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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 3.7.1


	Please add that traffic management will also be required for maintenance, (ie as per AIPs for other overbridges).
	

	Cl 3.8.1


	Provide details for concrete end diaphragm.
Consider that parapet beams should be XD3, (ie cyclic wet and dry), rather than XD1.
Amend ‘AC 3z’ as an exposure class for buried concrete.

The paint system for the steelwork appears to have been downgraded from that previously stated in the 2009 AIP regarding maintenance periods. Please clarify.
Amend paint types stated for bearings and parapets, (not in accordance with Table NG 19/1).
	

	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 minimum width provided at Actons Farm O/B, and so there is no narrowing of verges at this site.
	

	Cl 5.1
	Add that the permanent bracing is to be analysed and designed for service conditions as well as construction stages, (probably requires a plane frame model, and this should be shown in Appendix D).
It is stated that out-of-plane and secondary loading effects due to the curvature of the beams will be evaluated in accordance with the SCI publication ‘Design of Curved Steel’. However it is not clear how this will be accomplished when the proposed models given in Appendix D for analysis are a ‘line beam’ and a ‘2D grillage’. Whilst the steel girders are only slightly curved in elevation and this may only have a small effect on the structural adequacy of the main members it is unclear how the present models will provide information necessary for other aspects. For example the bearings will need to have adequate allowance for the ‘spread’ of the screen wall/fill due to arch effects in addition to thermal movements; in addition what force will be exerted on the screen wall due to arch action. The ‘spread’ of the bare steelwork during construction stages also needs to be evaluated. Hence it appears that a curved plane frame model should also be provided, with a suitable spring stiffness to model the horizontal stiffness of the abutments. 
The 2009 Review requested that secondary effects of temperature, shrinkage/creep on curved beams, (with partly restrained ends) be considered in the AIP.  This has not been provided in the current AIP. The Contractor’s Response that TSC effects under the appropriate load combination will be considered in the design, and that the curvature of the beams is practically structurally insignificant does not fully address this issue. Firstly both the designer and the Cat 2 checker need to satisfy themselves that the curvature is ‘practically structurally insignificant’, and secondly there is still the need to evaluate the magnitude of ‘spread’ due to shrinkage of the rc deck, etc, and ensure this is covered in the design.
	

	Cl 5.4
	Clarify whether K* evaluation will take account of ‘spread’ of the superstructure due to its curved elevation. The formula for K* in BA 42/96 only allows for thermal displacements, (d).

	

	Cl 8.1
	Drawing title not consistent with drawing provided.
	

	Appendix A
TAS


	Omit BD 62/07 

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

	

	Appendix B


	Drawing title on cover sheet not consistent with drawing provided. 

	

	Appendix D
	See comments given at Cl 5.1 above regarding additional models 

Clarify what the transverse members represent, (end diaphragm, slab only, deck slab acting with cross bracing?)
Clarify on grillage model the proposed support system for analysis, (‘guided’ etc).
	

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

	GA Drg


	Drawing title on the drawing is not consistent with that stated on Appendix B Cover Sheet 
On Elevation A reconsider location of arrow showing ‘Cheek walls’.
On Section C the arrow for ‘6N backfill’ is pointing at the concrete abutment stem.

Ensure in design that ‘Compressible joint filler’ is sufficiently thick to accommodate contraction of superstructure, (otherwise there is a risk that the bearing plinths could be sheared off). 

On Section B a minimum dimension of 500mm is stated for access to bearings. Based on recent problems with some ESCC bridges that have suffered from cracking/spalling to plinths, ESCC would be satisfied with a minimum of 300mm clearance for inspection, maintenance and future bearing replacement. There is a compromise between what would ideally be provided for easy access and that which will provide a plinth that will not be prone to structural collapse. Maintaining reinforcement in the correct location and close to surfaces in highly stressed plinths is a problem. Note that the above is a general comment applicable to all the BHLR structures with bearings, but it needs to be considered on a bridge by bridge basis as some bridges are more prone to having bearing plinth problems, (eg those with ‘fixed‘ bearings).
	 


