (see Exhibit E for physical area limitations and Exhibit F for 

maximum lease terms required by City Charter without a referendum) 

The capital and operating cost implications including allowances for demolition cost, a cost 

template for development of all estimates, and City budget priorities including life cycle costs. 

Environmental and permitting implications based on pre-submission meetings held with the 

regulatory agencies governing the land and water development, as well as the geotechnical and 

waterside engineering parameters that form the preliminary basis of design. 

 

V. The Jury  

A Jury reflecting a diverse range of expertise and perspective has been assembled and approved by City Council 

to select the winning design. The Jury is comprised of an elected official from the City, a community 

representative appointed by the Mayor and three qualified professionals from outside the City of St. Petersburg. 

The three qualified professionals shall include, an expert in the field of Architecture, an expert in the field of Urban 

Design and Planning, and an expert in the field of Urban Development/Economics.  The selected Jury members 

are as follows: 

Stanley Saitowitz, San Francisco, CA 

Emeritus Professor of Architecture at the University of California, Berkeley, and Principal of Stanley Saitowitz/ 

Natoma Architects Inc.  He was born in Johannesburg, South Africa, and received his Bachelor of Architecture 

Degree at the University of Witwatersrand, Johannesburg in 1975, and his Masters in Architecture from the 

University of California, Berkeley in 1977. He began his practice in South Africa in 1975.   Internationally 

recognized Architect and educator, and recipient of distinguished awards including, The American Institute of 

Architects 1998 Henry Bacon Medal for Memorial Architecture, and The Boston Society of Architects 1997 

Harleston Parker Award. Stanley Saitowitz was also a finalist for the Smithsonian Cooper Hewitt National Design 

Award given by Laura Bush at the White House.  
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The Transvaal House was declared a National Monument by the National Monuments Council of South Africa in 

1997. In 2010 The Tampa Museum of Art won both AIA San Francisco and AIA Tampa Bay Awards. Publications 

include both local and international magazines, and the paintings, drawings and models exhibited in numerous 

galleries and museums.  

 

 

James Moore, Ph.D., AIA, AICP, LEED AP, Tampa, FL 
Senior Vice President and the national Community Planning & Urban Design Principal for HDR, a full-service 

architecture, engineering, planning and consulting company.   A licensed architect, certified planner and LEED 

Accredited Professional, he received his Ph.D. in Architecture from the University of Pennsylvania, and also holds 

graduate degrees from MIT, including an MS in Real Estate Development.  Prior to joining HDR, he was an 

associate professor in the School of Architecture & Community Design at the University of South Florida, and 

served as Interim Dean of the School.  He also spent five years as the Director of the Florida Center for 

Community Design & Research.  He has led projects throughout North America, helping clients achieve 

integrated solutions to complex planning and urban design challenges, with a particular focus on urban 

redevelopment.  He is part of HDR’s national sustainability leadership team, and he writes and lectures 

extensively on the planning and design of cities. 

 

 

Susan S. Fainstein, Ph.D., Boston, MA 
Professor Fainstein received her A.B. from Harvard University, her M.A. from Boston University, and her Ph.D. in 

political science from MIT.   She joined the faculty of the Harvard Graduate School of Design in 2006 as a 

professor of urban planning. Her teaching and research have focused on comparative urban public policy, 

planning theory, urban political economy, public participation, and urban redevelopment. Her book The Just City 

was published last summer by Cornell University Press. Among her published works are The City Builders: 

Property, Politics, and Planning in London and New York; Restructuring the City; and Urban Political Movements. 

She has co-edited volumes on urban tourism (The Tourist City and Cities and Visitors), planning theory 

(Readings in Planning Theory), urban theory (Readings in Urban Theory), and gender (Gender and Planning). 

She received the Distinguished Educator Award of the Association of Collegiate Schools of Planning, which 

recognizes lifetime career achievement, and has been a resident fellow at the Rockefeller Foundation Center for 

Scholars at Bellagio. Professor Fainstein has taught in the Graduate School of Architecture, Planning and 

Preservation at Columbia University and at Rutgers University and been a visiting professor in a number of 

universities in the United States and abroad, including most recently at the Lee Kuan Yew School of Public Policy 

of the National University of Singapore. She led or participated in studies of the Minneapolis Neighborhood 

Revitalization Program, the rebuilding of Ground Zero, and the relationship between competitiveness, cohesion, 

and governance in cities in the United Kingdom.  
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The Honorable Leslie Curran, Council Member and former Chair, St. Petersburg City 
Council 
Council Member Curran is the owner of Interior Motives, Inc., an art gallery and design business on Central 

Avenue, in St. Petersburg, FL. She is a founding member of Historic Kenwood Neighborhood Association and 

instrumental in the formation of several neighborhood organizations throughout the city. Founding member and 

committee chair of First Night St. Petersburg. Instrumental in the formation of Youth Build St. Petersburg, where 

she also served as a committee co-chair. Former board member of Boley Centers for Behavioral Health Care, 

Inc., the Arts Advisory Commission and the Public Arts Commission. Initially elected to St. Petersburg City 

Council, District 8, in 1989 and re-elected in 1993, having served an unexpired and a full term as City Council 

Chair. She was elected again in 2005 and re-elected in 2009 to a term expiring in 2014. Also represented the city 

on Florida League of Cities Board of Directors, serving on Urban Administrative and Legislative Committees. She 

served as a member of the Pier Advisory Task Force. Former chair of City Council Housing and Co-Sponsored 

Events, Community Relations and Communications, and Office Space subcommittees. 

 

 

The Honorable Ken Welch, Pinellas County Commissioner 
Commissioner Welch was born in St. Petersburg and attended local schools, graduating from Lakewood Senior 

High School. He holds a B.A. degree in Accounting from the University of South Florida, and a Master’s Degree in 

Business Administration from Florida A&M University. Commissioner Welch’s corporate work experience includes 

14 years in Accounting, Information Technology, and Financial Systems Administration with Florida Power 

Corporation (now Progress Energy). In November 2000, he was elected to the Pinellas Board of County 

Commissioners, representing District 7. Commissioner Welch was reelected to the Commission in 2004, and 

2008. In addition to his duties as a County Commissioner, Commissioner Welch also serves on the Board of 

Directors of the Florida Association of Counties (FAC), FAC Urban Caucus (Co-Chair), FAC Finance and Audit 

Committee, Pinellas County Business Technology Services Board, Pinellas Suncoast Transit Authority (PSTA), 

Pinellas Metropolitan Planning Organization, Health & Human Services Coordinating Council, Pinellas Homeless 

Leadership Network, and other local, state and national organizations. Prior to his election to the County 

Commission, Commissioner Welch was appointed by Governor Jeb Bush to the St. Petersburg Junior College 

Board of Trustees.  
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VI. Competition Rules and Regulations  

Participation in the Competition is open to all.  Where an entry is made by a joint venture, consortium or team of 

design professionals the Team must be led by a lead designer, who may be an individual, a studio or close 

collaboration of individuals. Teams must provide evidence of complying with the State of Florida licensing 

requirements for Professional Architects and Engineers.  

 

The selection process will be conducted according to the Consultant Competitive Negotiation Act (CCNA) 

guidelines of the State of Florida. During this process, once the RFQ has been advertised, communications are not 

allowed between any potential or actual submitter and the City staff, the Mayor and City Council or the members of 

the Jury.   Potential Teams may submit questions and request clarification or additional information during the 

Question and Answer Period. All questions by a  Team shall be addressed in writing and submitted electronically 

to the competition email at : PierCompetition@stpete.org 

 

All questions must be submitted in writing and copies of all questions and answers will be posted to the 

competition website. Questions from the Jury or other City staff to the Teams will also be in writing and posted on 

the competition website.  The City will endeavor to answer all questions within five (5) working days. Answers to 

questions will be disseminated electronically to all Teams. Questions shall be asked within specified timeframes 

set aside for questions. 

 

Disqualification will occur should any  Team commit an act that is in conflict with the Competition Regulations.  If a  

Team is disqualified, their stipend is forfeited.  The City has final determination on any and all disqualifications 

arising from the Competition and the City’s decision regarding disqualification will be final and not subject to 

appeal.    

 

Competition Advisor  
Pete Karamatsanis, AIA, President, Lighthouse Advisors, Inc. has over thirty years of experience in the building 

design and construction industry in a variety of positions.  Pete has been a practicing Architect, Chief 

Administrative Officer for a major architectural firm, and a strategic concept and project design and development 

Advisor to clients ranging from hospitality, education, retail, corporate, government, cultural/arts and entertainment 

fields.   Over the past ten years, Pete has focused on successfully managing complex projects designed by world-

renowned Architects/Designers, for a lengthy list of highly sophisticated clients.  His role in the selection, 

negotiation and administration of the design process has resulted in opportunities for outstanding Architecture. 

 
 

 

mailto:PierCompetition@stpete.org
http://www.stpete.org/pierdesign/faq_-_frequently_asked_questions.asp
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VII. Stage 1: Registration and Statement of Qualifications (SOQ) 
 

This is a request for qualifications (RFQ) for multi-disciplinary teams capable of providing the services required.  

The City will not limit nor dictate the composition of the Teams. 

 

All Team’s are required to register in advance of the SOQ to enable the City to gauge the interest in the design 

competition itself. No registration fee will be charged to enter Stage 1. The Registration Form can be 

downloaded from the competition website and must be completed and sent via registered mail to the City 

of St. Petersburg Engineering & Capital Improvements Department, Attn. Bryan Eichler, by 3:00 PM EST on 

July 8, 2011. The address is: 

 

Engineering & Capital Improvements Department  

Municipal Services Center, Seventh Floor 

One Fourth Street North 

St. Petersburg, Florida 33701 

 

The registration shall include: 

 

Stated interest in the competition and the intent to submit a SOQ package as requested in the 

RFQ. 

Listing of all Team members and their roles on the project should the team be selected. 

Understanding and acceptance of the competition process, rules & requirements, stipend 

conditions, schedule and expected design submittal requirements.   

 

Detailed SOQ and portfolio submission must include the following: 

 

Proposed Design Team Organization 
 

Identify all major team members and, sub-consultants and outline their respective responsibilities. 

Demonstrate the  Team’s ability to work cooperatively with multiple clients and sub-consultants.  

Identify key individuals who would be assigned to the project and their roles and responsibilities. 

Proposed Team organization chart. 

 

Design Approach  
 

The Team shall provide a written or diagrammatic description of the Team’s interest and intended approach, 

design philosophy; initial ideas on how the redevelopment of the Pier will fit into the downtown waterfront context 

of St. Petersburg, as well as the perceived urban design opportunities inherent in the Team’s overall vision for the 

project.  The design approach utilized on other significant projects as well as the process envisioned for this 

project shall be described in order to demonstrate an understanding of the design issues.   

http://www.stpete.org/PierDesign/PierDesign-form.cfm
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Relevant Project Examples:  
 

The Team shall identify comparable and relevant project examples of major waterfront or iconic structures in urban 

settings similar to the vision for this project.  Examples must be limited to projects completed within the past ten 

(10) years.  The experience of the Team relative to similar projects shall include a description of the project 

objectives, the resulting solution and the significant or key attributes that made the project a successful landmark.   

The SOQ must indicate how previous project examples are relevant to this project. 

 

In addition, the previous project descriptions should include the following: 

 

Client Name and description of the project. 

Comparison of project budget and final costs to the client. 

Comparison of the original and actual project schedule. 

The client's contact person and telephone number.  

 
Team Background and Experience: 

 

This section shall include the background and history of each of the members of the Team along with their 

experience and credentials.  The methods by which each of the individual team members will participate in the 

process shall be stated.  A detailed resume of the Team’s lead designer shall be provided.  The proposed key lead 

designer and the proposed substitute shall have a minimum of ten (10) years of applicable experience and shall 

remain with the project throughout the term of the A/E Agreement with the City.  The qualifications, experience, 

awards and design recognition, other competitions entered and won and the education of the lead designer and 

any other pertinent team members shall be submitted.  

 

The lead designer shall not be replaced or substituted without the prior approval of the City.  Experience included 

on the resume must be limited to projects completed within the past ten (10) years. In addition the following 

information must be provided: 

 

One (1) updated Standard Form 254 or Standard Form 330, for each member of the  Team. 

Professional Licenses. Copy of each member of the Team’s current applicable professional 

license.  Identify Florida specific licenses as requested. 

References. A list of three (3) client contact persons for whom the lead designer has recently 

provided services similar in nature to this project. 

 

 

 

 



Pier Competition | Page 10 

 

 

3. Format and number of copies required:   

 

One original and eight (8) bound hard copy sets of the SOQ must be submitted. In addition, one electronic file 

on a CD in PDF format must also be submitted.  

 

4. Submission and compliance check: City staff will receive the SOQ packages, perform an initial review of 

completeness and forward to the Jury for their review.    

5. The Jury will evaluate the SOQs and develop a “long list” of up to ten (10) qualified Teams for further 

consideration. 

 

6. City staff will review the references, and qualifications of the long list Teams and obtain any other background 

information requested by the Jury.  Any questions or request for clarifications for the long list Teams will be 

issued in writing by the City at this time.  Staff will provide the Jury a summary report of the findings for final 

evaluation.  

 

7. The Jury will select three (3) final Teams to be invited to participate in the Design Concept Submission, subject 

to City Council Approval. 

 

8. City Staff enters into Agreement with selected short list Teams for design concept and takes to City Council for 

approval. 

 

VIII. Stage 2: Design Concept Submission 

1. A Competition mandatory briefing and site visit will be required of the three (3) Stage 2 Teams. The briefing will 

include a series of conversations with the public, the City Staff, and elected officials. The environmental 

permitting agencies will also have representatives at the briefing.  

In addition to discussions on the competition procedures and requirements, the agenda will include 

presentations on the history of the Pier, budget constraints and the programmatic opportunities. The required 

format for estimates of probable construction cost, the detailed environmental permitting analysis, detailed 

planning documents and existing geotechnical and structural reports will be provided to each of the Teams.  

2. Question and Answer Period.  Written questions can be submitted on any aspect of the competition by 

established deadline. Copies of all questions and answers will be posted to the competition website.   

3. Mandatory Qualification Package contents: 

 

 

http://www.stpete.org/pierdesign/faq_-_frequently_asked_questions.asp
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The following will be required, at a minimum, as deliverables for the Competition submittal stage: 

The proposed project program and its justification; the planning/design parameters and basis of 

design; the description of the planning/design major concepts.  

Overall diagrammatic site plan(s) indicating development concepts from Bay Shore Drive North 

East to the Pier Head. 

Specific site development plans from the end of the landside to the Pier Head. (See Exhibit E) 

Plans, elevations, sections necessary to fully describe the proposed concept. 

Emotive colored drawings necessary to describe the place making design attitude of the project. 

Narratives describing the major elements of the project, including proposed major materials, 

infrastructure systems, construction systems. 

Phasing diagrams. 

Estimated schedule. 

Projected construction costs for the proposed project in prescribed detail. [NOTE: The total 

estimated cost of that portion of the project over water referenced in Exhibit E shall not exceed 

$45 million, including all hard and soft cost] 

Digital renderings, simulated fly-over computer generated models depicting the experience of 

moving through the project and the views back toward the city. Physical models at the discretion 

of the Team. 

 

 

At a minimum, Teams will be asked to submit the above information in the following manner: 

Two sets of a maximum of eight (8) 36” x 48” horizontally orientated boards illustrating the 

concept, including the plans, elevations, sections, perspectives and diagrams necessary to 

explain the process. 

Eight (8) printed copies of a document in 8.5” x 11” format that contains a written narrative 

describing the design concept and a printed copy of each board scaled to 11” x 17” format. 

Eight (8) copies of CD’s or DVD’s containing all of the design concepts and written narratives in 

either digital or PDF format at a scale and size appropriate for both web posting and printing.   

 

 

4. Initial Jury review and Presentation of Design Concepts:  The Jury will receive the design concept submittal 

packages and following a two-week individual review by each Juror, the Teams will be invited to make a 

presentation of their submittals in a public meeting where the Jury will have the opportunity to ask clarification 

questions to the three (3) short listed Teams. The lead designers and project managers are required to attend. 

5. City Technical Review: An independent third party will conduct cost and feasibility reviews of all design 

concept submittals.  This will include technical review of concepts, budget, environmental assumptions, etc.   

Clarification questions may be submitted to Teams by the City. Objective technical overview for each Team 

will be provided to the Jury to assist Jury in understanding issues and evaluation of design concepts. 
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6.  Public Exhibit of Design concepts:  All design concept submittals will be on public display with the ability for the 

public to provide comments. 

7.  Final Jury review: Jurors independently review the results of Team presentations, technical review and public 

input.  All information is complete. 

8. Final Jury deliberation at Public Meeting: At a public meeting the Jury will evaluate and rank the design 

concepts. The Jury will present its final ranking to the St. Petersburg City Council. Council will approve the 

ranking as submitted by the Jury and authorize negotiations with the top ranked team. 

 

IX. Post Competition: 

Final report of Jury recommendation presented to City Council for approval. 

Approval and contract negotiation with selected Team. Confirm final agreement and negotiate 

scope and services based on initial concept.  City reserves all rights to request modifications in 

the project, design, or any component of the selected concept prior to initiation of the detailed 

design.  City has the right to not proceed with the project at any time. If for any reason City cannot 

agree with the selected Team, it reserves the right to negotiate with the second ranked Team. 

 

X. Evaluation Criteria:   

Statement of Qualifications Stage: 

 
Design Approach (25%) 
The written or diagrammatic description of the approach and design philosophy should highlight the Team’s 

attitude toward design and demonstrate an understanding of the Pier redevelopment project issues. The 

response to this criterion should include recognition of the unique design constraints presented by this project 

and how the proposed Team is exceptionally suited to solve these issues. The degree to which the Team’s initial 

ideas allow for flexibility, creativity and fiscal reliability will be evaluated.  

 

Relevant Project Examples (25%) 
Overall Team members should have experience working with multi-disciplinary teams and on projects similar in 

size and complexity to the Pier redevelopment project. While the relevance of the project examples similar in 

scope to the Pier project would be an asset in terms of experience, of equal importance is the team’s overall 

record of accomplishment. The project examples should demonstrate specialized design expertise, technical 

competence and familiarity with sustainable principles. Specific experience with complex marine or environmental 

projects and/or urban waterfront redevelopment projects will be an asset.  
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Team Background and Experience (50%) 
The Standard Form 254 or 330 will be the primary source for detailed information on key Team members and 

project personnel. The Team’s lead designer shall have the qualification and experience required in the RFQ. 

The response to this criterion should identify the key roles of each Team member, how they will be integrated into 

the design, the method for assurance of design quality and cost control and how the Team will coordinate the 

major design and production work. The Team shall demonstrate its expertise, strengths and ability based on 

proven performance.  Both the design Team’s capabilities and the abilities and accomplishments of the individual 

Team members will be assessed.  
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Exhibit A 
 

 

Competition Schedule 
 
 

STAGE 1.  Registration and Submission of SOQ:  
  

 

June 17, 2011  Competition Registration Begins. 
 

June 17-July 8, 2011  Question and Answer Period. 
 

  July 8, 2011   Registration Deadline.  
 

July 19, 2011 Written SOQs (One Original and Eight hard copies and one copy on a CD in PDF for-
mat) must be delivered to the office of the Engineering & Capital Improvements Director, 
Seventh Floor, Attn: Bryan Eichler, Municipal  Services Center, One Fourth Street North, 
St. Petersburg, Florida 33701, by 4:00 P.M. on July 19, 2011.  

 
August 19, 2011  Jury/staff review and selection of three (3) shortlisted Teams to participate in the Com-

petition. 
 
September 8, 2011        Shortlisted Team selection presented to City Council for approval. 

 
 

 

STAGE 2.  Design Concept Submission: 
(These dates are approximate. Final dates will be provided to the three (3) short listed Teams) 

 
 

September 19-20, 2011    Competition mandatory briefing for shortlisted Teams 
 

October 14, 2011        Deadline for questions and answers  
 

November 29, 2011         Design concept submission deadline 
 

December 15-16, 2011     Presentation of design concepts to Jury 
 

December 5-30, 2011      Public exhibit of design concepts 
 

January 12, 2012        Final Jury deliberation and ranking 
 

February 2 , 2012     Jury recommended design concept presented to City Council for approval.  
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  Exhibit B 

 

Pier History 
 

From its humble beginning as a railroad trestle devoted to the delivery of goods into the city from 

Tampa Bay, the city of St. Petersburg has always had a pier.   The city’s first pier dates back to 

1889, when the Orange Belt Railway constructed the “Railroad Pier” as a railway-accessible 

sightseeing and recreational resort for locals and tourists.   

 

Several piers followed, and the most significant was the “Million Dollar” pier with construction 

completed in 1926.  Its Mediterranean revival architecture was a major feature and the Million 

Dollar pier became a popular community gathering space until it was demolished in 1967 to 

make room for the new Inverted Pyramid building.    

 

In 1973 the Inverted Pyramid structure was completed and opened to the public.  It continued 

the tradition of an over-water public gathering place and tourist attraction in downtown St. Pe-

tersburg.         

                    

In 1987, the Pier was transformed once again with the addition of nearly 70,000 square feet of 

“festival market” style retail space.  In the late 1980’s, downtown St. Petersburg was declared to 

be too far off-center from the growth areas of Pinellas County and too far from the beaches to 

capitalize on the high-end tourist trade.   Nonetheless, it was determined at the time that the 

tourist market offered the greatest opportunity for growth in downtown retailing.  The existing 

Pier today is the product of the mid-1980’s destination retail specialty center concept. 

 

The Pier has always been a visible symbol of the city.  Its strong axial relationship with the down-

town has remained one of its strongest linkages to the city core.   Yet what makes the Pier 

unique, its distance over the water, also results in its greatest drawback – a sense of isolation 

from the activity of the downtown waterfront and the difficulty of operating and maintaining a 

venue over the water. 

 

There are components of the Pier approach and head that date back to its original 1926 con-

struction.  Today, the Pier suffers from concrete and structural deterioration due to corrosion of 

the reinforcing steel causing concrete spalls, cracks and de-laminations.  Despite repairs, super-

structure elements continue to deteriorate due to the elements and age.  Continued general re-

pairs do not increase the load carrying capacity of the structure, and are not seen as a viable 

long-term solution.   

 

 The Inverted Pyramid building does not rely on the 1926 original Pier Head for support; rather it 

is supported by an independent foundation which consists of four - 20’ x 20’ square concrete 

caissons, which may be incorporated into possible future designs.  The Pier Approach and Head 

surrounding the Inverted Pyramid building require replacement.  The Pier Head superstructure 

will also need to be replaced, which will require the removal of the existing retail space on the 

ground level of the Pier Building. 
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Pier Task Force 

A Task Force was appointed by the Mayor and City Council to analyze the Pier following a detailed community 

visioning process.   The Task Force was selected based on business experience and community involvement 

and embarked on a lengthy analysis during a14 month, 63 meeting review that included site studies, market 

analysis and financial review.  The following is a summary of the more pertinent recommendations resulting from 

the Task Force’s efforts: 

Pier needs to be a destination, not only for the region, but internationally as well. 

Pier should be integrated into the waterfront as its anchor and centerpiece.  

Preserve views to and from City, as well as outward into the bay. 

Design should be efficient, flexible - allowing for phasing of future development.  

Programming for Pier should begin as close to upland as possible if not on upland to reduce 

walking distances between points of interest. 

Differentiation as an attraction is critical to Pier success. 

Program must attract both visitors and locals. 

Building should be an iconic structure, a worthy symbol of our great City. 

Pier vista should remain unobstructed to allow for maximum views. 

Green/LEED certified structure, energy efficient design and equipment. 

Water park and/or family oriented entertainment for children should be considered. 

Restaurant/cafes should be adjacent to docks, providing excitement upon arrival. 

Transient docks should be provided for access by boaters. 

Incorporate pedestrian/bike trails into the design of the upland and link to downtown. 

Focus on restaurant based program to provide maximum contribution to Pier overhead. 

Strong consideration required regarding long-term maintenance costs of both Pier and building 

alternatives ultimately selected. 

Retail should be considered only to support the family entertainment objective.  

 
Please see the Pier Competition Website for the complete Pier Design Task Force Study 

 

 

 

 

 

http://www.stpete.org/news/the_pier/index.asp
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Exhibit C 

General Instruction 

1. News Releases:  Public disclosure regarding this RFQ, the SOQs or subsequent awards, will be coordinated by 
the City of St. Petersburg. 

 
2. Inquiries: Questions regarding the RFQ may arise as Teams are preparing their documents. Please direct 

questions electronically to: PierCompetition@stpete.org 

 

3. Signature Requirements: SOQs must be signed by a duly authorized official(s) of the Team.  Consortiums, joint 

ventures, or Teams submitting SOQs, although permitted and encouraged, will not be considered responsive 

unless it is established that all contractual responsibility rests solely with one firm or legal entity which shall not 

be a subsidiary or affiliate with limited resources.  Each SOQ shall indicate the entity responsible for execution 

on behalf of the qualification statement team. 

 

4. SOQs Delivery:  The City must receive the SOQ no later than 4:00 P.M., on the date stated in Exhibit A, at the 

office of the Engineering & Capital Improvements , Seventh Floor, Attn. Bryan Eichler, Municipal Services 

Center, One Fourth Street North, St. Petersburg, Florida  33701.   

 

5. RFQ Addenda:  In the event that it becomes necessary to revise any part of this RFQ, or if additional 

information is necessary to enable the proposing Teams to make an adequate interpretation of the provisions 

of this RFQ, an Addendum(s) to the RFQ will be provided to each Team that has requested a copy of this 

document from the City. 

 

6. Rejection Rights:  The City of St. Petersburg reserves the right at any time to modify, waive, or otherwise vary 

the terms and conditions of this Request for Qualifications including, but not limited to, the deadlines for 

submission, the submission requirements, and the information provided within the Competition Manual.  The 

City further reserves the right to reject any or all submittals and to cancel or withdraw this Request for 

Qualifications at any time.  Selection is also dependent upon the negotiation of a mutually acceptable contract 

with the selected design team. 

  

7. Cost of Preparing SOQs and Design Competition Stipend:  No reimbursement will be made by the City of St. 

Petersburg for any costs incurred in the preparation of any SOQ.   Subject to City Council approval, the short 

listed Teams that are invited to participate in the Design Competition will be paid a stipend of $50,000 U.S. 

dollars upon submission and determination by the City of St. Petersburg of compliance with the competition 

regulations. 

 

 

 

mailto:PierCompetition@stpete.org
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Exhibit D 

General Conditions 

1. Prohibited Interest:  No consulting service contract will be awarded to any firm or corporation for a period of one 

year after they have employed any exempt management employee directly from City employ, provided, 

however, that this provision will not apply in the event the employee so hired is not involved in any way with 

work being performed by the firm or corporation for the City. 

 

2. Taxes:  Unless otherwise indicated, estimated fees and expenses shall not include taxes of any kind. The City 

of St. Petersburg is exempt from all state taxation including state sales and use taxes. 

 

3. Equal Employment Opportunity:  In connection with this qualification statement, the Team shall not discriminate 

against any employee or applicant for employment because of race, color, religion, sex, national origin, age, 

marital status, sexual orientation, handicapped or disadvantaged person, or Viet Nam‑era veteran. Such action 

shall include, but not be limited to, the following: employment, upgrading, demotion or transfer; recruitment or 

recruitment advertising, layoff or termination; rate of pay or other form of compensation and selection for 

training, including apprenticeship.  

 

The Team shall furnish all necessary information and reports and shall permit access to its books, records and 

accounts by the City of St. Petersburg for purposes of investigation to ascertain compliance with the 

non‑discrimination/ minority business provisions of any resultant contract. 

 

4. City Standard Documents:  Teams shall not submit a SOQ to provide professional services to the City if the 

Team is not prepared to agree to the City Standard Architectural/Engineering Agreement or to use the City 

Standard Contractual Conditions, including general conditions, with the design documents.  SOQs and/or 

interview presentations shall include a statement of the Team's exceptions or qualifications of these 

documents. A proposed draft of the Architectural/Engineering Agreement is available on the competition 

website. The City’s standard construction documents are on file in the office of the Engineering & Capital 

Improvements Director. 

 

5. Reuse of Documents:  All documents prepared under authority of this Project, shall become the property of the 

City.  All documents prepared are subject to reuse by the City in accordance with the provisions of S.287.055, 

Florida Statutes. 

 

6. Lobbying: Lobbying of City employees, Mayor, Jury or elected officials regarding this RFQ by any member of a 

Team’s staff, or those people who are members of, or employed by, any legal entity affiliated with an 

organization that is responding to this RFQ is strictly prohibited. Such actions may cause the SOQ or design 

concept submission, or the SOQ or design concept submission you are supporting, to be rejected. 

 

7. Crime Conviction:  Each Team shall notify the City within 30 days after a conviction of a contract crime 

applicable to it or any officers, directors, executive, shareholders active in management, employees, or agents 

of its affiliates. 

http://www.stpete.org/pierdesign/docs/A_and_E_Agreement.pdf
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8. Debarment and Suspension: By signing and submitting any submittal to the City in connection with this RFQ or 

the Competition (e.g., Registration, SOQ or design concept submission), the Team certifies that no principal 

(which includes officers, directors, and executives) is presently debarred, suspended, proposed for debarment, 

declared ineligible or voluntarily excluded from participation on this Project by any federal or state department 

or agency. 

 

9. Federal, State, Regional Authorities: Projects performed under the Architectural/Engineering Agreement may 

be funded by federal, state, regional and/or private agencies.  As such, consultants performing work on these 

projects may be subject to specific requirements of the funding agency.  These requirements may include, but 

are not limited to; length of time records need to be retained, access to technical and financial information, 

equal employment opportunity (EEO) requirements, disadvantaged business (DBE) requirements, minority 

business (MBE) requirements, E-verification requirements, and/or other requirements. The Team agrees to 

fully comply with all requirements of the funding agency.  

 

10. Discrepancies, Errors and Omissions: Any discrepancies, errors, or ambiguities in this RFQ or addenda (if any) 

should be reported in writing to the City’s Assistant Engineering & Capital Improvements Director.  Should it be 

found necessary, a written addendum will be incorporated into this RFQ.  The City will not be responsible for 

any oral instructions, clarifications, or other communications.  

 

11. Disqualification: The City reserves the right to disqualify any Team(s) before or after opening submittals, upon 

evidence of collusion with intent to defraud or other illegal practices on the part of the Team(s). 

 

12. Public Records Disclosure and Trade Secrets Exemption: All documents submitted to the City in connection 

with this RFQ (including but not limited to Registration, SOQs, and design concept submissions and all 

documentation and materials attached thereto) are subject to public disclosure pursuant to Chapter 119, 

Florida Statutes. A statutory exemption for “trade secrets” may be available.  

 

If any document submitted to the City in connection with this RFQ contains information that constitutes a “trade 

secret”, all material that qualifies for exemption from Chapter 119 must be submitted in a separate envelope, 

clearly identified as “TRADE SECRETS EXEMPTION”, with the name of the Team and the project name marked 

on the outside. The City will not accept a submittal when the entire submittal is labeled as a “trade secret” or 

“confidential.” 

 

“Trade secret” means the whole or any portion or phase of any formula, pattern, device, combination of devices, or 

compilation of information which is for use, or is used, in the operation of a business and which provides the 

business an advantage, or an opportunity to obtain an advantage, over those who do not know or use it.  “Trade 

secret” includes scientific, technical, or commercial information, including any design, process, procedure, list of 

suppliers, list of customers, business code, or improvement thereof.  



Pier Competition | Page 20 

 

 

  Irrespective of novelty, invention, patent ability, the state of prior art, and the level of skill in the business, art, or 

field to which the subject matter pertains, a “trade secret” is considered to be: 

Secret; 

Of value; 

For use or in use by the business; and 

Of advantage to the business, or providing an opportunity to obtain an advantage, over those who 

do not know or use it when the owner therefore takes measures to prevent it from becoming 

available to persons other than those selected by the owner to have access thereto for limited 

purposes.   

 

Be aware that the designation of an item as a “trade secret” by a Team may be challenged in court by any person 

or entity. By the Team’s designation of material as a “trade secret” the Team agrees to defend the City, its 

employees, agents and elected and appointed officials against all claims and actions (whether or not a lawsuit is 

commenced) related to the Team’s designation of material as a “trade secret” and to hold harmless the City, its 

employees, agents and elected and appointed officials for any award to a plaintiff for damages, costs and 

attorneys’ fees, and for costs and attorneys’ fees (including those of the City Attorney’s office) incurred by the City 

by reason of any claim or action related to the Team’s designation of material as a “trade secret”. 

 

Public Entity Crimes: A person or affiliate who has been placed on the convicted vendor list following a conviction 

for a public entity crime may not submit a bid on a contract to provide any goods or services to a public entity, 

may not submit a bid on a contract  with a public entity for the construction or repair of a public building or public 

work, may not submit bids on leases of real property to a public entity, may not be awarded or perform work as a 

contractor, supplier, subcontractor, or consultant under a contract with any public entity, and may not transact 

business with any public entity in excess of the threshold amount provided in Section 287.017, for CATEGORY 

TWO for a period of 36 months from the date of being placed on the convicted vendor list. 

 

 Truth in Negotiations Certificate:  For a lump sum, salary multiplier or cost‑plus‑a‑fixed‑fee professional 

service contract over the threshold amount provided in S.287.017, Florida Statutes, the proposer shall, if 

selected, execute a Truth in Negotiation Certificate stating that the wage rates and other factual unit costs 

supporting the compensation are accurate, complete and current at the time of contracting.  If requested by the 

City, financial statements including balance sheet, profit and loss and statement of changes in financial position 

for the latest Annual Report for each participating Team shall be submitted together with the name of banks or 

other financial institutions with which the proposer conducts business. 
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Disputes and Complaints: All complaints or grievances should be first submitted in writing to the Engineering & 

Capital Improvements Director. The Engineering & Capital Improvements Director shall investigate the validity of 

the complaint and present the findings in writing to the  Team. If the  Team is dissatisfied with the Engineering & 

Capital Improvements Director’s response, the Team may then make an appeal to the Mayor’s office.  The 

Team’s appeal will be heard by either the Mayor, the City Administrator or the Public Works Administrator. All 

complaints, grievances or appeals must be made no later than seven (7) days preceding the date of the City 

Council meeting approving the Agreement or no later than seven (7) days following the selection of the Team if 

the Agreement does not need to be approved by City Council. This paragraph shall not apply to Team 

disqualifications. There shall be no right to appeal Team disqualifications.  

 

Owner’s Responsibilities: 
The City will provide all available information regarding its requirements for the Project.  The City will designate a 

Project Manager fully acquainted with the Project who has the authority to approve Project budgets and, changes 

(subject to any required approval of City Administration and/or City Council), render decisions promptly, and 

furnish information expeditiously.   

 

The items, conditions and procedures in the Request for Qualifications are in conformance with City policies.  

These policies are designed to fully comply with Chapter 287.055, Laws of Florida (known as the "Consultants' 

Competitive Negotiation Act").  These policies are also designed to fully comply with the Federal Government’s 

Brooks Act. Teams are requested to notify the City, in writing, if they feel any portion of this Request for 

Qualifications is not in compliance with these policies. 
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Exhibit E 
Physical Area Limitations 
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Exhibit F 
City Charter Lease Terms 
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