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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 3.4

	Information provided regarding spans does no appear to be consistent with the GA drawing. The quoted square span of 17.919m is much greater than (7150 + 300 + 300 + 700/2) X 2 = 16.2m. (Note that scaling from the A3 drawing the square span is approx 16.6m, still far less than 17.919m). Similarly the quoted skew span of 18.698m is not consistent with the drawing. Please clarify.
In addition please give the clear square span. 
	

	Cl 3.8.1


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

Provide details for screen wall and concrete end diaphragm.
Consider that parapet beams should be XD3, (ie cyclic wet and dry), rather than XD1.
Add information regarding paint system for the steelwork

Add regarding bolts.
	

	Cl 3.11
	Last para refers to removal of ‘temporary Bailey bridge’. Is this a typo or is a temporary Bailey bridge proposed in this scheme?
	

	Cl 4.1.5
	Add that design will consider loading due to service ducts/pipes. In particular allow for 520mm dia foul sewers to be flowing full with sewage.
	

	Cl 4.3
	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 Ninfield Road O/B, and so there is no narrowing of verges at this site.
	

	Cl 5.3
	Add the missing word ‘reinforcement’.
	

	Cl 7.3
	An independent check of the ‘temporary Bailey bridge’ may be required, (if such a structure is actually going to be used at this site).
	

	Cl 8.1
	Drawing No. not consistent with Appendix B Cover Sheet
	

	Appendix A
TAS


	Omit BS 5400 Part 2

Include BD 63/07, (as this can be relevant for design with future inspection in mind). 

	

	Appendix B


	 Cover Sheet: Incorrect Drawing No? ( ie ‘PH1’).

 Is ‘01a’ correct?

	

	Appendix D
	Clarify what the transverse members represent.

Supports are ‘simply supported, not ‘pinned’.

See Cl 3.4 for comment regarding span length.

Revise cross section. Parapets are not to be designed as main structural members. 
	

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

	GA Drg


	Drawing Number on the drawing is not consistent with that stated on Appendix B Cover Sheet 
Information regarding spans on the drawing is not consistent with that stated at Cl 3.4. The drawing does not appear to be to scale.

Show bearing plinths on Elevation of East Abutment
Add note to drawing that ends of badger pipe(s) are to be treated to deter access by children, etc. (Possible Health & Safety concerns regarding confined space, bovine TB, toxic mould).
Add that badger pipes and sleeves are to be watertight.

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).

Show that the parapet will not be acting in conjunction with the deck slab and steel beam to form a main structural member, (usually requires the parapet length to be subdivided into bays with vertical joints that will not transmit longitudinal stress from adjacent bays).
Please clarify vehicular protection provisions at the ends of the abutments for errant vehicles on the mainline. Are safety barriers being provided as at S03, Woodsgate Park O/B? 
Profile of parapet coping is not consistent with that shown for S03?

Access to edge beams at the abutments for future inspection and maintenance appears to be limited, (ie between curtain wall and steel beam). Ensure adequate space is provided. Moving the edge beams inwards would also provide a shadow line to the edge of the deck and give a better appearance.
Deck slab thickness of 300mm appears to be excessive, (only 230mm was proposed for S03).

Elevation of East Abutment is unclear regarding parapet edge detail, need to avoid any projection of concrete that could be climbed along.

Load bearing stiffeners are likely to be required above the slide track. These could also then be used as jacking points for future bearing replacement works.


	 


