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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 1.1
	The 2.5m verges conflicts with the 1.2m shown on Drg.
	

	Cl 3.7.1
	Proposal for inspection of the environmental noise barriers using an underbridge unit is not consistent with that given in Cl 3.7.2, (See below).
	

	Cl 3.7.2
	The above clause indicates that the environmental noise barriers would be inspected etc from an underbridge unit located on the carriageway, but Cl 3.7.2 states that the environmental noise barriers would need to be removed for the operation of the unit.

Consider demountable top section to environmental noise barriers, (accessible from deck), so that underbridge unit can operate unimpeded over the top of the steel parapet. Details are not required at this stage, but the principle needs to be determined.

	

	Cl 4.1.2
	Original AIP stated 45units of HB loading, ( see emails dated 1 Sept 2009 between Jacobs, ESCC & Mott McDonald)
	

	Cl 4.1.5
	Clarify how surcharging of approach embankments would be carried out without conflicting with the principle of overspanning the existing stream and not interfering with its channel.
	

	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. 
	

	Cl 5.1
	Amend ‘Retaining walls’ to ‘Wingwalls’   
	

	Cl 6.3
	Include that 20mm differential movement between the piled structure and the approach embankments will be taken into account, and that provision will be made for this vertical movement for the N2 parapet, environmental noise barriers and drainage pipe at the interface of the free standing wingwall with the piled section.
	

	Cl 10
	Please leave a space for any required Conditions/Amendments by TAA.
	

	Appendix A
TAS


	Implementation BDs for BS 5400 are incorrect , (ie ‘See BD1’,etc)

	

	GA Drg


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

Elevation A : Drawing does not correctly show the required 2.0m width at the east abutment.

F5 finish shown to wingwalls conflicts with Cl 3.8.1

What is the basis for 600mm wide parapet plinths? 
Clarify provisions for relative movements between piled wingwall and free standing section of wingwall, how will parapet/noise barrier/drainage pipe accommodate this?

	 


