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The Drawings/Documents have been reviewed. The submission is NOT accepted.

The following comments below have been identified.  Please review all comments above, revise the drawings/document as appropriate, and provide a response to comments.
	AIP
	Review Comment
	Contractor’s Response

	Cl 1.2


	Original AIP stated 40mph for BHLR at this bridge site, what is the basis for the change to 30mph?
	

	Cl 1.3


	The previous review comment requested that restrictions due to sight lines be clarified, (this comment was added as previous discussions with Jacobs and ESCC had identified problems with the vertical profile over the bridge that affected stopping distances/sight lines). The response of ‘Not applicable’ has not addressed this. Unless the stopping distances/sight line criteria have changed the restriction it places on the proposed bridge construction depth, profile and finished road level should be added in the AIP 
	

	Cl 3.2


	To overcome the stopping distances/sight line problem, (and also a possible problem regarding land take for side slopes), a structure with hog-backed steel girders was proposed, (see John Boothman email dated 14/1/10). However the current AIP states that constant depth girders will be provided. Constant depth girders would require raising the existing road levels Please clarify.
	

	Cl 3.2


	Reconsider the need for intermediate transverse bracing for this simply supported span. Although the girders may need intermediate bracing during construction, (ie during concreting of the concrete slab when the top flange is in compression and the load is carried by the bare steelwork), it is unlikely that intermediate transverse bracing is required for the service conditions.
	

	Cl 3.6


	Clarify that it will be confirmed by RRRAP.
	

	Cl 3.7.2


	First paragraph is unclear/muddled regarding access for inspection of the parapets. Why would the road side faces be accessible for inspection from the BHLR verges?
	

	Cl 3.8.1


	Please add note regarding cover to ribs of GRP formwork as per IAN 95/07.

For abutments/wingwalls clarify class for:- buried faces, exposed faces & brick clad faces.
For foundations clarify XD3 and need to provide for AC4z as stated in Geotechnical Summary.

Geotechnical Summary and GA Drawing indicate that piling will be provided to West Abutment toe. What material properties are proposed?

Grade S355 K2 is unlikely to be required for this short single span structure.
Add regarding bolts.
	

	Cl 3.9
	Demolition of existing deck is to take account of its possible propping action to the existing abutments.
	

	Cl 4.1.8
	Remove None.
As previously requested add a note re provision at badger pipe for vertical movement required for jacking to allow future bearing replacement.
	

	Cl 4.3
	The original AIP included two Departures from Standard, re CHE Memo 227/08 & IAN 96, (these had been agreed in advance and clarified that a sand asphalt layer was not normally required, and impregnation was also not required for BHLR structures. Please reinstate these as it clarifies what is proposed. 
In addition reinstate the previously agreed DfS regarding permanent formwork.
Departure D3 does not appear to be relevant. D3 refers to verges of 2.5m on the scheme mainline, and this is the width provided at Woodsgate Park O/B, and so there is no narrowing of verges at this site.


	

	Cl 5.1
	Clarify what method of analysis would be used for piles if these are required to strengthen the toe of the West Abutment.
	

	Cl 5.3
	Add the missing word ‘reinforcement’.
	

	Cl 8.1
	Is the Drawing No. correct? (ie should it contain ‘06a’ rather than ‘01a’). Also ‘PH2’ in lieu of  ‘PH1’ ?
Drawing title not consistent with Appendix B Cover Sheet
	

	Appendix A
TAS


	Include BA 9/81
Include BD 13/06


	

	Appendix B


	 Cover Sheet: Incorrect Drawing No? ( ie -01a-)

	

	Appendix E
	See comments provided at Cl 4.3 regarding Departures from Standards   
	

	Appendix D
	Transverse bracing would not be required at 1950mm centres.
Key for ‘Guided bearing’ is incorrectly shown.

8 @ 1950 = 15600, ( not 15500)
	

	GA Drg


	Drawing Number & Title on the drawing is not consistent with that stated on Appendix B Cover Sheet and Cl 8.1.

Show proposed ‘fixed’ and ‘free’ ends of deck.
Clarify whether permanent GRP formwork is to be used under pipe bay.

Section A-A states beams to suit profile of road, but Elevation B-B shows constant depth beams.

Bearing plinths do not appear to have been drawn with 600mm clearance as stated in Cl 3.7.2.

Clarify any proposals for pedestrian protective barrier or guardrail on wingwalls.
Add note to drawing that ends of badger pipe are to be treated to deter access by children, etc.

Add note to drawing that design will provide for adequate restraint of the pipe during concreting to prevent floatation.

Add note to drawing that top of brick facing is to have a compressible filler and sealant between it and any concrete above it that constrains movement. (As brickwork tends to expand slightly with age but concrete tends to shrink there is a need to prevent potential spalling).

Add note to drawing that embankments/backfill formed with lightweight expanded clay backfill are to be protected against badgers digging into them.

The 2009 Review requested that the level of the proposed bridge with respect to the existing be indicated. For example this would have shown the new road profile of Woodsgate Park with respect to the existing, and also the relationship of the wingwalls to existing ground levels. The response of ‘Not applicable’ has not addressed this.
Please clarify vehicular protection provisions at the ends of the pilasters.

Will reinstatement of existing fences at tops of approaches satisfy current safety requirements regarding errant vehicles? (Vehicles could end up on BHLR).
The previous Review requested that the blinding layer and permeable drainage layer/pipe be shown. The Contractor’s Response of ‘Not normally shown on AIP drawings’ is not consistent with AIP drawings for other structures on this scheme. There should be consistency otherwise it will not be known whether items of this type are left out in error or on purpose. For the AIP drawings it would be sufficient in many cases to cover such matters in the Notes column. 

	 


