January 5, 2012

Raul Quintana, AIA

City of St. Petersburg

P.O. Box 2842

St. Petersburg, Florida 33731

RE: Pier Competition — Third Party Cost Analysis

Raul,

Over the last several weeks, we have had the opportunity to respond to John Oxley’s questions and
inquiries regarding our proposal. We found the interaction to be extremely beneficial in that the exercise,
unique both during a competition and as well as at such an early stage of design, brought a higher level of
detail to our proposal. The process undertaken over the last three weeks allowed for our design team to
think more deeply about our scheme, resulting in opportunities to improve upon our proposal both from a
costing, and a constructability perspective. John touches upon that in his report. That said, there are
several clarifications we would like to offer to John’s report.

1.

In our clarification of the overall canopy area, we indicated a factor for structural connections as
they related to our structural concept diagram, which once developed further, we feel confident
will yield a compelling cost and structurally efficient system. However, we fully understand at
this stage of the design that John is reluctant to assign a cost credit to this idea and therefore, we
accept the additional $2.5M as a burden to be reduced elsewhere.

In John’s report, he identified three items which he believed to be underfunded, however in our
estimating can easily be explained and/ or accommodated for currently allocated budgets which
we feel are conservative estimates.

a. The savings we took for minimizing the demolition of the existing Pier was considered
initially as a number to work to. We propose working closely with the demolition
subcontractor to develop an economical strategy that supports our programmatic
approach while working within the allowance we’ve identified.

b. In our proposal, we identified approximately $3.3M for Landscape, Irrigation and
Hardscape for the total Phase 1 project. We envisioned that most of this budget would be
assigned to Upland use.

c. Additionally we assumed a portion of the $3.3M budget for Landscape, Irrigation, and
Hardscape would be used to make the transition between the Upland and Above Water
Drive in terms of Hardscape.

In addition to the above clarifications, we have identified several items below that we believe, once
burdened, would reduce the overall cost of our proposal while still maintaining the visual and
programmatic impact of our design.

1. Remove Ramp 2 and replace with an elevator to be designed in conjunction with Stair 2. We had

estimated this element at approximately $480,000. Assuming only a 2 stop elevator, this
replacement could result in a $380,000 savings.

Eliminate railing along Above Water Drive with concrete curb integral with Pre-Cast Concrete
road panel. We estimated this element at approximately $832,000 and feel the net savings could
be significant and the design impact positive.

Reduce Dock diameter by approximately 10%, resulting in a total reduction of the dock by
approximately 25%. The Dock is currently estimated at approximately $1.5M and the potential
savings could be as much as $375,000.
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4. The Lens in its entirety could be shifted approximately 100° west, resulting in approximately a
10% decrease in the length of the bridges linking the Lens to the upland, as well as 10% reduction
in the overall size of the lens. The observation platforms in this modified arrangement occupy
approximately the same position in relationship to the shoreline and skyline that the existing
Pier's observation deck occupies, ensuring views and the overall perceptible length of the
proposed Pier remains similar to the existing Pier. The potential savings could be in the range of
$3.7M. This adjustment would further result in the following reductions:

a. Above Water Drive & Above Water Bridge: approximately 10% reduction in area &
corresponding quantities.

b. Dock: approximately 20% additional reduction in area & corresponding quantities.

c. Underwater Reef: approximately 25% reduction in area & corresponding quantities.

d. Canopy: reduction by 10%.

5. Finally, as John Oxley indicated in his report, we have identified an opportunity to reduce a
number of piles while using the same structural system that supports the canopy to support the
Above Water Drive. At this stage of the analysis, we estimate this as a potential $650,000
savings.

Above are three examples of strategies we would use to control cost going forward: a) reduce scale of
individual components as well as overall concepts, b) continue to develop and refine the most cost
effective structural strategies which maximize the design’s structural efficiencies, and ¢) identifying
programmatic solutions which are both more economical as well as improve the overall design of the
Pier. We feel that by approaching cost control in this way, and working closely with you and City
estimators, we, as a combined team, could reasonably realign our proposal within the stated budget.
Furthermore, if selected, we believe a more intense process could result in generating enough savings
to include selected Electives and/or certain Phase 2 Elements, such as the Vinoy Bridge, which we
understand from the public interview as being potentially more immediately desirable.

In conclusion, we continue to have tremendous enthusiasm and excitement for the possibility to be
involved in redefining the St. Petersburg Pier, and building upon our relationship with you and the
city of St Petersburg.

Sincerely,

Tim Williams
Michael Maltzan Architecture

CC: Lisa Wannemacher
Chris Ballestra
Pete Karamitsanis
Jen Lathrop
Michael Maltzan
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Introduction

This addendum is an update to West 8’s costing for the St. Petersburg Pier. In it, there are diagrams that explain the
cost for items showed in the 11/29 submittal along with updated costs. It also provides revised spreadsheets that
replace previous spreadsheets provided.

The St. Petersburg Pier is a public project that will involve over-water construction activities. In the 11/19 estimate,
West 8 did not want to overstate what could be achieved in Phase 1 and make promises that we could not keep. In
this age where City’s fiscal budgets are extremely tight, we felt that was important to communicate a feasible design.

However, it was apparent when viewing some key assumptions from other submittals that some of our too
conservative. Since 11/19, we also received new information on project costs from our locals that shifted the unit
costs. Finally, we integrated some credits that were overlooked in the previous submittal, but we believe are available
to the project.

In summary, the updated cost estimate now includes the Bridge, the Plaza and the Eye in the $45 million budget.
We are very excited to share this information with you and welcome any comment that you might have.



Phase 1a: Demolish Existing Bridge

SUMMARY

11/29 submittal 12/20 addendum

Bridge Demolition $5.9 million Bridge Demolition $5.9 million
Non-demo for existing piles  -$2 million
Reuse of Caissons -$600,000

NARRATIVE

Existing bridge demolition will be over-the-water work. The methodologies will vary by contractor, but care
needs to be provided so as to not disturb existing habitat and minimize disturbance of the sand bed for water
quality. We propose leaving the existing bridge piles in-place as a cost saving measure and to keep existing
ecologies in place.



Phase 1b: New Bridge

SUMMARY

11/29 submittal 12/20 addendum

Bridge $14,560,000 Bridge $9,360,000
NARRATIVE

The Bridge is an extremely utilitarian structure, based on standard engineering technologies. We foresee that
this would be a design-build item because individual contractors will provide the most efficient process and
methodology. The ornamentation elements- like the Pelican lights- would be fabricated separately. We received
updated cost information from a similar South Florida project, so the square foot costs for the Bridge was
reduced from $280 to $180.



Phase 1c: The Eye and Plaza

SUMMARY
11/29 submittal 12/20 addendum
Plaza $3,380,000 Plaza $1,180,714
Structural Concrete (slab) $3,562,963 Structural Concrete (slab) $3,562,963
Structural Concrete (decks)  $1,275,000 Structural Concrete (decks)  $1,275,000
Exterior Concrete not included Exterior Concrete $12,278,085
Lighting, including electrical ~ $1,000,000 Lighting, including electrical

& elevator $1,000,000
Restrooms, including MEP  $350,000 Restrooms, including MEP  $350,000

NARRATIVE

The Eye will be built with repetitive, modular forms and constructed on an upland site, This would minimize
construction activities over-water which can add significant costs. With contractor involvement, we anticipate that
the modules could be adapted to specific loading and equipment available and alternative means of execution.

For example, our design currently shows a height of 70 feet and a diameter of 151 feet. These dimensions are
open for modification to maximize efficient construction based on crane sizes, truck sizes, etc. To reiterate: this
modular-based approach reduces over-the-water work time and complexity, and therefore greatly reduces risk

and cost. (continued next page)



Phase 1c: The Eye and Plaza, continued

NARRATIVE, CONTINUED

The structural floor plates of each level are independent of the Eye construction. These are cast-in-place
concrete, contain concrete columns, and are positioned over the existing caissons. They have stairwells and
ramps for access to all levels.

The structure is naturally ventilated and shaded, taking advantage of the breezes as a natural air cooling system.
Lights, restrooms, an elevator and their utilities are provided as a part of Phase 1. To maintain flexibility, we
have provided a tenant-finish space that could be used by a restaurant tenant or concessionaire. Should air-
conditioning be requested for that tenant, a separate, small structure would be provided adjacent to the Eye for
condensers and transformers. This is not included in the cost.

The Eye is going to be an elegant, durable, and storm-resilient structure. It is not a “building” per se in that the
maintenance and operations is more in keeping with an outdoor structure- it could be literally hosed off at the
end of the day. There would be no painting, no closing of doors every night, no cleaning of windows. Because
of our fundamentally pragmatic approach, the Eye and Plaza will be greatly minimize the City’s operations and
maintenance budget.



Phase 2a: The Channel Cut

SUMMARY

11/29 submittal 12/20 addendum

Channel Cut $1,543,750 Channel Cut $1,543,750
NARRATIVE

The Channel Cut flushes the existing marina, improving the water quality of the marina. The clean sand material
extracted would be used as fill material for the Downtown Shoal/ Extended Sand Bar. The walls of the cut would
be constructed of revetment/rip-rap material. This material also extends the marine habitat extents along the

water’s edge.

The Cut provides an added experiential benefit of providing a threshold to the bridge experience. which gives a
sense of leaving the City behind on the journey to the Eye.



Phase 2b: Mangrove/ Sea Grass Improvements

SUMMARY

11/29 submittal 12/20 addendum

Mangrove $11,684,000 Mangrove $4,089,400
NARRATIVE

The current elevation of the existing park averages about 6 feet above water. We would cut the landform to water
level and plant with mangroves and sea grasses below-water level. Clean sand would be relocated to the
Downtown Shoal to balance cut and fill. This work would require additional permitting and exploration to
determine means, West 8 and our local consultants are very experienced with this type of work. Mangrove
planting methods are very simple and wildly known by local contractors.



Phase 2¢: Downtown Shoal

SUMMARY

11/29 submittal 12/20 addendum

Downtown Shoal $5.956,800 Downtown Shoal $5.956,800
NARRATIVE

The Downtown Shoal is comprised of clean sand fill material at the current upland park and Spa Beach. It’s a
delightful place to get your feet wet and a flexible space for events and programs. We’ve included in the cost a
sub-surface wave attenuation element and the option in the design to provide a vertical edge for boats to dock.



Other Cost Estimate revisions

SUMMARY
11/29 submittal 12/20 addendum
Construction Contingency (15%) $2,128,944 Construction Contingency (6%) $1,518,249

General Conditions (25%) $8,068,783 General Condtions (16%) $5,631,831
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PROJECT: St. Petersburg Pier Replacement
EST. TYPE: Conceptual

LOCATION: Over the Water

DATE: 19 December 2011

12/20/2011- 0

ver the Water

TEAM: West 8
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PROJECT: St. Petersburg Pier Replacement

11/29/2011- Landside

EST. TYPE: Conceptual

LOCATION: Landside Master Plan
DATE: 29 November 2011

TEAM: West 8
COMPONENT VALUES
A B C I |
COMPONENT SIZE (GSF) CONSTR. COST/GSF SOFT COSTS/GSF TOTAL COST
Extended Sand Bar 124,100 $40 $8 $5,956,800
Park Improvements/Mangrove 508,000 $20 $3 $11,684,000
Channel Cut 24,700 $50 $13 $1,543,750
Tram Stops 400 $500 $125 $250,000
Parking lot repair 17,000 510 52 $195,500
$0
$0
30
$0
$0
$0
$0
TOTAL COST LANDSIDE MASTER PLAN oo $19,630,050

CONSTRUCTION COSTS ALSO INCLUDE GENERAL CONDITIONS, PERMITTING, BONDS, INSURANCE, CM FEES
SOFT COSTS INCLUDE A/E FEES, TESTING, SURVEYS, GEOTECH, THRESHOLD INSPECTIONS

Print Date: 11/23/2011




e rrerrenscene] 2/20/2011- Landside

LOCATION: Landside Master Plan
DATE: 20 December 2011

TEAM: West 8
COMPONENT VALUES
A B C I 1
COMPONENT SIZE (GSF) CONSTR. COST/GSF SOFT COSTS/GSF TOTAL COST
Extended Sand Bar 124,100 $40 $8 $5,956,800
Park Improvements/Mangrove 508,000 $7 $1 $4,089,400
Channel Cut 24,700 $50 $13 $1.543,750
Tram Stops 400 $500 $125 $250,000
Parking lot repair 17,000 510 $2 $195,500
$0
30
30
30
30
$0
30

TOTAL COST LANDSIDE MASTER PLAN 674,200_ $12.035450

CONSTRUCTION COSTS ALSO INCLUDE GENERAL CONDITIONS, PERMITTING, BONDS, INSURANCE, CM FEES
SOFT COSTS INCLUDE A/E FEES, TESTING, SURVEYS, GEOTECH, THRESHOLD INSPECTIONS



Detailed Drawings: Bridge

Off-the-Shell Prefab Concrete

Prefab concrete shell

Prefab concrete column




Detailed Drawings: Eye (section)
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Panorama Ring
Elevator and Stairs
Prefab concrete shell
Panorama Deck
Restroom/Concession

Prefab concrete columns

Concrete Plaza

Reuse of Existing Caissons



Detailed Drawings: Eye (extruded section)

Precast concrete elements

Elevator well and stairs
Concrete floors and columns
Concrete plaza

Reuse of Existing Caissons
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January 6, 2012

Raul Quintana, AIA

City Architect

Engineering & Capital Improvements
One Fourth Street North

St. Petersburg, FL 33701

Re: St. Petersburg Pier Cost Estimate
Dear Raul,

We understand that it is the opinion of Oxley & Brannon that our project is over budget. We wanted to take this opportunity
to assure you that we have the ability and willingness to bring the concept into budget. In our view, there are two tactics for
successful value engineering on our design. These two strategies can be used in tandem or independently and we are
happy to explore the optimal combination once we are selected for the St. Petersburg Pier project.

1. Modify the physical design
A typical way to value engineer a project is to reduce areas and quantities of materials. We think there are a few ways that
our design can reduce areas without compromising the intent and effect of our design. We believe that that these
reductions would bring our design into the $45 million budget.

e Shorten the length of the pier by 20% to 25%

e Reduce footprint of the Eye by 10%

o Reduce size of in hardscape, structural concrete and exterior concrete because Eye is reduced by 10%

2. Provide an alternate strategy for design and procurement of construction

In our experience, both through decades of work in Europe, and more recently in Miami Beach, we have found that alternate
design and procurement strategies construction such as design-build can make projects more efficient and bring costs
down. Design Build contracts save on multiple levels—soft costs will be less, schedules can be shorter, and the
competitive-bid environment provide a desire for lower-cost but innovative solutions. Contractors will do what they do
best—deliver fast, technically responsible design in a cost and resource-effective way. The process can and should assure
continued involvement and review by the Design team for compliance with the design intent.

Our design is particularly suited to this approach, because the design is not a building — it is comprised of a “kit of parts”
that are modular and repeatable units. Each piece can be economized for delivery, simplicity in construction and for
straight-forward engineering requirements. Our design is straightforward and simple, with few specialty trades are needed
to execute the project.

At our Miami Beach Soundscape Project, we used this approach to construct the Pergola elements. These components had
complex geometries that had to meet hurricane force winds. West 8 prepared a Design Development package and provided
performance specifications that described execution and design criteria for the work. A Design-Build contractor finalized the

West 8 urban design & landscape architecture p.c.
333 Hudson Street, Suite 905

New York, NY 10013

t: 212 285 0088

f: 212 285 0228

www.west8.com/ny



design and engineering documents and executed the construction. We worked side-by-side with the contractor throughout
to ensure the design intent was met while creating an efficient, streamlined, and cost-effective construction schedule.

There are specific modular components of our design that lend themselves for a design-build work:
o  Pier Structure: This is based on standard Florida causeway construction
e Pier Soffit and Piles: The manatee-inspired underbelly and piles of the bridge are repeatable units of precast, and
can be easily executed by a precast contractor.
o The Eye Panels: similarly to the pier, the radial module of the Eye can be repeated to create the entire pavilion.

Potential to add in Shade Structure

We are optimistic that the combination of these strategies would result in a budget surp/us. Because the length of the Pier
would be shorter, we believe that we can add a permanent shade structure along the bridge portion of the Pier. This is
particularly good news given that it is was clearly a desire by the community and we were disappointed to not be able to
promise that at the interview last month.

Overall Maintenance and QOperations Savings

Finally, we want to reiterate that our design will be the most cost-effective to maintain over the long-haul. The maintenance
and operations of the Eye will be far less costly than that of the existing Inverted Pyramid, and furthermore, because our
robust and durable approach, we believe that our concept is easily the wisest investment that the City of St. Petersburg can
make.

Once again, thank you for the opportunity to respond. We are happy to discuss these thoughts with you further at any time.

o~

Jamie Maslyn Larson
Principal

Best Regards,

West 8 urban design & landscape architecture p.c.
333 Hudson Street, Suite 905

New York, NY 10013

t: 212 285 0088

f: 212 285 0228

www.west8.com/ny
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1509 W. Swann Avenue, Suite 225

.‘.‘ Tampa, FL 33606

RS —— (813) 258-8818 Fax (813) 258-8525

January 6, 2012

Raul Quintana, AIA

City Architect

Engineering & Capital Improvements
One Fourth Street North

St. Petersburg, FL 33701

Dear Mr. Quintana:

The City of St. Petersburg requested Moffatt & Nichol (M&N) prepare this technical review of
the St. Petersburg Pier Design Competition submissions for use by the pier competition jury.
The three concepts reviewed are: The Wave (BIG), The Lens (Michael Maltzen Architecture —
Tom Leader Studio), and The Eye (WEST8). M&N reviewed these submissions for permit
considerations, conformance with the pier design basis, and, general operational
considerations as outlined below. This review is based on the competition packages submitted
November 29, 2011, the public presentation of the concepts by the teams to the jury on
December 16, 2011, and subsequent written clarifications by the design teams (Lens overwater
pier coverage area and The Eye phasing and cost clarification).

Environmental Permitting

Environmental resource permits from Federal, State, and local agencies, including the U.S. Army
Corps of Engineers, Southwest Florida Water Management District (SWFWMD), and Pinellas
County Water and Navigation Control Authority, will be required prior to constructing the
proposed piers. Review of the concept submissions with the agencies indicated no significant
environmental permitting concerns for the overwater structures and architectural features
associated with Phase 1 of each of the three pier concepts. However, the agencies will consider
the entire master plan for each concept during each permitting phase. Alteration of the
shoreline as shown in future phases for all three submissions will require additional studies
including surveys, water quality studies, and sediment transport studies prior to permitting
those phases. Furthermore, the permitting agencies all indicated that fill material placed in the
bay is not desirable and that the inclusion of fill elements in the master plan may delay or
prevent permitting of the project.

The Wave

e The overwater elements of The Wave concept follow an alignment similar to the existing
pier structure with fewer piles and reduced pier overwater footprint compared to the



Raul Quintana, AlA, City Architect M&N # 6953-10
City of St. Petersburg
January 6, 2012

existing pier. This reduced footprint results in less shading of sea bottom which is
preferred by the environmental permitting agencies.
Existing pier support piles that are not removed during demolition and remain exposed
above the sea bottom present a navigation hazard and will likely require navigation
markers or signs.
Phase 1 overwater pier structure and architectural features permitting is expected to
take approximately 12 to 14 months from the time the permit application is submitted.
The proposed Phase 2 modification of the shoreline immediately south of the pier,
including removal of the existing seawall and construction of a beach, will require the
completion of additional surveys and sediment transport studies for permitting
consideration.
o If nofillis added seaward of the existing shoreline and studies show the beach to
be stable with minimal sand transport from the beach into sensitive habitat
areas, environmental permitting for this phase may be completed in 18 to 20
months.
o Adding fill seaward of the existing shoreline that detrimentally impacts seagrass
or hardbottom habitats will likely require mitigation and may extend the
permitting timeframe to 22 to 24 months or longer.

The Lens

The overwater elements of The Lens concept are aligned similarly to the existing pier
structure with a total pier overwater footprint less than the existing pier. The reduced
pier footprint combined with higher pier elevation above water reduces sea bottom
shading, which is preferred by the environmental permitting agencies.

Wave attenuation structures are proposed to protect the marina area at the pier. These
structures are vertical panels extending into the water and will require the completion
of circulation and flushing studies to demonstrate that there are no adverse impacts to
currents or water quality in adjacent areas.

Permitting for the underwater reef area is not expected to require additional studies for
permitting.

Existing pier support piles that are not removed during demolition and remain exposed
above the sea bottom present a navigation hazard and will likely require navigation
markers or signs.

Environmental permitting for the Phase 1 overwater pier structure and architectural
features is expected to take approximately 12 to 14 months from the time the permit
application is submitted.

Phase 2 of The Lens includes modifications to the upland shoreline including reshaping
to include additional curves and excavation and filling a portion of the existing municipal
marina basin to create the amphitheater area.
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o These shoreline modifications will require additional studies be submitted for
review during permitting, including underwater habitat surveys for seagrass and
hardbottom and a flushing study of the excavated area of the basin.

o If critical habitats are avoided, environmental permitting for these elements of
Phase 2 is expected to take approximately 18 to 20 months.

o If critical habitat areas are adversely impacted, mitigation may be required and
the permitting is expected to take 22 to 24 months or longer.

The Eye

The Phase 1 overwater pier structures and architectural features of The Eye, including
the pier approach, plaza area, and the Eye pavilion, are located approximately within
the footprint of the existing pier structure. The proposed pier has fewer piles and a
smaller overwater area compared to the existing pier, resulting in a reduction of shading
to seagrass and hardbottom habitats which is preferred by the environmental
permitting agencies.

Existing pier support piles that are not removed during demolition and remain exposed
above the sea bottom present a navigation hazard and will likely require navigation
markers or signs.

Environmental permitting for Phase 1 is expected to take approximately 12 to 14
months from the time the permit application is submitted.

Phase 2 elements include the creation of the shoal at the Eye, modification of the
upland to create mangrove and seagrass habitat, and creation of a navigation channel
connecting the existing north and central marina basins.

o The environmental permitting for the shoal in Phase 2 will require an
environmental impact statement (EIS) be prepared for permitting. In addition to
the extra time required to prepare the EIS and permit application, permitting is
expected to take 24 months or longer to complete and may not succeed in
obtaining a permit due to environmental impacts.

o Environmental permitting for the modification of the upland and creation of the
navigation channel are expected to be viewed as beneficial to the environment.
If considered separately from the shoal, permitting is expected to take
approximately 18 to 20 months to complete from the time the permit
application is submitted.

Note that the permitting timeframes indicated above assume that the initial permit application
submitted is considered complete by the agencies and no additional studies or information are
required for agency review.
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Design Basis

The design basis prepared for the design competition specifies a 75-year design life for the pier
and includes winds, waves, and water levels occurring at the pier location. Review of the
submitted materials and presentations indicates that each team has specified a 75-year or
longer design life. Designing a structure to achieve a long design life includes specifying higher
guality materials and tolerances than for typical structures. These details are specified during
the detailed design phase and are not included in sufficient detail in the design competition
submissions to fully evaluate the expected design life. However, the intended materials and
construction techniques should be reflected in the submitted construction cost estimates.
Premiums for architectural finishes and aesthetic details for the piers should also be reflected in
the construction cost estimates.

In addition to a 75-year design life, the pier structures will be constructed in an open-water
environment and are subject to additional loads due to wind and waves, especially those
components at elevations close to water level. Construction in open-water requires specialized
construction techniques and additional logistics and handling of materials and equipment that
will increase the construction time and cost of the structures versus similar inland structures.

In general, the unit construction costs submitted for each of the three concepts are more
consistent with inland construction and do not reflect the additional quality and level of finish
required nor the additional logistics associated with open water construction. Specific
comments on available design details are in the following sections.

The Wave

e The Wave pier structure is supported by a grid of piles similar to the existing pier.

o Platforms, stairs, and other elements extending from the finished pier elevation
to water level at the swimming and boat docking areas and at the sloping end of
the pier, will be exposed to additional wave loading and cyclical wetting and
drying that will require a higher level of design, detailing, and construction than
is reflected in the estimated costs.

e The details and costs presented are typical of a DOT inland bridge using land based
construction equipment and do not reflect the detailing, finish work, or aesthetics
typical of a pier or the specialized equipment and techniques required for open-water
pier construction.

The Lens

e The Lens concept consists of two narrow piers having fewer piles than the existing pier.
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o The shade canopy associated with the Lens will impart lateral loads during wind
events, requiring additional structural support and specialized construction
equipment that is not reflected in the estimated costs.

o The promontory at the pier’s seaward terminus will be exposed to additional
wave loading and cyclical wetting and drying that will require a higher level of
design, detailing, and construction cost than is indicated in the submittal.

e The costs presented do not reflect the specialized equipment and techniques required
for open-water pier construction.

The Eye

e The Eye concept consists of a narrow pier with a single caisson support pile connecting
to a pile supported platform (the Plaza) that extends from the pier elevation down to
the water level around the platform perimeter.

o The low elevation of the plaza perimeter at the pier’s seaward terminus will be
exposed to additional wave loading and cyclical wetting and drying that will
require a higher level of design, detailing, and construction cost than is indicated
in the submittal.

e The costs presented do not reflect the specialized equipment and techniques required
for open-water pier construction.

e Construction of the shoal associated with the Eye will cover an area several times larger
than the dry, emergent shoal area to accommodate the sand sloping down to the bay
bottom.

e The shoal is expected to erode and migrate due to wind and wave conditions at the site,
requiring frequent re-nourishment and likely covering adjacent shorelines and bay
bottom habitats with sand.

Operational Considerations

The concepts are reviewed for operational considerations related to the wind, wave, and water
level conditions expected at the pier location. General safety, sustainability, and maintenance
concerns for the proposed boating access areas, swim areas, and low elevation structures are
outlined as follows.

In general, boating access areas exposed to the local wave climate should include means to
maintain accessibility and usability of the slips during typical wave conditions. Low platforms
and swim access areas are also exposed to waves and concepts should be designed to protect
the public from injury due to waves breaking on the structure or slippery conditions resulting
from tidal or wave induced wetting and drying. Submerged elements should be designed to
protect the public from hidden drop-offs and injury due to barnacles and other marine growth.
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The Eye

Prior to construction of the shoal, the plaza platform slopes continuously towards the
water near the platform perimeter. The low elevation may expose users to unexpected
wave impacts and slipping due to marine growth.
o The edge of the sloping plaza platform does not appear to include railing or
curbs to protect the public from falling into the water.
o The platform does not appear to include grade-brakes required for access by
disabled visitors including wheelchair access.
Phase 1 of the Eye does not include swimming or boating access. Swimming and
boating access is added via the shoal included in Phase 2.
o Boats are expected to anchor on the shoal with passengers wading to the
shoreline.
o Swimming and boating access are dependent upon successful permitting and
construction of the shoal.
The permitting agencies all indicated that the proposed habitat modifications to create
mangroves and seagrass beds will be beneficial but are not likely to be accepted as
mitigation to offset construction of the shoal due to uncertainty in the viability of these
habitats at this location.

These comments are based on our understanding of the concepts as presented in the
submissions and subsequent presentation and addenda. Should you have any questions or
comments, please don’t hesitate to contact me.

Sincerely,

MOFFATT & NICHOL

Michael N. Herrman, P.E.
Project Manager
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Exhibit
H

Design Principles: Image, Purpose, linkages, and

Sustainability



Image

Exhibit “H”

It’s about the total water experience and being on the water — a way for the public, boaters and
non-boaters, to interface with the Bay and be surrounded by water.

The distance over water is equally important — a place to get away from the city and look back
upon it. The designs must consider ways of maximizing the distance over water within the
allowable budget.

Maximize flexibility — the design must be able to adapt to changes over time. Plan for change
within the infrastructure of the new Pier.

Plan for spontaneity — recognize that catching fish and feeding pelicans is part of the history and
culture of the Pier. Consider spaces that encourage social interaction.

Create a landmark — the experience of being at the Pier should be more important than the
structure itself, but creating a unique landmark status is essential.

Humanize the iconic - engaging the public is more important than a one-dimensional iconic
design. The scale of the pedestrian should be promoted in the circulation and ground level
activities.

Honor our traditions — consider the unique culture, climate, heritage and traditions of St.
Petersburg in the design.

Purpose

Create a destination — the new Pier must be a place that citizens and visitors alike are drawn to
and will come back to.

Encourage water based activities — fishing and all the untidiness that comes with it, recreational
rental uses such as kayaking, stand-up paddle boards, etc.

Maximize vistas and pedestrian proximity to the water — in keeping with the City’s historic open
waterfront park system.

Allow for both passive and active zones — passive areas could be converted to active areas
depending on events. Allow spaces for the individual as well as for crowds.

Focus on community gathering and public spaces —a community event plaza for multi-purpose
special programmed events that bring people to the waterfront. Should be flexible depending
on type of events and time of year. Gathering space for special events that encourages social
interaction such as farmers markets, art festivals and civic events.

Family attraction and entertainment venue — multiple programming opportunities ranging from
small intimate performances to larger events; festivals and celebrations, music, visual
performances. Design solutions should explore concepts where the space and/or stage can be
utilized for multiple uses and does not appear “empty” when formal events are not taking place.
Consider a central “feature” or event — opportunities for a central feature or entertainment
event should be considered.

Eating, dining and drinking — a full service restaurant/banquet facility, smaller food and drinking
establishments to support a range of activity are encouraged.

Provide for limited sensible retail — to support range of activity. The new Pier will not be a
shopping destination; therefore any new retail will be limited and targeted to specific markets.



e Observation areas — a place to observe water based activities such as sailing races, marine life,
and panoramic views back to city.

Linkages

e Integration with downtown waterfront — recognition of the downtown as a diverse urban
waterfront. The new design must be an integral component of the downtown waterfront,
enhancing compatibility and cohesion with its adjacent uses and spaces.

e Compliment to downtown activities — any new development must complement the existing
waterfront and downtown uses and not try to compete with them

e Activate the approach to the Pier while maximizing vistas — exploit the uniqueness of the
approach to the terminus of the Pier.

e Optimize the efficiency of the width of the Pier approach — the visitor should feel that the
approach is an integral experience to the Pier. The approach should be wide enough for people
to actively participate and enjoy.

e Minimize vehicular transportation and maximize non-vehicular access — The Pier will not need
to accommodate private vehicular traffic beyond the shoreline. Provide for not only pedestrian,
bicycle and other low impact access, but also for a trolley system to travel to the end of the Pier.
Consider emergency vehicle access and service needs.

e Consider pedestrian bridge at Vinoy Basin Channel — as a potential future phase pedestrian link
to Vinoy Park from Spa Beach, the possibility of a bridge structure may be explored.

e  Provide for efficient parking — Consider the City’s off-site parking inventory and provide the
necessary parking to meet the parking demand of the complete project.

e Marina/Boat docking — a transient marina facility for up to 20 medium size boats is suggested.
The ability to arrive by boat and safely moor the boat to the Pier should be explored

e Enhanced beach activities - Spa Beach is an underutilized resource and can become the focal
point of the eastern shoreline facing the Bay. The Beach should compliment other proposed
upland uses.

e Other “landside” opportunities — Previously suggested opportunities for the area between Bay
Shore Drive NE and the eastern edge of the landside include a family oriented experience for
parents and children such as a water attraction and a small amphitheater. Suggested upland
uses should become a gateway to the Pier, reinforce the activity at the terminus and
compliment the activities along the City’s waterfront.

Sustainability

e Cultural ecosystem — enliven the story of the Pier from an ecological standpoint. The new Pier
must be sensitive to the long tradition of active engagement with the water — tourism,
recreation and transportation. Consider marine educational opportunities.

e Environmental and ecological considerations — designs must consider the unique water and
environmental conditions of the site and the opportunity to enhance the public’s awareness of
its value. Identify, protect and enhance sensitive environmental ecosystems. Consider impacts
from wind and wave exposure.

e Sustainable development / LEED — the redeveloped Pier must employ innovative and cost
effective sustainable energy techniques and obtain LEED certification.



Economic and Operational sustainability — the capital cost for the portion of the project over
water is limited to $45 million. Although it is recognized that the design submittal may
recommend a larger program, the design must have an initial phase that provides for the
replacement of the Pier over the water and stays within the capital budget. Any savings in the
budget for the portion of the project over water may be used for the upland portions. It is the
desire of the City to reduce the public operating subsidies to the greatest extent possible,
particularly as it relates to any commercial establishments at the Pier. The new Pier should
become an engine for long-term economic development.
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BIG: Potential Revenue



January 5, 2012

Raul Quintana, AIA

St. Petersburg City Architect
One Fourth Street North

St. Petersburg, FL 33701

RE: Pier Competition — Potential Revenue

Raul,

In addition to questions regarding the initial cost of the Wave Pier we real-
ize that it is also important for the new pier to eliminate or significantly
reduce the current operating subsidy. During the past few weeks we have
refined a programmatic scenario for the Wave Pier and prepared an esti-
mate of the potential revenues.

For programming purposes we have divided the project into four areas:
West Wing, East Wing, Cloud Room, and Wave Walk.

West Wing

Each wing of the building is approximately 90’ long by 90’ high and the
width varies from 36’ to 48’ depending on the elevation. Our initial propos-
al was that each wing would be divided into four levels of varying sizes
and heights. The floor plates were also set back from the north wall to
create a dramatic vertical space. With this layout each wing has a total of
approximately 11,000 gross square feet.

We envision the entire West Wing being dedicated to food service estab-
lishments all operated by a single restaurateur. Given the Wave’s design
and location we believe it will be very feasible to attract a world-class
chef/operator such as Wolfgang Puck or Emeril Lagasse. Although the
space would be custom designed based on the operator’s concept and
needs, one reasonable scenario would have a café on the first level serv-
ing snacks, beverages, sandwiches, prepared foods, and gelato/ice
cream/yogurt. The second level would be a casual sit-down restaurant;
the third level would house the commercial kitchen; and the fourth level
would be a fine dining restaurant. In addition there would be a bar/counter
on the fifth level that would serve beverages, snacks and drinks for the
Sky Lobby, Cloud Room and rooftop observation deck. The restaurant BJARKE INGELS GROUP

would also cater events in the Cloud Room. 601 WEST 26TH STREET
SUITE 1255
NEW YORK, NY 10001
USA

P +1 646 660 2205
@ IF@BIG.DK
w WWW.BIG.DK
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A food service establishment of this size and type would likely generate
approximately $10-12 million in annual sales. A percentage lease of 8-
10% would be reasonable for this venue.

Estimated Annual Revenue: $1,000,000

East Wing

The East Wing also has approximately 11,000 gross square feet and we
envision it as four levels of activity/exhibition spaces consistent with the
Water Loop theme we described in our submittal book. The first level
would house a Welcome Center/Gift Shop, gallery, climbing wall operator,
and outdoor stage. The second level would be a downtown outpost for the
Secrets of the Sea Marine Exploration Center (currently the Pier Aqua-
rium). There would be a small aquarium and exhibitions focusing on re-
search conducted by the impressive collection of St. Petersburg based
marine science institutions. The third and fourth levels would be a child-
ren’s activity center possibly operated by Great Explorations, St. Peters-
burg’s Children’s Museum. There would be rotating seasonal activities
such as water walking balls during summer time and an ice rink in the
winter with one level catering to younger children and the other to tweens
and teens.

Collectively these venues could generate $3-4 million in annual revenue
and would also operate under a percentage lease of 8-10%.

Estimated Annual Revenue: $300,000
Cloud Room

The fifth level has a total of 11,400 square feet and contains the Sky Lob-
by which is open to the public and the Cloud Room, a unique community
room/event space. The Cloud Room would be used for special public
meetings but would also be available for lease for events such as wed-
dings, parties, corporate meetings, banquets and charitable events. De-
pending on the set-up the space can hold up to 600 people. Given the

venue’s size, location and architecture we conservatively estimate that the BJARKE INGELS GROUP
daily lease rate will be $3,000 to $9,000 depending on the time, day, 601 WEST 26TH STREET
month and size of the event. Overall we anticipate 3 events per week with SUITE 1255
an average lease rate of $5,000. SEX" YORK, NY 10001
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Estimated Annual Revenue: $800,000
Wave Walk

Unlike the current pier, the Wave Walk has been designed to also be an
activity center. Along the length of the pier there are 15 boat docks; wa-
tercraft rental such as kayaks, canoes, and paddle boards; a kiddie pool
with interactive fountain; and steps down to the water’s edge. The kiddie
pool is envisioned as a public amenity and should be free. The boat docks
would charge for short-term stays of up to 6 hours and could charge either
a flat rate or a sliding rate depending on the size of the boat. The water-
craft rental would be run by an operator and the city would again charge a
lease likely based upon a percentage of the annual sales.

Estimated Annual Revenue: $200,000

Overall the programmed revenue from the Wave and Wave Walk would
be approximately $2.3 million per year. With proper management and
marketing, additional revenue could also be garnered from public mem-
berships, sponsorships, concerts, and film and commercial photo shoots.

Sincerely,

Daniel Kidd, BIG NYC
Tim Clemmons MESH

CC: Chris Ballestra
Pete Karamitsanis
Bjarke Ingels
Bob Kaupp
Theodore Molas

BJARKE INGELS GROUP
601 WEST 26TH STREET

SUITE 1255
NEW YORK, NY 10001
USA
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