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Q1. Given the timing of the bid, we have some concerns about being able to construct the project in the 
2025 in-stream work window. These include: permits, material lead times (specifically steel members), 
and engineering and submittal timelines. What is the County’s anticipated timeline for the project? 
Will the County work with the contractor to determine what work can be completed in 2025, and is the 
County ok with allowing the job to be built completely in 2026?  

A1. The County’s intent is for the project to be completed within the 2025 construction season. This includes 
all in-stream work within the permitted window beginning June 15, 2025. On April 9, 2025, the Project cleared 
a review milestone for the CDFW Lake and Streambed Alteration Agreement and anticipates having this 
permit amended by early May. The project is being advanced on an accelerated schedule due to structural 
concerns with the existing bridge and the presence of a derelict water tank within the channel, which poses 
both environmental and public safety risks. 

Contractors should prepare bids and construction schedules assuming single-season completion. The 
County’s permit conditions and Caltrans funding expectations are based on this timeline. 

That said, the County understands that certain delays—such as lead times for structural components or 
unforeseen site conditions—may affect execution. As a partner in the construction phase, the County will 
make every reasonable effort to fulfill its obligations in a timely manner to maintain the construction 
schedule. This includes decision making, permit coordination, and expedited construction submittal 
reviews.  Should circumstances arise during construction that jeopardize completion within the 2025 
window, the County will work with the contractor to identify responsive measures. While the County 
maintains contingency planning to address unforeseen schedule impacts, this should not be interpreted as 
pre-authorization for multi-season construction. Any deviation from the permitted construction window 
would require regulatory coordination and approval and is not guaranteed. 

 

Q2. Are there any engineering calculations or as-builts for the existing Bailey bridge? Does the existing 
bridge have a weight capacity rating? 

A2. The County does not possess any engineered drawings or formal load calculations for the existing Bailey 
bridge. The bridge is currently posted at 25 tons. No structural evaluation has been performed to verify its 
current load capacity beyond this. 

For general reference, Contractors may consult the U.S. Army Technical Manual TM 5-277, Panel Bridge, 
Bailey Type, M2, which provides specifications, design guidance, and assembly information. 

Per Section 48-8 of the Special Provisions, the Contractor may use the County-owned Bailey bridge as a 
detour structure provided it meets the specified performance criteria related to safety, rigidity, and load 
capacity. The structure must be maintained during the duration of its use. While the specifications allow the 
bridge to be retrofitted or strengthened, any such modifications must not permanently alter or damage the 
County-owned Bailey. 

The County intends to issue an addendum releasing the Contractor from the requirement to strengthen the 
Bailey bridge for public use only. However, if the Contractor intends to use the bridge for construction 
equipment or hauling beyond the posted 25-ton capacity, they must develop means and methods to ensure 
the structure’s adequacy for that use without causing permanent damage. Any such use will still require 
condition surveys before and after use in accordance with the specifications. 



 

Q3. Ref. Item 62 Furnish Structural Steel (Bridge); Does the Source Inspection Expense Deduction per 
CalTrans section 6-2.01E apply to this project? 

A3. The Source Inspection Expense Deduction described in Caltrans Standard Specification Section 6-2.01E 
does not apply to this project. While the project is federally funded and incorporates Caltrans standards, it 
is locally administered, and Caltrans will not be performing source inspection. 

Source inspections required under the contract will be carried out by the County’s construction 
management team or their designated representatives. No deductions related to Caltrans source inspection 
expenses are anticipated under this contract. 

 

Q4. The specifications reference a “Type 2 Plant Establishment Period” in accordance with Caltrans 
Standard Specifications, but no duration is stated. Please clarify the required length of the Plant 
Establishment Period. 

A4. As noted in the Notice to Bidders, the Contractor is responsible for maintaining the plant establishment 
work until Contract Acceptance. There is no separately defined duration for the Plant Establishment Period 
beyond that. The project follows the Type 2 Plant Establishment Period structure, meaning plant 
establishment occurs concurrently with other work, and maintenance obligations continue through the life 
of the contract. 

 

Q5. The Utility Plan (Sheet U-1) shows the existing alignment of overhead utility lines, but not the 
proposed relocations. Can the County clarify where the lines are being relocated and confirm that they 
will be out of conflict with pile drilling and bridge construction? 

A5. PG&E has completed relocation of their poles to a temporary shoefly alignment located within the 
project’s Temporary Construction Easement (TCE) to the south of the existing bridge. Wire transfer is 
currently underway. 

AT&T has elected to complete their relocation in a single move and is relocating their facilities to the north 
side of the project area, outside the limits of conflict. AT&T has been issued a hard deadline to complete their 
relocation by April 30, 2025. Both utility relocations are expected to be completed in advance of pile drilling 
and bridge erection. 

 

Q6. Please clarify the required planting sizes for trees included in Plant Groups H and M. Are specific 
container sizes or caliper measurements required? 

A6. The contract documents do not specify container or caliper sizes for the trees listed in Plant Groups H 
and M. In the absence of a specific callout, the Caltrans Standard Specifications apply. 

• Group H: Species such as Salix lasiolepis and Populus fremontii are listed on Sheet 12 of the plans 
as cuttings, which aligns with Section 20-3 of the Caltrans Standard Specifications and standard 
restoration practices. 

• Group M: The applicable specification is Section 20-3.01B(2)(a), which requires plants to be 
supplied as liners. Caltrans guidance describes liner stock as typically ranging from 1.5 to 3 inches 
in diameter and approximately 8 inches in depth. 

  



Q7. Is the contractor responsible for all QA/QC inspections (e.g., compaction, concrete, and HMA)? 

A7. The contractor is responsible for performing all Quality Control (QC) for their work, including process 
control, adherence to mix designs, proper material placement, and documentation of compliance. 

The County will retain a construction management firm to perform Quality Assurance (QA), including 
independent materials testing (e.g., concrete strength, HMA compaction, base density) and verification 
sampling in accordance with Caltrans standards and FHWA oversight requirements. 

This QA/QC structure is consistent with Caltrans Standard Specifications and the Local Assistance 
Procedures Manual (LAPM), which apply to federally funded, locally administered projects. 

 

Q8. Please define the strength limits for the different types of structural concrete on the Lambert Lane 
Bridge Replacement project. Plan Sheet BR-2 (Sheet 28 of 42) shows hatching to indicate various 
concrete types, but strength values are not identified, except for the CIDH and polymer fiber concrete 
(4000 psi at 28 days). 

A8. Unless otherwise specified in the plans or special provisions, structural concrete on this project must 
conform to Section 51-1.02B of the 2024 Caltrans Standard Specifications. Accordingly, the minimum 
required 28-day compressive strength for concrete in structural components is 3,600 psi, or the strength 
described in the contract documents — whichever is greater. 

Concrete elements requiring higher compressive strengths are specifically called out in the plans or 
specifications and will be designated by compressive strength under Section 90, triggering additional mix 
design and testing requirements. 

For all other concrete not explicitly labeled, the default strength requirement is 3,600 psi minimum, per 
Caltrans structural concrete standards. 

 

Q9. The bid documents include a bid item for Large Woody Debris (LWD), but we could not find a 
corresponding detail or quantity in the plans. Can the County clarify the expectations? 

A9. The inclusion of Large Woody Debris (LWD) reflects environmental commitments outlined in the project’s 
CEQA documentation and federal permitting. While no specific quantity or detail is shown in the plans, an 
addendum will be issued by Friday to provide clarification. 

LWD is to be salvaged from on-site vegetation removal and placed where feasible to enhance instream 
habitat complexity and offset temporary impacts from construction. Consistent with the NMFS Biological 
Opinion, CEQA Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration (IS/MND), and other environmental documents 
identified in the Environmental Commitment Record (ECR), suitable material generally consists of native 
trees with a minimum of 12 inches in diameter and 10–15 feet in length, though actual dimensions may vary 
based on site conditions and availability. 

The contractor is responsible for identifying appropriate materials and proposing placement consistent with 
the contract, project permits, and applicable specifications. 

While the forthcoming addendum will provide project-specific clarification regarding Large Woody Debris 
(LWD), contractors wishing to familiarize themselves with general best practices may consult the following 
resources. These are widely recognized by permitting and regulatory agencies and reflect common 
approaches for LWD used in restoration and in-stream enhancement projects: 

• NMFS Large Woody Material (LWM) Guidelines 
https://www.fisheries.noaa.gov/resource/document/large-woody-material-guidelines 



• California Department of Fish & Wildlife – Salmonid Stream Habitat Restoration Manual (Part XI: 
Woody Debris and Streambank Stabilization) 
https://nrm.dfg.ca.gov/FileHandler.ashx?DocumentID=22771 

• NOAA/USFS Stream Habitat Restoration Guidelines (especially Chapter 8 on wood structures) 
https://www.westcoast.fisheries.noaa.gov/publications/habitat/habitat-
guidelines/stream_restoration_guidelines_final.pdf 

These documents may help inform general expectations regarding size, placement, and function of LWD. 
However, the final requirements for this project will be defined in the forthcoming addendum. 

Note: These references are provided for general context only and are not intended to prescribe specific 
methods or requirements for this project. 

 

Q10. Does the County’s Bailey bridge meet, or can it be modified to meet, the HL-93 load rating required 
for the temporary detour bridge? 

A10. The County’s Bailey bridge has not been formally evaluated for compliance with HL-93 loading as 
defined in the AASHTO LRFD Bridge Design Specifications. It is currently posted at a conservative 25-ton 
weight limit and has been in active use, including by utility vehicles performing pole relocation work. 

The existing configuration is based on a double-double truss arrangement with a 150-foot span. According 
to the U.S. Army’s Bailey bridge manual (TM 5-277), this configuration has a published “safe” vehicle load 
rating of 23 tons, with a “caution” rating up to 32 tons. These ratings are based on military loading 
assumptions (e.g., short, concentrated tracked vehicles), which are generally more conservative than typical 
highway loading conditions. Current use patterns—vehicles crossing down the centerline at low speeds—
suggest that actual performance may exceed the posted limit, though no formal load rating analysis has 
been completed. 

As stated in the contract specifications (Section 48-8), the County-owned Bailey bridge may be used as a 
detour structure provided it is verified or strengthened to meet the required design criteria, including 
applicable load ratings. Any strengthening or modification must be done without permanently altering or 
damaging the County’s bridge. 

It is the contractor’s responsibility to determine whether the existing bridge can accommodate their intended 
construction and detour loads, or whether an alternative structure is required. If the County-owned bridge is 
not used, the contractor must furnish a detour structure that complies with all applicable design 
requirements, including HL-93 loading. 


