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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
	Still 17.2m span and higher than necessary embankments on poor ground. Jacobs have not pursued TAA suggestions given in AIP Review, dated 4 Nov 2009. See ‘Contractor’s Response dated 13 Sept 2012 ‘It is not intended to modify the current span/set back arrangements as modifications to the Planning Conditions would involve reopening negotiations on previously agreed environmental  constraints’. – ‘ Remodelling of existing banks is considered to be precluded by Planning Conditions and environmental commitments’. TAA are not satisfied with this outcome.
The AIP Review, dated 4 Nov 2009 stated: ‘The need for a 17.2m span should be reconsidered. Based on the ‘lower’ of the stream’s existing banks, the width of the stream is approx 8.5m, and thus even with 2m ‘maintenance platforms’ the span required would be 12.5m. If the width of stream is defined as that at the freeboard level, (ie approx 4m width) the span is only 8m.

It is unclear why the access path over has been elevated to such an extent. With the ‘high’ east bank remodelled locally to be at the same level as the west, and 1.5m headroom to the steel deck, then the 3m embankment could be reduced in height or maybe omitted completely.’
Following the AIP Reviews there was a Structures Meeting on 5 November 2009. The original proposals for the river bridges were discussed, particularly the interpretation of what constituted the controlling bank level in side-long sloping ground. The minutes of this meeting recorded the following for Greenway Bridges:

‘General – appears considerable scope for dropping level of bridges considerably, reducing approach ramp heights and therefore spans’ 
There are three factors that have elevated the bridge and its approach embankments, and these need to be reconsidered:

1) The present proposal has provided 2.98m headroom at the east bank to the steel beam soffit, this is approx 2m greater than the 0.9m required by ESCC for access, (and is > 4.8m above the required flood level).

2) Using the existing east bank level of +6.533m OD as the ‘controlling bank level’ rather than the lower west bank level (+5.395mOD), has raised the bridge and its approach embankments by approx 1.1m.

3) A reduced span would have a lesser construction depth, (ie approx 0.10 – 0.15m reduction), and this also could reduce embankment heights by a similar amount.
Taken together the elevation of the bridge could be reduced by approx 3m. This would require only a very low embankment on the east approach, and would only need a 1.7m high embankment on the west approach.

Rather than taking account of the comments made in 2009 it appears that an effort has been made to ‘design-out’ the adverse effects of building high embankments on poor ground by installing controlled modulus column ground treatment, (stated on GA Drawing to extend 20m to either side of bridge abutments). There is reported to be a maximum thickness of 5.1m of alluvium at this bridge site and so it would be beneficial to minimise embankments
The Technical Approval procedures, (see BD 2/05, Cl 1.8), are in place to ensure, (among other aspects), that any new structures procured: 

1) are serviceable in use

2) economic to build and maintain

3) comply with the objectives of sustainability

4) have due regard for the environment

5) satisfactorily perform their intended functions

It is considered that the current proposal does not meet all these criteria.

A revised design could provide the following benefits:

1) Reduced initial cost for shorter span

2) Reduced initial cost for lower abutments and wingwalls

3) Reduced initial cost for abutment foundations with lower deck loads from shorter span

4) Reduced initial cost for fill to lower height approach embankments

5) Reduced initial cost for CMC ground strengthening, (maybe could be omitted completely with lower embankments)

6) Reduced initial cost for ramps for the diverted ‘1066 Way’ (Although the long term route for the ‘1066 Way’ is unclear on the drawing).
7) Reduced long term maintenance costs associated with a smaller bridge and its infrastructure.

8) Reduced risk of settlement problems and associated maintenance costs 

9) Reduced risk of a slip circle type failure that may result from constructing a 3.5m high embankment on poor ground at the top of the 3.5m high slope on the east side of the stream. Similarly on the west side.
10) Reduced visual impact on the landscape with lower embankments and shorter approach ramps to the bridge

11) More user friendly for pedestrians, cyclists and equestrians with shorter and lower ramps. 

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

Note that full Review Comments have been provided for the current proposal for the sake of completeness of the review process, however TAA require the proposed design of this Greenway Underbridge, (and the other similar bridges), to be reconsidered and resubmitted in the light of the comments given above.
	

	Cl 2.1
	Clarify whether the ‘1066 Way’ passes under this bridge. The Contractor’s Response (dated 13 Sept 2012) has stated ‘1066 Way is temporarily diverted to its west during construction’. Does this imply it will be returned to its original route along the stream?
	

	Cl 3.2
	Revise ‘bankseats’ to ‘pilecaps’
	

	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’. AC-3z is given in Geotechnical Summary as ACEC class for buried concrete classification.

Provide concrete details for wingwalls, (for both buried and exposed).

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.

The use of a ‘non-standard’ parapet with timber components designed to loading given in BS 7818 will not satisfy the restraint requirements for vehicle parapets given in TD 19/06. Clarify this as a risk to any unauthorised vehicles that gain access over this bridge.
	

	Cl 3.11.1
	Clarify proposals for ‘1066 Way’ in AIP, (ie as stated in Contractor’s Response dated 13 Sept 2012).
	

	Cl 4.1.7
	1.05m is stated to be required to soffit of discrete main steel girders, but this is not consistent with the 0.9m stated in Cl 4.1.8.

There is no consistency between the difference between the headroom to the beam and to the deck soffit for the various headrooms stated, (eg 5.44m headroom to beam soffit is not consistent with that of 4.42m to deck soffit).
The dimension between the beam soffit and the deck soffit may not be known with certainty prior to the main design, but at least it should be consistent.

For G04 it varies between 0.36m to 0.562m ! 

For G05 it varies between 0.16m to 1.0m !

It should be consistent for these three bridges that all have the same span and loading.
Why has headroom of 2.98m been provided, it is much greater than the 1.05m (0.9m?) required to beam soffit and the 1.5m to deck soffit between beams?  This has resulted in abutments/embankments being approx 2m higher than necessary; (and approx 3m higher than necessary if the ‘high’ east bank was remodelled locally to be at the same level as the west bank). 

	

	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 over 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 6 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

Add that the design will consider a slip circle type failure that may result from constructing high embankments on poor ground at the top of the existing slopes to the stream. CMC ground strengthening may reduce settlement but may not be adequately effective in resisting lateral soil movement.
	

	Cl 6.3
	Include that 20mm differential movement between the structure and the approach embankments will be taken into account, (provision for vertical movement in parapet rails, need to avoid a ‘trip’ hazard, etc.)
	

	Appendix A

TAS
	Include BD 63/07
	

	Appendix E


	Confirm that resin based waterproofing/surfacing system will conform to BD 29/04 Cl 10.3 regarding slip resistance.
In addition clarify whether the resin based waterproofing /surfacing system will be satisfactory for trafficking by 24t tracked excavator. As this surfacing system also forms the waterproofing any damage to it would seriously affect the durability of the steel deck.
Provide a Departure from Standards for use of timber in parapets, (BS 7818 states that it does not cover timber in parapets). Clarify whether unauthorised vehicles will be prevented from gaining access over the bridge.
	 

	GA Drg
	1.05m is stated to be required to beam soffit, but this is not consistent with the 0.9m stated in Cl 4.1.8.
Reconsider pilecap and stem layout. The load path from the bearings on the ‘L’ shape shown may result in high loading on the toe piles. 
Please clarify on Section A the wingwalls that are free-standing.

Clarify proposals for continuity joints in timber rails, and in particular at the ends of the deck.  

Show ‘1066 Way’ on ‘Site Location Plan’ and how this route interacts with the new bridge, (as requested in the 2009 Review).
The parapet posts spacing, (shown at approx 3m 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).
	


