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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

	General
	Timber rails and infill to parapets are now proposed. Who has required this? The parapet in the 2009 AIP was of all steel construction.
	

	Cl 3.1
	Cl 3.1 refers to stream as ‘un-named watercourse’, this is not consistent with ‘Powdermill Valley Stream’ given in Cl 3.2 
	

	Cl 3.2
	2nd para: Clarify reference to ‘free-standing gravity cantilever retaining walls etc’ as it does not appear to be consistent with the drawing.  Similarly in 3rd para. 
	

	Cl 3.5
	Clarify articulation. How will longitudinal fixity with elastomeric bearing be achieved? (Note that the use of a dowel through the bearing would be unsatisfactory with regard to future bearing replacement). Clarify lateral restraint to be provided at both abutments.
	

	Cl 3.7.2
	Clarify proposals for future maintenance of parapets. Will timber rails and infill need to be removed for painting of steel posts? 
	

	Cl 3.8.1
	Reconsider DC1 for ‘Substructure buried’. DC-3z  is recommended in Geotechnical Summary for buried concrete. (Please take account of this comment for the other previously recently reviewed structures that also stated DC1 for buried concrete parts, this was missed in my earlier reviews).
Provide concrete details for wingwalls, (for both buried and exposed) 

 Are dowels relevant for G03?
Provide details regarding timber for parapet rails and infill, (hazard class of timber component, wood species, its durability,etc?). What timber treatment, (if appropriate), is proposed and its durability?

Any timber treatment proposed must not cause corrosion to steel posts and fixings, (eg copper in some timber preservatives reacts with steel and reduces its durability).

Timber section sizes to be sufficiently robust to withstand vandalism in addition to that required for loading given in BS 7818.

Clarify paint system maintenance period, ( ie does the 20 years refer to ‘no maintenance’ or ‘major maintenance’?)
	

	Cl 3.8.2
	Reconsider this statement as the use of timber in the parapets is unlikely to ‘maximise the durability of the structure and to minimise the requirements for future maintenance’.
	

	Cl 3.9
	Risks and hazards during the whole life of the structure need to be considered in Cl 3.9, not just the construction aspects.
For example vandalism of timber sections of parapet resulting in gaps in the parapet or broken/splintered parts could put users of the bridge at risk.
	

	Cl 4.1.8
	The parapet in the 2009 AIP was of all steel construction. Any requirement for providing timber rails and infill should be documented in the AIP.
Clarify that ‘24t tracked excavator access requirement’ is not over or under the bridge.
	

	Cl 4.2.1
	Include BS 7818.
State proposed standards for the design of timber components for the parapets, (ie any in addition to BS 5268).
	

	Cl 4.3
	Provide a Departure from Standards for use of timber in parapets.
	

	Cl 5.4
	Clarify and provide details regarding soil-structure interaction in the AIP.

‘The Contractor’s Response’ (dated 13 Sept 2012) is inconsistent regarding this, (ie para 3 in response to TAA ‘General’ comment stated that soil-structure interaction was being considered, but this is at odds with ‘No soil-structure interaction is envisaged etc’ stated in response to the query at Cl 5.4. (Note: simply supported articulation does not preclude soil-structure interaction).
Reconsider whether wall friction can be ignored when 20mm differential movement between the structure and the approach embankments has been proposed in the Geotechnical Summary
	

	Cl 6.3
	Include that 20mm differential movement between the piled structure and the approach embankments will be taken into account, (provision for vertical movement in parapet rails, need to avoid a ‘trip’ hazard, etc.) Although based on the drawing it appears that the approaches are mainly in cutting, and so some clarification is required regarding approach embankments to this bridge.
	

	Appendix A
TAS


	Include BS 5268 ; Structural Use of Timber.

Implementation BDs for BS 5400 are still incorrect , (ie ‘See BD1’,etc)
Include BD 24/92
	

	Appendix E


	Confirm that resin based waterproofing/surfacing system will conform to BD 29/04 Cl 10.3 regarding slip resistance.
Provide a Departure from Standards for use of timber in parapets, (BS 7818 states that it does not cover timber in parapets).
	 

	GA Drg
	Clarify where rails are mounted on parapet posts. If rails are mounted on inside faces (as shown for G04 etc) the clear dimension will be less than 3500mm.

The elevation appears to show vertical post infill rather than rails as shown for G04 etc. Is this correct?

Reconsider pile cap/abutment stem arrangement. As drawn the abutment stem appears to be excessively thick, (approx 1300mm), and the load path from the bearings appears to be concentrated on the toe piles.
The drawing appears to show that the approaches are mainly in cutting, and so some clarification is required regarding approach embankments to this bridge and the stated extent of CMC for 20m either side of bridge abutments.

The parapet posts spacing, (shown at approx 2m centres), should be reconsidered. (‘Path Bridges- planning design construction and maintenance’ Section 6.8 recommends that the maximum span for timber rails for horses be 1250mm).

The 600mm solid timber infill to the parapet is not required for a bridleway bridge over a stream. (‘Standards & Dimensions on Byways & Bridleways’ by British Horse Society, 2010 recommends a 225mm solid kickboard, approx 25mm above deck level to allow surface run-off).
	


