Received: 22-Jan-26 17:27 hrs (Nathan Howell)
Hi,

Can Council please confirm that there is actually a road formation out there on Dodson Road or is it just a graded road? The brief indicates a widening works but from the photographs from site it looks like a full width new road is required?

Thanks
Council confirms that Dodson Road currently exists as a formed, graded, unsealed road along the alignment.
The existing road is an unsealed gravel road and is not a greenfield alignment. The works described as “widening” in the Design Brief are to be understood as widening of the existing formation to achieve the required sealed rural minor collector road category (ref: CMDG-R-017).
The Contractor is to allow for widening to both sides of the existing formation, as necessary, to achieve the specified design requirements
Improvement of the existing pavement may be required based on contractor design and assessment of existing site conditions to meet the required design and CDMG standards.

Received: 22-Jan-26 16:23 hrs (Nathan Howell)
Hi,

we have a couple of questions to Council:

1. For the hydraulic assessment of the existing pipes and floodways, what storm event are we to allow for? Is a first principals assessment of the upstream catchments sufficient or do council require a modelled approach?
The hydraulic assessment of existing pipes and floodways is to be undertaken in accordance with the Capricorn Municipal Development Guidelines (CMDG) D5 – Stormwater Drainage Design, the Queensland Urban Drainage Manual (QUDM) and Australian Rainfall and Runoff (ARR), as applicable.
Design storm events are to be adopted in accordance with CMDG D5, including the relevant minor and major system Annual Exceedance Probabilities (AEPs) applicable to the road hierarchy and drainage function.
For like-for-like replacement of existing culverts or floodways, a first-principles hydraulic assessment is generally considered sufficient, provided the Contractor can demonstrate that the replacement does not materially alter hydraulic performance or introduce adverse upstream or downstream impacts.
Where the Contractor proposes, or determines it is necessary, to upgrade or increase the capacity of a culvert or floodway, or where hydraulic behaviour is materially altered, a more detailed assessment may be required. In such cases, the need for computer-based hydrologic and/or hydraulic modelling is to be determined by the Contractor’s RPEQ, having regard to the scale, complexity and risk of the drainage structure and in order to demonstrate compliance with the Contract requirements. 
The extent of hydraulic assessment or modelling required to support the design is to be determined by the Contractor’s designer based on the scope, complexity and risk of the Works.

2. The concept plan with the scoping document seems to show the existing Dodsons Road alignment crossing the RP boundary. This may be a high level issue on the digital files available or the fence may have been installed incorrectly at some point in time. As there is no survey provided to date, can council confirm the road is within the boundaries and this is only a geospatial issue shown online?

Council notes that the apparent encroachment of the existing Tomlins Road (around Ch. 6500) and Dodsons Road alignment beyond the RP boundary shown on the concept plan is most likely attributable to limitations or inaccuracies associated with the geospatial data layers used in publicly available mapping and digital files.
At this stage, no cadastral or registered survey has been provided as part of the Contract Documents to definitively confirm boundary locations. Accordingly, Council is unable to certify property boundaries based on the available concept-level information.
The concept plan and scoping documents are intended for indicative purposes only and should not be relied upon for cadastral accuracy. 
Where verification of property boundaries is necessary for construction, access, or statutory compliance, the Contractor is to undertake appropriate survey investigations at their cost.

3. Do council have plans confirming the design / construction of the existing floodways?

Many thanks
Where reliance on existing infrastructure is proposed, the Contractor is responsible for verifying its suitability for the intended purpose and allowing for this within the Contract Sum and program.

Received: 22-Jan-26 12:41 hrs (James Durack)
Good afternoon,

Can Council please confirm the following items?

The existing road formation is approximately 5-5.5m and our understanding is the design intent is to widen Tomlins Road. Can you please confirm if this is the case as a 3m widening on the RHS to build the formation will required the vertical (fixing crossfalls) and horizontal geometry (shifting alignment RHS) to change considerably and would put a join in the wheel path which may fail over time. We note that Council have identified on a number of occasions that modifying the horizontal and vertical is not their intent.
Council confirms that the general design intent is to widen the existing Tomlins Road formation on the right-hand (eastern) side of the existing road formation, noting that this approach is considered to minimise environmental impacts, including disturbance to existing vegetation.
Council further confirms that the general intent is to minimise changes to the existing horizontal and vertical alignment in order to expedite delivery of the works. This intent does not preclude minor or localised adjustments where reasonably required; however, the Contractor is to exhaust all reasonable design and construction options to minimise realignment.
Notwithstanding the above, the Contractor may propose widening on the left-hand side or a combination of both sides, provided the proposal complies with the design requirements and achieves the specified performance outcomes.
Concerns relating to the formation of longitudinal pavement joints within wheel paths, and their potential impact on long-term pavement performance, are considered construction and design risks to be managed by the D&C Contractor. The Contractor is responsible for developing and implementing a construction methodology that mitigates such risks and achieves the durability, performance and service life requirements of the Contract.


We also note that the Scope document provided indicates that Council would like to extend the existing floodway on Dobsons Road by 50m. The existing site also includes extensive excavation and shotcrete/rock scour protection. Is the intent for the new floodway to also include an extension to the scour protection for 50m, and if so is this envisioned to be a similar design/nature to the existing with excavation to match the existing level?
Council advises that the intent is to address a known low point adjacent to the existing floodway on Dobsons Road which has been identified as a drainage and flood risk.
The Concept Design references a potential extension of the existing floodway as one possible treatment; however, this is indicative only and does not prescribe the final solution. Under the Design and Construct Contract, the Contractor is responsible for undertaking the necessary investigations and hydraulic assessment and for developing the most appropriate design solution to rectify the identified low spot.
The final solution may include extension or modification of the existing floodway, or an alternative treatment, provided it achieves the required hydraulic performance and complies with the Contract requirements.

Can Council please confirm if the existing culverts meet current requirements for minimum cover, as this will impact whether full replacements and additional excavations are required.

Council confirmation of existing compliance is not provided, and no reliance should be placed on the existing infrastructure meeting current design requirements.
The Contractor to undertake site inspections and all necessary investigations to confirm existing conditions and to develop the drainage design accordingly.
All culverts are to be assessed and designed in accordance with the applicable DTMR Standard Drawings and Specifications, including minimum cover requirements, having regard to pipe class, installation conditions, and loading.
Where existing culverts do not meet current minimum cover or other design requirements, the Contractor is responsible for determining and allowing for appropriate design responses, including replacement, upgrading, or additional excavation, within the Contract Sum and program.


We note that performing hydraulic assessments and potential development applications would not be achievable by the completion date outlined, and like for like replacements may require departures to the design standards and criteria.

Based on the current scope, Council does not consider that separate development applications for stormwater works would typically be required where works are confined to the existing road reserve and drainage infrastructure; however, the Contractor remains responsible for confirming and complying with all statutory requirements.
Any departures from nominated standards or criteria are to be identified, justified, and submitted to Council for review in accordance with the Contract.


Can Council please also confirm what their anticipated Design Review times will be for the hold points identified in the tender documents, as these will impact the overall design timeline and the Contractors ability to begin works onsite?

Under AS4902–2000 and the Design Brief, the Contractor is solely responsible for the design of the Works. Council’s review of design documentation is undertaken for the purpose of confirming conformity with the Design Brief only and does not constitute approval, nor does it relieve the Contractor of any design responsibility.
Design review by Council is not a Hold Point. The Contractor remains responsible for managing its design program to achieve the Contract milestones.
Council does not nominate fixed timeframes for design review beyond those identified in the Contract and Design Brief. Review periods are to be addressed by the Contractor within its Design Program.
To expedite delivery of the Works, Council is amenable to the Contractor commencing early or enabling works based on draft documentation, provided that such works do not rely on non-IFC permanent works design and that all relevant Work Health and Safety documentation, Environmental Management Plans, Traffic Management Plans, Quality Plans and Inspection and Test Plans applicable to those works have been submitted to and accepted by Council prior to commencement.
The Contractor acknowledges that any decision to commence early works based on draft design documentation is undertaken at the Contractor’s risk, and that the inability to submit subsequent IFC documentation for the remaining Works within the required timeframes does not, of itself, give rise to an entitlement to an Extension of Time or additional costs. 
 The Contractor remains fully responsible for the coordination, completeness and adequacy of all staged and final design documentation.

Received: 26-Jan-26 11:46 hrs (Andrew Brown)

Is council able to advise if Cultural Heritage clearance including geologist, mapping & inspections are going to be engaged directly by the Principal?
Council advises that Cultural Heritage clearance and any associated specialist services are not identified as Principal-supplied services under the Contract. These activities remain the responsibility of the Contractor and are to be allowed for in the Contract Sum.

Received: 23-Jan-26 13:17 hrs (Lachlan Mccullough)
Can Council please confirm whether it still intends to release the relevant geotechnical reports. The tender queries in NTT 4 state that these will be released five business days prior to the close of tender. Additionally, could we request an extension to the submission date to allow sufficient time to update our proposal in response to the geotechnical information once it is released?

Geotechnical reports have been uploaded on Vendor Panel and the close of tender has been extended.

Received: 23-Jan-26 12:00 hrs (Nathan Howell)
Hi,
 
1. The scope of works proposes widening of Tomlins Road to the east at Ch. 6500. The road formation is skewed to the RP boundary at this location. If the road is widened to the east, the verge remaining will be minimal and non-compliant. As the design is the contractors responsibility, will council expect the contractor to move the widening to the west in this location in an effort to centre the road formation more within the reserve or do we continue as per the brief and widen to the east?
 
Council confirms that the general design intent is to widen the existing Tomlins Road formation on the right-hand (eastern) side of the existing road formation, noting that this approach is considered to minimise environmental impacts, including disturbance to existing vegetation.
Council further confirms that the general intent is to minimise changes to the existing horizontal and vertical alignment in order to expedite delivery of the works. This intent does not preclude minor or localised adjustments where reasonably required; however, the Contractor is to exhaust all reasonable design and construction options to minimise realignment.
Notwithstanding the above, the Contractor may propose widening on the left-hand side or a combination of both sides, provided the proposal complies with the design requirements and achieves the specified performance outcomes.

2. Due to the geotechnical report not being provided within the timeframe previously advised, and noting that several clarification queries remain outstanding, we respectfully request that Council consider extending the tender closing date to 6 February 2026, to allow sufficient time to finalise a considered and accurate submission.
 
Many thanks

Close of tender has been extended.

Received: 21-Jan-26 10:46 hrs (Nathan Howell)

We respectfully request the Council’s to extend the tender submission date to Tuesday, 3 February.
 
The upcoming weekend includes a Public Holiday, and we are still awaiting geotechnical information required to finalise our assessment. An extension would allow us a bit more time to incorporate this information and submit a complete and realistic pricing in accordance with the project requirements.
 
We appreciate Council’s consideration of this request.

Close of tender has been extended.


Received: 29-Jan-26 15:19 hrs (Nathan Howell)
Hi, can Council please respond to our queries submitted last week, that would be greatly appreciated.
 
We respectfully ask the Council to extend the submission date till Friday 6th February, to allow us the time for pavement design in accordance with the provided Geotechnical Report.
 
Many thanks
Close of tender has been extended.

