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Welcome 
Kate Morse welcomed everyone and had them state their name.  The main purpose of the meeting today is the 65% design review.  Kate thanked everyone for getting in their comments before today’s meeting and for BCE to put together the comments and the responses to the comments.
65% Design Review Comments Discussion

Kate noted that some of the reviewers were missing from today’s meeting and it was decided to have the reviewers who were present to go over their comments with the team.  The discussion about the weir and some of the hydrology comments and questions would be deferred to the follow-up meeting on Wednesday, September 25.

Kate stated that for the design the discussion will go by reviewer.  Not every comment needs to be discussed, e.g., will comply, etc., but if there is a comment that is more important or may have an impact to the design, she asked the reviewer to go directly to that comment for discussion by the group.

Once the team gets through the design comments, we will move on to the review of the specifications.  

Gillian O’Doherty with Alaska Fish and Game is not able to be on the call today.  So, the discussion about hydrology, fish passage, and fish habitat features will happen at the follow-up meeting scheduled for Wednesday, September 25, at 1:30 p.m. 

Kate asked Artem Rupport from ADOT&PF to start with his comments.

Artem stated that most of his comments were suggestions on how to best organize for the contractor and for the inspector in the field so they are not doing unnecessary work.

PLANS

Sheet G-001 (See red-lined Sheet)

1. Suggest labeling Airport, all 3 culvert approximate Mileposts on Copper River Highway (S)

RESPONSE:  We’ll comply. ADOT&PF please provide Mileposts information
2. Add labels to show direction to Cordova and Copper River (S)

RESPONSE:  We’ll provide.

3. Suggest adding table listing Mileposts and other identifiers such as station as on C-100 (S)

RESPONSE:  We’ll provide. ADOT&PF please provide Mileposts information.

DISCUSSION:  ADOT has latitude and longitude information for the mileposts and can provide them to the design team.

FOLLOW-UP ITEM

· Artem will send lat/long of mileposts.  Also email file from Google Earth.
4. Clarifying description as noted (maybe move it to general notes to another sheet? (S)

RESPONSE:  To be determined--subject for discussion.

5. Add several lines with general summary info such as length of grade raise, width of roadway, length of project, daily traffic volume (and anything else relevant to project summary (C)

RESPONSE:  Please note that this project is for stream restoration, not highway design.  

DISCUSSION:  Artem went to page 2 of the Meeting Handout No. 1 and had a comment about the clearing zone and roadside safety.  ADOT&PF will typically replace a culvert with same size culvert.  By going with a large culvert, safety hazards are introduced.  Traffic guys at DOT to confirm, but to mitigate these hazards, we either need to install a guardrail, which is not desirable for maintenance, as it’s an extra facility to maintain. Or, we will need to modify the typical section for the culvert, which would likely result in a longer pipe.  
This roadway section has a travel speed of 55 mph.  According to the clear zone guidance of the Alaska Highway Construction Manual, for traffic volumes under 750, we need to have at least 12’ of 6 to 1 flatter slopes on both sides.  That’s from edge of a traveled way.  Since a typical section is 16-foot lane, we can consider the driving lane is 12’ wide with a shoulder of 4’.  Therefore, we need 8’ of 6 to 1 slopes.

Tanya Bratslavsky from BCE responded that this might be very difficult because our stream is right next to the road.  If we begin to build some long banks it’s going to affect the drainage area, our streams, and pipes.  We’d have to push the existing habitat away from the roadway, which will be complicated.  No one was able to confirm until now that the roadway speed is 55 mph.  For the design, the speed was assumed to be  40 mph. 

Artem stated that’s what he was told by the DOT Superintendent.  He can verify.  If it’s 40 mph design speed, then we can get away with only 3’ to 4’ of 6 to 1 slopes.
It was determined that with the height of the culvert from the thalweg to the embankment being approximately 9’ to 10’, and the recommended 6 to 1 slopes, it would be 8’, if completely flat, or 16’ of slope on each side. 
Tanya commented that maybe a guardrail would work.  Otherwise the change would affect the hydrology and design, the H&H would have to be revised.
Artem responded that while typically a guardrail is not desirable because it’s another maintenance item, it may be a compromised solution.  The guardrail can mitigate for safety.

Jeff Stutzke commented that ADOT&PF can take a look at the criteria that was established for the project at Goose Meadows.  They had a fairly large pipe for that project.  Not sure if it will be apples to apples, but it had a pretty good skew on it.

Action Items:

· ADOT&PF (Artem) - confirm the speed limit of the roadway in the project area. 

· ADPT&PF (Jeff) - to review design criteria used in Goose Meadows project for input into this design project.

· Design Team:  determine if we are able to justify a design for a speed limit less than 55 mph.

· Group - further discussion about designing for guardrails vs. longer slopes within the project area.

6. Sheet missing G-004 is missing in Drawing Index-delete or add.  (C)
RESPONSE:  To be modified.
Sheet G-002 (See red-lined Sheet)

7. Item 201(1) by SY. Better to wrap it up into item 201(3B) Clearing and Grubbing by LS. One less thing to inspect in field-and it has been recent practice at DOT for smaller projects. Add table of lump sum estimated quantities on this sheet-and list approximate clearing square yardage at each site, not just total sum of 2940 SY (C).

RESPONSE:  To be considered.

DISCUSSION:  George Uligan from BCE asked about the estimate of quantities table.  Do they need to be split per site, or can we combine them?
Tanya explained that in our table we combined the quantities where the three sites are listed.  The materials and bid items are the same.  We just entered different quantities (for each culvert).  The suggestion was to split it up and have it on separate lines.  If we do that, our table will probably take 3/4 of a sheet because it’s going to be a very large table with bid items and quantities. How critical is it that we split up the items?

Artem responded that it’s not critical for ADOT.  In their opinion, it makes things cleaner.  The recommendation is to make a lump sum pay item for each location.  And make all excavation and culvert removal subsidiary at that location to culvert pay item.  It has been ADOT’s recent practice and it makes things easier and less confusing for the contractor.  It can bid either way.

Heather thinks it’s a great idea.  Because having the inspector try to keep track of excavation is not feasible.

Tanya noted that this helps smaller contractors to bid these projects.  Most likely smaller contractors will bid on this project.  

Heather stated that we can have estimate of quantities that doesn’t have to match the bid schedule.  That’s another way to do it.  We can leave the estimate of quantities on here, but on the bid schedule we just make it subsidiary.  We can have the estimate of quantities and make the entire project lump sum for that matter.  

It comes down to pay items and someone must keep track of all pay items.  Figure out what’s feasible.

ACTION ITEM

· BCE will review the estimate of quantities per suggestions from ADOT.
8. Item 202(4) Removal of culvert pipe by LF. Cost to remove at each location may be different (1 item listed only) and it is one more item to inspect for construction personnel. Cleaner is deleting this pay item and making removal subsidiary (in specs and general/culvert notes) to individual culvert item itself at each location (see below-also recommending to create an individual pay item for pipe at each location)- (C).

RESPONSE:  We’ll consider this comment.  
ACTION ITEM

· We’ll make item 202(4) Removal of culvert pipe to be subsidiary to Item 602(2) Structural Plate Aluminum Box Culvert
9. Item 602(2)-recommend including thickness of aluminum pipe into name (e.g. 0.150 inches as was used on DOT Denali Hwy pipe at MP 131.5 similar-sized/type pipe in 2017). Also it would be better to have a separate pay item for each location to make figuring out pay progress payments easier as work progresses (and because I recommend to make excavation subsidiary to each culvert item), as follows (e.g.): 602(2)-1 “Structural Plate Aluminum Box Culvert 16’-6” Span x 6’8” Rise W/solid invert, 0.150” thick at COP-43” by LF. Also have 602(2)-2 and 602(2)-3 for COP-44 & COP-45 respectively- (C)

RESPONSE:  We’ll provide the pipe thickness.

10. Items 203(6)-Borrow and 301(3) ASC E-1: in table show separate quantity for site COP43 and one combined for COP 44 &45 since they are next to each other and have continuous layer spanning both culverts. Also, if project is going to have scales at material site(s), it is more efficient to use item 301(3), Aggregate Surface Course, Grading E-1 by Ton and avoid field calculations but track quantities on tickets-inspector will take tickets in field-otherwise not clear how to measure (survey before and after?-unnecessary step)-(C).

RESPONSE:  We’ll change “Units” to “Tons”.

11. Use item 301(3) Aggregate Surface Course, Grading E-1 (not base Course) (S).

RESPONSE:  We’ll modify.

12. Item 630(1) Geotextile, Separation by SY should be actually 630(100) Geotextile, Reinforcement, Type II. (?) or indicate where geotextile, separation is used-(C).

RESPONSE:  We’ll clarify.
ACTION ITEM

· BCE will change Separation to Reinforcement, Type 2
13. Consider adding pay item 631(2) Geotextile, Erosion Control by SY for placement under riprap as recommended by DOT Geotechnical and Hydraulics Engineers(C).

RESPONSE:  This will be considered.

14. Add item 613(2) Culvert Marker, by each, 6 total (3 pipes @ inlet + outlet).-(S).

RESPONSE:  We’ll provide.

15. Add item 642(3) Three Person survey party by Contingent Sum (CS) or by hour for unexpected survey needs to assist project engineer in field if/when necessary by directive (S).

RESPONSE:  This will be considered.
16. Add pay item 643(25) Traffic Control by Contingent Sum- (S).

RESPONSE:  We’ll consider.
17. Add item 640(4) Worker Meals and Lodging, or per diem by LS (State law/Dept. of Labor). (R)

RESPONSE:  We’ll consider.

18. Add pay item 643(23) Traffic Price Adjustment by CS-to provide incentive to contractor to handle traffic in a manner acceptable and give tool to Project Engineer to manage traffic & safety (S).

RESPONSE:  We’ll consider.

19. Recommend deleting item 203(3) Excavation by CY-it encourages contractor to excavate more than necessary to get paid (and take responsibility to doing it in a safe manner). Unnecessary and time-consuming task in field to measure volume of excavation. Suggest marking Unclassified Excavation subsidiary to each culvert item (in specs and General or Culvert notes). Add verbiage to culvert notes: “Culvert Trench excavation, backfill above embedment material, and compaction for culvert installation will not be measured for payment and is subsidiary to the corresponding individual 602(1) culvert item at each location”. If taking this route-add approximate height of embankment at each proposed culvert location in notes. (S)
RESPONSE:  We’ll consider this suggestion.  
20. Option to add pay item 204(107) Embedment Material-this material will be used for foundation and extend to above 1 ft. above bottom of pipe. Add note “Width of bedding and backfill shall extend minimum 18’ each side from the culvert outside diameter”. For this work it is easier to use Borrow-Selected Material, Type A (already existing item in project but won’t be measured for payment here-indicated item Borrow Select Fill Material, Type F does not exist in Table 703-9 in referenced 2017 DOT standard specs 703-2.09 in provided Special provisions.-in Special provisions is noted I see –and takes an extra effort to screen and produce-is it worth it?- especially given tight project timelines). I attach verbiage used in special provision for embedment material.-(C).

RESPONSE:  Please clarify 18 feet or 18 inches. Type F backfill was recommended by the Geotech, and this material is different from Type A. 

DISCUSSION:  Per Artem, it’s a typo.  It should be 18 inches

21. Add verbiage “Re-use existing excavated embankment material meeting Selected Material, Type B (or C?) or better; any new imported material shall be Selected Material, Type A”.- (C)
RESPONSE:  We’ll comply. 
22. Delete items 204(1) Borrow Select Fill Type B and F. Item 203(5) Borrow Select Fill Material, Type A by CY shall be also deleted (also non-DOT standard item names). Instead recommend using item 203(6) Borrow by Ton (will point to use Selected Material, Type A per 703-2.07-1). Otherwise difficult to measure in field and serves no clear purpose. “C

RESPONSE:  We’ll consider. 

DISCUSSION:  Artem stated that we normally don’t produce special materials for bedding for pipe.  We just use material that already exists in the project.  Borrow of Type A, 2” minus material will be okay, according to the hydrology staff, Jeff and Luke.  If you think that sub-base Type F is a better material, by all means we’ll be okay with that.  It just makes it a little bit more difficult to produce material and to place it and to track it.  

Structure of the project, we had embedment material specifications by lump sum, you specify what materials to you, this way you don’t need to measure how much to displace, call a place for, just watch compaction, and that’s it.  One of my suggestions.

Per Heather, change the borrow type back to Borrow Type A if that’s okay with DOT?

Per Tanya, we looked at Type A material.  The gradation analysis is very similar to Type F Material recommended by our Geotech consultant.  So, we don’t have a problem switching to Type A.

ACTION ITEM

· Per Heather, let’s do that.  I agree with adding sub-pay item to project.  We usually have that, like the projects in Kodiak.  

23. Estimate of Quantities (EOQ) shall have rows containing item name AND ONLY ONE quantity given. Thus, quantity distribution of pay items shall be given in a separate table elsewhere (this sheet or others) and sum of these shall total those listed in EOQ- (S)
RESPONSE:  We’ll consider.
DISCUSSION:  -Same action as comment no. 7.
ACTION ITEM

· BCE will revise estimate of quantities table on the same page incorporating the suggestions from ADOT.

24. Several suggestions to change general notes (see attachment redlines). Wrong project name in title box- (S)
RESPONSE:  We’ll consider.

25. Recommend adding verbiage in General notes “Any dewatering for culvert installation is subsidiary to 672(1) Stream Diversion & Dewatering” pay item. It shall comply with the State of Alaska Department of Environmental Conservation (DEC)-required permit that contractor is required to obtain”. Or adding to specifications “General Requirements”- (C).

RESPONSE:  We’ll modify.

26. Consider adding pay item 646(1) CPM scheduling by Lump Sum if concerned with timely completion of permits and construction administration. Normally it does not add much additional cost and contractor is doing it internally anyway – (S).

RESPONSE:  We’ll consider. However, small local contractors (who bid these jobs) often don’t do a good job with CPM scheduling. This condition might eliminate a number of small contractors from the bidding process.

27. DOT recommends having SWPPP specifications and following pay items added due to environmental sensitivity of work locations (even if area is less than 1 acre): (R)
- 641(1) Erosion, Sediment and Pollution Control (by Lump Sum)

- 641(3) Temporary Erosion, Sediment and Pollution Control (by Lump Sum)

-  6 41(4) Temporary Erosion, Sediment and Pollution Control Additives (by Contingent Sum)

- 641(5) Temporary Erosion, Sediment and Pollution Control by Directive (by Contingent Sum)

- 641(6) Withholding (by Contingent Sum)

- 641(7) SWPPP Manager (by Lump Sum)

RESPONSE:  We’ll consider.

DISCUSSION:  Per Artem, recommend that the contractor have a storm water prevention plan pay item in the project because it’s such a sensitive area.

28. Consider 644 pay items: 644(1) Field Office by L.S. (includes office and mobile internet) and 644(2) Field Laboratory by L.S. and 644(6) Vehicles by L.S. (and specifications). Would project use technician with nuclear gauge who will check compaction. DOT normally has item 644(15) Nuclear Testing Equipment Storage Shed by each.  (S).

RESPONSE:  We’ll consider this suggestion
29. Consult with DOT M&O in Cordova (Robbie Matson) if they want 642(1) Calcium Chloride placed on final wearing coarse Aggregate base Course, Grading E-1. If yes, at what rate? –(R).

RESPONSE:  We’ll coordinate.

DISCUSSION:  Artem confirmed with Robbie that we don’t have calcium chloride on that section of the road.  So, we don’t need to place it.  We also don’t need any sulfides and salt.
Sheet G-003 (See red-lined Sheet)

30. Backfill Cross Section: No reason to use clean gravel for silt fence support. Could be any material- (S). 
RESPONSE:  We’ll modify.

Sheet V-100, V-101 and V-102 (See red-lined Sheet)

31. Wrong Title for project- (R)
RESPONSE:  We’ll change it.

32. Unclear why these sheets are included into plan set. If included into plan set, use “NOT FOR CONSTRUCTION” STAMP. Otherwise it can be included into Supplemental material available to Bidders  (S).

RESPONSE:  These sheets provide project control points information and locations, which is why they were included.   

Sheet C-100 (See also red-lined Sheet)

33. Suggest including culvert skew values information (if any) at each pipe location- (S).

RESPONSE:  Because the drawings show four (4) control points for each pipe, skew angle information will be redundant and may create unnecessary mistakes and confusion.

DISCUSSION:  Same discussion in Comment No. 50.

34. Would be helpful to show value cover over pipe as drawn with proposed grade raises- (S).

RESPONSE:  Please confirm that this comment is asking about the soil cover over the pipe?

35. Recommend listing quantities (E-1, borrow) separately over Grade Raise Area 1 (COP 43) and Grade Raise Area 2 (COP 44 & 45) somewhere. List length of these areas on this sheet or elsewhere- (S).

RESPONSE:  We’ll consider.
DISCUSSION:  Artem commented on the length of the grade raise.  He asked if we do not make it a continuous grade raise that would cover all three culverts, then we would ask to make it longer because we are concerned that our graders would spread materials too much and we would move the gravel that covers the pipes.  We need to make the grade raise more gradual.   Change first grade raise from 550’ to about 800’; second one from 680’ to 1,000 linear feet.  However, our preference is to make it continuous grade raise.

Per Artem, Jeff had a comment that it might not desirable to have the culvert higher than the road elevation like in the middle interval.

Jeff commented that we noticed that it appeared in the profile that the Cop 43 was at the same elevation or even higher than the road elevation.  Something we thought you should look at because that could be a problem.  We’ll probably get to my comment on that as we go on through the review.

36. Why can’t we have the most cover/highest curve point directly over the pipe? If cover for HL-93 is 1.4 to 4 ft, we’d like to have at least 2.5 ft over pipe at Centerline. At hinge points we’d like to have more than minimum 1.4 ft cover. Grading and erosion can further reduce gravel cover –  (S).

RESPONSE:  Minimum cover over the pipes is 2 ft in the design.  Minimum cover of 1.4 ft is included for information only.
DISCUSSION:  Same discussion in Comment No. 35 & 58.

ACTION ITEM

· Heather stated that we will get rid of 1.4 to avoid confusion.  Jeff agreed.
37. We are concerned that currently 584-ft long section with 3-curves (VC) over COP 43 from 1+72 to 7+56 may not be long enough and routine grading activities might reduce cover over time causing potential pipe damage. Recommend lengthen E-1 cover placement to 800’, say from 0+00 to 8+00.  (S). That would increase K-values that seems low now and make grade raise more gradual. To be verified with Cordova M&O (Robbie Matson).

RESPONSE:  We’ll consider accommodating this comment. This may be necessary for the 55 MPH speed. The cost of the project will be affected.
DISCUSSION:  Same discussion in Comment No. 35 & 58.

38. We are concerned that currently 679-ft long section with 4-curves (VC) over COP 44 and COP 45 from 11+99 to 18+78 may not be long enough and grading activities might reduce cover causing potential pipe damage. Recommend lengthen E-1 cover placement to 1000’, say from sta. 10+00 to 20+00. (C). That would increase K-values that seems low now and make grade raise more gradual. To be verified with Cordova M&O (Robbie Matson).

RESPONSE:  We’ll consider accommodating this comment.  However, the original direction (from ADOT&PF) was not to raise the road. 
DISCUSSION:  Same discussion in comment No. 35 & 58. 
39. Is this road interval in normal crown section or it is super-elevated in sections?

RESPONSE:  Crowned section.  Please refer to typical road section on sheet C-101.
40. Consider combining grade raise areas from station 0+00 to 20+00 in one continuous interval.  (S).

RESPONSE:  This will be considered / discussed.
DISCUSSION:  Same discussion in comment 35 & 58.
41. Add Distance to The Airport (on left) and Copper River (on right)- (S). 

RESPONSE:  We’ll comply.  ADOT&PF please provide correct distances.

Sheet C-101 (See also red-lined Sheet)

42. Roadway note 1-rephrase to read “Road Grades and alignments, as shown on plans, may be subject to minor revisions as/when directed by the Engineer”-  (S)
RESPONSE:  We’ll modify.  Please clarify if you are referring to an ADOT Engineer or FWS Engineer?
DISCUSSION:  Artem stated that he meant person who acts as owner’s representative in the field.  The owner would be F&WS.  Somebody in the field who can make minor adjustments.  Definitely not an ADOT engineer.
Heather stated that it should be whoever administers the contract.  So, it’s Kate, since the Copper River Watershed Project will be administering the contract.  Kate can consult with whoever she needs to consult with--it could be the construction inspector or whoever has the expertise.
ACTON ITEM

· In Special Conditions have a definition of who the engineer is for the contractor’s reference.

43. Typical culvert section “existing embankment” is better; Spell out full official item name to match EOQ list – (S).

RESPONSE:  We’ll comply.

44. Typical Culvert Section-see redlines-show details (slopes) for substrate inside pipe

RESPONSE:  Stream section will be modified.

45. Add/modify several labels as suggested- (S).

RESPONSE:  We’ll comply.

46. DOT had used requirement for min 2:1 excavation slope; 1:1 slope may not be safe, and not meet OSHA requirements. However, 1:1 excavation slopes may be Ok for relatively shallow digouts. – (S).

RESPONSE:  Please refer to general note no. 9 on sheet G-002.  Requiring a shallower slope of a temporary excavation may drive the project costs up.
47. Add note to point out reinforcing rib and haunch- (S).

RESPONSE:  We will provide a note that reinforcement must meet the criteria and certification by the manufacturer.

48. All material layer name revisions are as described/proposed for Sheet G-002 (EOQ). 

RESPONSE:  We’ll clarify.

Sheet C-200 to C-202 (See also red-lined Sheet).

49. In table: list plate thickness-suggest using 0.150 inches; for reinforcing rib-use “per manufacturer recommendations” – (S)
RESPONSE:  We’ll clarify
50. May want to add any culvert notes, list skew and H&H Hydro data etc.; Show arrow to indicate direction of flow. It should be clear at a glance what flow direction is- (S).

RESPONSE:  Because the drawing shows four (4) control points for each pipe, skew angle information may be redundant and may create unnecessary mistakes and confusion. We’ll indicate the flow direction on the drawings.

DISCUSSION:  Tanya mentioned the question about the skew angle.  There are four control points for each pipe, which pretty much sets the location in stone.  Because of that, we feel that if we put the skew angle, and it’s a little bit off, we are either going to have a conflict between the control points and other information. 

Artem stated that in the field it will be helpful to have approximate skew is such and such.  But please install exactly as indicated by lat and long.  

ACTION ITEM

· BCE to add a note like that.

51. Legend: make linetype solid for new culvert (DOT convention) while existing culvert is dash line-  (S). 

RESPONSE:  We’ll modify.
Sheet C-400 to C-402(See also red-lined Sheet)  (TO BE DISCUSSED ON 9/25)
52. Unclear what thickness of riprap needs to be at collar & weir. 2ft? (R)
RESPONSE:  We’ll clarify as 2 ft.
53. Consider adding layer of 631(2) Geotextile, Erosion Control, Class I under riprap.-(R)
RESPONSE:  We’ll consider.

54. Adjust labels for Bedding type of material (suggested above to use Aggregate Surface Course, grading E-1”-  (S)
RESPONSE:  We’ll clarify.
55. Not clear what VAP concept is (Vertical Adjustment Potential). Maybe clarify significance of it in Notes?- (S)
RESPONSE:  BCE is considering removing this information from construction drawings.

DISCUSSION:  Tanya stated that she assumes everyone has looked at the design team’s response to the comments and no one has any concerns.  For example, the VAP line, 

Artem responded by asking if it needs to be there.  Because it’s kind of confusing.  

Tanya responded that the contractor won’t know what those mean.  Heather stated that she’s fine with removing those.  They’re on the H&H report.

ACTION ITEM

· BCE to remove VAP lines.

56. Non-recoverable slopes 2:1. Had the RSAP analysis been done for roadside safety (culvert ends)? Possible modification may include “barn roof design” would be combined 6:1 and 2:1 slope; or 6:1, 3:1 and 2:1 on RT & LT to ensure “clear zone” is met for certain MPH road design and road type. -(R)
RESPONSE:  This work is performed on the existing road with the existing culvert. The culvert construction is being improved and the road design is not being changed much.  This project involves stream restoration work, therefore additional information is not considered critical.
DISCUSSION:  Same discussion in comment No. 5.
57. Recommend noting cover above culvert at road centerline & elevation of culvert at C/L on approved profile- (C)
RESPONSE:  This information will be provided
58. AT both RT & LT hinge points (16’ from road Centerline) indicate thickness of cover over top of culvert. We do not want it to be minimum value (1.4 ft) there, recommend getting it closer to 2’, (C).

RESPONSE:  1.4 ft minimum is the manufacturer’s minimum; 2 ft minimum was used in the design.

DISCUSSION:  Artem stated that the road hinges are more than two feet over the culvert.  Road material is graded and there is a possibility of damage to the pipe on road edges.  Centerline of the culvert is closer to 2-1/2’.

Heather stated that we would update the drawings for the suggested K values and radius there and compare them to what is required to raise the whole road for the entire length of the three projects and get a cost of what the difference would be in fill material.  

Tanya stated that the designer discussed raising the road, could make curve less pronounced so the graders would not affect the pipe covers.  If we raise whole area, we are back to backfilling habitat.  Our H&H consultant was concerned about the area to the north of the road.  So, he suggested to move the road to the south, which is a different design.

Artem commented that he hadn’t been there in a long time.  Difficult to visualize.  

Tanya stated that the stream is right next to the embankment right now.

ACTION ITEM

· Design team to change the curves and covers so we meet DOT requirements on it.

· Heather stated that we will get rid of 1.4 to avoid confusion.  Jeff agreed.-
59. Other suggestions as noted- (S).

RESPONSE:  BCE will clarify.

Sheet C-500

60. Section B: better label is “Embankment fill” (than road fill)- (S)
RESPONSE:  BCE will clarify.

GENERAL DISCUSSION
Recycle or Disposal of old Culverts

Artem commented that when the existing culvert is excavated, and if it’s in fairly good shape, DOT may want to have it.  Have the contractor deliver it to maintenance yard, make it subsidiary to other pay items.  That’s a standard practice for DOT.  They re-use culverts in decent shape.

Tanya stated that they did not look in decent shape.  Can someone from ADOT evaluate them?

Heather stated that we put it in the specs that DOT has the option to view the culvert.

Artem stated that DOT may decide that they can use the culvert and the local DOT guy can make the decision.

Kate asked if we should ask Robbie about that before we go out to bid.  So, we have an answer about whether or not he wants to see the pipes to determine if the contractor will transport the pipe to the maintenance yard or if he will dispose of it.  One of the pipes was done in 2012.  So, one pipe is not too old.  

Tanya, right so it can be included in the bid.

ACTION ITEM

· Ask Robbie if he is interested in viewing the pipes as they are excavated to decide if they will go to the ADOT maintenance yard to be re-purposed or if they will be disposed of by the contractor.

Road Closure

Artem commented that because aluminum pipe is light, in the past, they just dug out a trench, used a crane to lay pipe in the trench then covered it up.  Only needed 1-1/2 days to do the work.  He provided sample verbiage that was used for the project on the Denali Highway about two years ago for the team’s use.  He talked to his bosses, DOT doesn’t think it’s possible to close the road for 30 days, as indicated in the specification.

Heather commented that a 30-day closure was not the intent.  We would provide a detour.  She likes the idea of short road closures for each project, if DOT is amenable to that.

Artem responded that should work, as long as the public is notified ahead of time.  Road is so narrow there.

Heather asked if they had experience with construction with a multi-plex culvert?

Jeff commented that it depends on the contractor, which leads to one of his comments about a staging area.  Depends on how far away that is.  He has seen the contractor assemble the structural pipe beforehand, get it all together.  The pipe isn’t terribly long.  The contractor would want to put it together and then drop it in the trench assembled.

Heather responded that her understanding is if you have to connect two separate pieces--backfilling and loading one half of the pipe, it can be really difficult to get bolts to align for second half.

Jeff agreed that that situation could be problematic.

Heather, if we’re okay with a 36-hour closure for each site, that would be the way to go.

ACTION ITEM

· Update plans and specs to show 36-hour road closures.

Ferry Service to Cordova

Artem commented that the ferry service is suspended until May of 2020.  So, no ferry to Cordova for the next 8 months.

Heather responded that that is good to know.  

Kate called on the meeting participants by name to see if they had any questions or comments.  Since no one had any other questions or comments about the design drawings, the meeting moved into a discussion of the specifications for the project.

Jeff stated that this meeting may not answer all the comments, so the design team can email ADOT staff for clarification or for more information at any time.
Project review August 2019 by Steve McGroarty (TO BE DISCUSSED ON 9/25)
Since Steve was not able to attend today’s meeting, his comments will be discussed in the September 25th meeting.
Artem was able to discuss a few of the more general comments or questions.  

PLANS

61. General Comment – Plans are not clear.  Plan Sheet material fill-design or legend for Weir Substrate, Culvert Substrate and Riprap are very similar and could be confusing to a contractor.

RESPONSE: Will be considered 
Sheet G-002:

62. Estimate of Quantities – 

a. DOT&PF plan sets typically just list a single pay item for Borrow; whether it needs to be Selected Material, Type A or Selected Material, Type B is controlled by the typical sections.

RESPONSE:  Will be clarified
b. “Borrow Select Fill Material, Type F” is not a standard Alaska DOT&PF material type; this should be “Subbase, Grading F”.

RESPONSE:  Select Fill Material Type F was taken from Geotech Report.  We will coordinate with ADOT&PF standards.

c. “Geotextile, Separation” should not be used on the project.  There will be two types of geotextile used on the project and both should be listed in the Estimate of Quantities.  The geotextile layers used in the foundation under the box culverts should be “Geotextile, Reinforcement – Type 2”.  There should also be geotextile under the riprap; this should be “Geotextile, Erosion Control”.

RESPONSE:  We’ll consider Geotextile Separation to Reinforcement. However, geotextile fabric under the riprap may need further discussion.

DISCUSSION:  Since Steve was not able to make the 9/17 meeting, and it would be good for Steve to be in the discussion, the team decided to defer the discussion of Steve’s comments to the 9/25 meeting.

63. General Notes – 

a. Note 8 should be revised to comply with DOT&PF specification for fill maximum lift-thickness.  Section 204-3.01 CONSTRUCTION REQUIREMENTS (STRUCTURE EXCAVATION FOR CONDUITS AND MINOR STRUCTURES) limits culvert bedding and backfill lifts to a maximum thickness of 6 inches.  Section 203-3.03 EMBANKMENT CONSTRUCTION limits embankment fill lefts to a maximum of 8 inches

RESPONSE:  We’ll coordinate.

Sheet C-101:

64. If it has not already been done, I suggest the profile be checked to make sure it complies with sight-distance requirements.

RESPONSE:  The sight distance requirements satisfy the 30 MPH design speed.

Sheet C-101:

65. Typical Culvert Section – 

a. Standard Alaska DOT&PF material types should be used:

i. “Select Fill Material, Type A” should be “Selected Material, Type A”.  The thickness of the Selected Material, Type A should be shown on the typical section.

ii. “Select Fill Material, Type B” should be “Selected Material, Type B”.

iii. “Select Fill Material Type F” should be “Subbase, Grading F”.

iv. “Geotextile Type 2” should be “Geotextile, Reinforcement – Type 2”.

v. “6” E-1 Gravel” should be “Aggregate Surface Course, Grading E-1”.  The dimension should be shown on the typical section.

RESPONSE:  We’ll coordinate with ADOT&PF material types.

b. It is unclear what the “Existing Road” arrow is trying to indicate.

RESPONSE:  The arrow Existing road is the existing road embankment.
c. Horizontal dimension of culvert backfill should be shown on the typical section.  It is unclear whether the vertical 1-foot thick Subbase, Grading F culvert bedding can be placed as shown on the typical section.

RESPONSE:  We’ll clarify the dimensions.

d. Note 1 – states “Excavated material may be used for Fill Material, Type A as approved by the Engineer.” The geotechnical drilling suggests that the existing road embankment may meet the requirements of Selected Material, Type A; however, the culvert excavation will extend into the foundation soils which are less likely to meet the requirements of Selected Material, Type A or possibly Type B.  I suggest that Note 1 be replaced with: “Where Selected Material, Type B is specified on the typical sections Unclassified Excavation of the existing embankment may be used provided the materials meet Selected Material, Type C requirements.”  The project should consider what the contractor will need to do with excavated material that cannot be used as Selected Material, Type B.

RESPONSE:  We’ll coordinate with ADOT&PF standards.

e. Notes on Stream and Culvert Substrate Material do not provide clear guidance on how the material should or should not be placed.  Note 5 requires the placement of rocks in the channel by hand – does this mean “all rocks” or “some rocks”?  Suggest working with the Hydraulics Section on revisions to these notes.  Recommend inclusion of a note that requires placement of substrate to be accomplished in a manner that does not damage the bottom of the box culvert.

RESPONSE:  We’ll add notes to clarify.
66. Typical Road Section – 

a. Standard Alaska DOT&PF material types should be used:

i. “Select Fill Material, Type A” should be “Selected Material, Type A”.  

ii. “6” E-1 Gravel” should be “Aggregate Surface Course, Grading E-1”.  The dimension should be shown on the typical section.

RESPONSE:  We’ll coordinate with ADOT&PF standards.

67. Roadway Notes – Note # 5:

a. Note 5 – states “Excavated material from culvert installation may be used for Select material, Type A Fill if approved by the Engineer.” The geotechnical drilling suggests that the existing road embankment may meet the requirements of Selected Material, Type A; however, the culvert excavation will extend into the foundation soils which are less likely to meet the requirements of Selected Material, Type A or possibly Type B.  I suggest that Note 5 be replaced with: “Where Selected Material, Type B is specified on the typical sections Unclassified Excavation may be used provided the materials meet Selected Material, Type C requirements.”  The project should consider what the contractor will need to do with excavated material that cannot be used as Selected Material, Type B.

RESPONSE:  We’ll clarify.

68. Typical Collar Riprap Detail 
a. Geotextile, Erosion Control should be placed between embankment fill and riprap and also between the waterway bank and riprap.

RESPONSE:  This may need further discussion

b. 3 feet of riprap seems significantly less than is typically included in projects; recommend the designer work with the Hydraulics Section on this issue.

RESPONSE:  We will work with ADOT&PF personnel to coordinate
Sheets C-200, C-201, and C-202:

69. Box Culvert Table indicates the minimum cover thickness is 1.4 feet.  This conflicts with the information on the Typical Culvert section on Sheet C-101, which indicates a minimum cover thickness of 2.0 feet.  Recommend review of the Plan Set and Specifications for consistency.

RESPONSE:  The Box Culvert Table indicating 1.4 ft. minimum cover is the manufacturer’s minimum cover while the 2 ft minimum was used in the design as the minimum cover for road construction.
DISCUSSION:   Discussed in comment No. 36.
70. Legend – The symbol for Culvert, Stream and Weir Substrate is the same.  “Culvert Substrate” is defined by the gradations in Table 1 and Table 2 on Sheet C-101; however, I did not see any mention that Channel Substrate and Weir Substrate have the same gradations or requirements.  Suggest clarification of this.

RESPONSE:  We’ll update legend.

Sheets C-400, C-401, and C-402:

71. Standard Alaska DOT&PF material types should be used:

a.  “Type F Culvert Bedding” should be “Subbase, Grading F”.

b. “Geotextile Type 2” should be “Geotextile, Reinforcement – Type 2”.

RESPONSE:  We’ll coordinate with ADOT&PF.

The rest of Steve’s comments will be addressed at the September 25th meeting.
Project review August 2019 by Gillian O’Doherty and Megan Marie, 
Alaska Department of Fish & Game 
Since most of Gillian’s comments pertain to the embankment and other similar items, her comments will be discussed in the September 25th meeting.

PLANS

General Design Comments:

72. Please include the ADF&G culvert numbers on plans and other project documents. 

RESPONSE:  We’ll provide this information.
73. The 3-ft wide low flow channel is shown on the drawings but bankfull/OHW is unclear on plan view drawings.  What is the channel expected to look like at normal and high flows? What is the relationship between the typical flows (4-5 cfs?) and the existing conditions outside of the road influence?

RESPONSE:  We’ll provide bankfull lines.  H&H consultant (HDR) will address the relationship between flows and the existing conditions outside of the road influence.

74. Based on C-2xx and C-5xx the proposed bankfull width is 13 ft.   Was the surveyed bank full width the active channel or an older uplifted relic channel?  The H&H lists OHW widths of 14, 18, and 20 feet and bankfull of 18, 19, and 25 feet for the proposed structures but bankfull on the plan set is 13 feet for all three crossings and OHW is not referenced.  The reference reaches appear fairly close to the road and may be affected by the roadway and undersized culverts.  Difficult to determine what the reference reach dimensions are from the field notes in the H&H.  Additional clarification on channel width measurements and reference reach dimensions is needed. 

RESPONSE:  Because of the flooded and backwatered situation with all the three (3) pipes, it is difficult sometimes to identify the bankfull and OHW as continues lines. Obviously, they will be wider for pools (up to 30 ft) and narrower for riffle (9-16 ft) sections. Also, Beaver dams create wider pools and backwater sections, which were not considered in sizing the pipes.

75. C-2xx and C-5xx show veg mat within the bankfull channel all the way up to the low flow channels.  Please clarify why this was proposed.  Seems like an odd application and downstream it is sandwiched between the culvert inlet/outlet aprons and the grade control weirs.  Why are no banks constructed on COP-44 and-45 outside of the culvert?

RESPONSE:  Vegetative mat is now proposed will be deleted. Bank construction doesn’t appear feasible in backwatered and/or flooded channels/streams.

76. The H&H proposes a low flow channel depth of 12in. and the plans indicate a 6 inch depth.  We have significant concerns about the constructability and stability of the proposed shallow and poorly defined low-flow channel, especially given the flat profile of the remainder of the channel out to bankfull width.  These types of channels are prone to filling in with gravel and fine sediment over time, even in low bedload systems.  Given the plans to backwater the pipes, this increases the concern for low flow channels filling in and we would prefer to see more defined banks to maintain the low flow channel on a receding hydrograph after higher flows. 

RESPONSE:  The low flow depth in final H&H report of 6” is shown in Table 6 and design sketches. The calculated low flow (Q2) design flows for in these channels are very low, but still is higher than what was measured by Franklin (FWS). These are small streams in wide channels with very low velocities; they are going through marshy terrain. Possibility of high bedload is unlikely unless the Saddlebag river drops large amount of flood waters. Then the ADOT&PF road maintenance staff would have to clean the pipes.

77. Surveyed long profiles seem to be too short to capture enough information for properly constructed upper and lower VAP lines.  Given how undersized the culverts are, significant impacts could be expected close to the road.  Difficult to review the profiles in C-400/401/402 without a longer view. 

RESPONSE:  Longer view of the upper and lower VAP lines has been provided on the H&H design sketches. Existing small pipe culverts (36” dia. and 48” arch) haven’t caused road closures or flooding. Proposed 16 ft. box culverts are believed to be able to handle the expected flows summarized in the H&H report. Moreover, if flooding occurs, flood flows can also go to the existing pipes at COP 42 & COP 46, which should help handle flood waters.

78. Still have some remaining concerns about the stability of the proposed weirs and concerns that they will trap sediment in the wide and shallow channels upstream. 

RESPONSE:  BCE team expects to see very little sediment; will be discussed further.

79. Streambanks in the culvert seem un-constructible and unstable as shown in C-500/501/502. 
RESPONSE:  Stream cross section in the culvert will be modified, as redlined by Heather H.

80. The upper VAP line should have accounted for the grade control weir, i.e., it should be at the elevation of the low flow notch. It’s not clear that it is.

RESPONSE:  We’ll adjust to account for the grade control.

81. The upstream banks should definitely be at a higher elevation than the grade control weir to prevent aggradation and splitting of the flow over time.

RESPONSE:  We’ll lower the weirs as required.

V-100/101/102

82. The project title needs to be updated for all three sheets (says Kodiak Island…)

RESPONSE:  This will be corrected.

83. Assuming the “as-built mapping” is existing conditions?  Would be good to clarify.

RESPONSE:  We will clarify.
C-300/301/302

84. Depending on proposed construction timing & duration, the plan to divert flow between sites could be an issue.  Additional detail is needed on how the stream is expected to flow between the sites during construction. 

RESPONSE:  The construction is expected to be performed during low flows; stream diversion appears fairly straightforward.

DISCUSSION:  Our biggest concern is that we’ll need more information on the diversion concept, as far as the plan to hold the water on the way to the next pipe.

Megan stated that it isn’t necessarily going to require a diversion across the road type situation. Diverting the water over to the next pipe, as long as there’s a channel or some way they’re getting there and not just spreading out all of the water, that’s really fine.  We just need to maintain sufficient water in downstream channel--downstream of this project.  

Heather asked if we need a constructed channel between to make sure the water gets to that pipe.

Megan responded that if there isn’t an existing drainage way, then it would be important.  The concern is that you have water that comes up to the project site and it’s diverted over to the other pipe.  But without a channel, it could spread out and you can trap fish in little depressions here and there when we switch things back over.

ACTION ITEM

· Designer to provide more information on the diversion concept.

85. Water may need to be pumped to the downstream side of the project to ensure sufficient flow for supporting fish in existing stream channels at each site during construction. 

RESPONSE:  To be discussed.

ADDITIONAL COMMENTS (9/17)
Kate asked Megan if she had any additional questions or comments to what has already been submitted or discussed.
Megan responded that a lot of questions for follow-up were captured in other’s comments and notes specific to banks, VAP lines and so on.

Potential timing windows, and there might be a need to get water across the road to the downstream channel.

Heather asked for more discussion on the timing windows and what does the diversion look like.  We really need to be able to construct this in the summer next year--possibly during adult migration times.  What are your thoughts and what do you need for diversion that will allow us to construct?  
Megan responded that we are looking at mid-summer when the adults arrive.  Coho salmon use these streams.  The diversions are driven by timing.  For example, if we’re looking at spring construction, all we need to worry about is having downstream migration.  If we’re looking at summer, and not providing fish passage at that location, then we want to make sure we are done and out of each--all three pipes--before we see adults there.

Heather responded that we can work with July 31st or into August or September.
Megan doesn’t have a problem with July 31st.  Just needs to confirm that.

ACTION ITEM
· Megan to confirm the window timing--if July 31st will work for the schedule.

Project review August 2019 by Heather Hanson, US Fish & Wildlife Service 

Since Heather’s comments pertain to the embankment and other similar items, her comments will be discussed in the September 25th meeting.

PLANS

Sheet C-200, Sheet C-201, Sheet C-202

86. See Heather’s comments on redline plans

RESPONSE:  4 ft vegetation mat upstream is not proposed anymore due to the flooded/marsh situation. The banks will be difficult to construct or revegetate due to the typically flooded conditions in the opinion of the BCE team.  Will be discussed further.

87. See Heather’s comments on redline plans

RESPONSE:  Rootwads may be problematic to install due to absence of existing banks, multiple existing trees/habitat and backwatered channel.  Will be discussed further.

88. See Heather’s comments on redline plans

RESPONSE:  The current plan is to eliminate any vegetation shown and use the existing substrate.

Sheet C-400, C-401 & C-402

89. See Heather’s comments on redline plans

RESPONSE:  Same response to Sheet C-200 to Sheet C-202 re-to streambanks.

90. See Heather’s comments on redline plans

RESPONSE:  The upper VAP lines will be adjusted to account for the weir notch. However, the recommendation of our H&H consultant is not to show VAP lines on the construction drawings.  This will be discussed further.

Sheet C-101

91. See Heather’s comments on redline plans

RESPONSE:  BCE team will modify the stream cross section within the pipe to what was redlined or even flatter option.

92. See Heather’s comments on redline plans

RESPONSE:  BCE will correct the plans per red lined.

Sheet C-500-to Sheet C-502

93. See Heather’s comments on redline plans

RESPONSE:  BCE team intends to delete cross section B with the reason cited in Sheet C-200 to Sheet C-202.
GENERAL DISCUSSION
It was determined that BCE had not received the comments from the Hydraulic staff, Jeff Stutzke and Luke Boles, in time to incorporate them into the September 17 meeting handout.  There will be an amended document to include their comments for posting to the project web page.  The ADOT hydraulic staff are available to participate in the September 25th meeting as well.  Their comments are incorporated at the end of these minutes for reference at the September 25th meeting.
Jeff commented that he submitted the annual average daily traffic (AADT) information for the Copper River Highway in response to a request for this information.  It is posted on the project web site.  
Per Jeff, it seems like the contractor can use either supersacks or a Cofferdam for the project.

Jeff asked if we require the contractor to have a water handling plan, it should be submitted at least 10 days before work starts.  It’s mainly so there are no surprises.  
Heather stated that we put in suggested diversion plan and suggested erosion control plan into the drawings and require the contractor submit any changes to that.  It has been working well.  
Tanya asked that if there are changes, which agencies do they contact?

Heather responded that if there’s a change, they need to let Fish & Game know, they need to let the contracting officer know, which would be Copper River Watershed Project, and let ADEC know if there’s a slip hold, which there probably will be for this project.  Also let ADOT&PF know if there’s a change to the water handling plan.
Jeff added that while we want to give the contractor something biddable, but at the same time, the flexibility for a better way of doing something that can be a cost savings.
Luke commented that we touched on roadside safety issue.
He added that it would be nice to see H&H tables on plan sheets.  That’s pretty typical and standard practice to talk about watershed elevations, design flow, etc.
ADOT typically puts a bit more riprap on the fore slope than that 3’ wide collar that’s shown on the plans.  Therefore, he recommends that there’s a bit more riprap on the fore slope

Question on new channel activated downstream.  Some of it appeared to be armored, and some of it looked like we would excavate down and then leave native material there.  Wondered what the thought process was there.  Do we have a pretty good feel of what that material is?  Is it going to be stable at the design flow?
Tanya stated that when we discussed it with our H&H consultant, he was saying we are probably not going to place material except for weirs on downstream side.  No revegetation just because both sides of the road are flooded.
Heather wants to discuss this because she didn’t agree with that, and Gillian didn’t agree with it either. That is up for discussion.  We typically do want to design for stable material in the channel.  This will definitely be looked at during next week’s call.
Luke had a comment on the re-veg plans.  Oftentimes there is some willow planting or other native species that are used in the re-veg process.  I didn’t see that in the section.  It mostly looked like seeding.  So, I had a comment on that too.  It would be in the specs.

Jeff confirmed it is Section 690. Waterway

Kate stated that when we look at Gillian’s and Megan’s comments, they discuss the vegetative mats.  Do you want to talk about removing re-vegetative mat species, talk about re-vegetation or wait until we get to specifications?  (talk about this item during the specification’s review)
Heather stated that we also want to discuss adding riprap.  You said you typically placed two times the diameter divided by span or two times the diameter or span.

Luke stated that it’s diameter or span.  In this case, it would be span because it’s not a round pipe.  That’s our rule of thumb, where we start.  We often stick to it.  Width on the plan is 3’, which is quite a bit less than where we start with our rule of thumb.

Heather commented that your rule of thumb here would be 32’ on each side of culvert? wow

Luke stated that this case is a little different for two reasons:  1) it’s a box culvert, so your span is wider;  2) some can argue that span is conservatively sized for hydraulic estimate that we have there.  So, this would be reasons why you could shrink it down from that rule of thumb.  But two times span is where we start.
Heather stated that we’ll definitely ask Bill Spencer to weigh in on that.
Luke stated that the extended riprap is to protect embankment for flood conditions and you potentially have that water flowing laterally along the embankment in a worst-case scenario, until you’re able to get your plug in and bore protected.  It’s there to keep the fore slope in place and holding the culvert down to reduce a buoyancy condition.  
Heather stated that we definitely need more information and a weigh-in from the H&H engineer on that.
Kate asked if there was anything else on the hydro notes.  

Heather wanted to address the comment about using riprap combined with E1 as the stream substrate, core substrate on plan sheet C-100 comment 2.  Our process is to use the Fuller Thompson equation to design that so that we make sure we fill in the riprap with intermediate sizes and have a very dense amount of substrate.  We definitely want to stick with that.  We believe it produces a better substrate for the stream.

Jeff responded that’s fair.
Project review September 2019 by Jeff Stutzke and Luke Boles
ADOT&PF Hydraulics Group 
The comments from Jeff and Luke will be discussed in more detail at the September 25th meeting.
PLANS
94. General Comment: Plan set does not include Hydrologic and Hydraulic Summary Tables (H&H Tables) for each culvert crossing. Please include H&H Tables on the applicable C sheets (C-200, 201, 202 or C-400, 401, 402) for each culvert installation.  See DOT&PF Highway Preconstruction Manual Section 1120.5 for H&H Table required information.

95. General Comment: Was a roadside safety analysis performed on the proposed installation?  Proposed changes include: embankment foreslopes, road profile and the addition of roadside hazards in the clear zone (culvert ends). A roadside safety analysis is recommended to ensure that the final road configuration meets applicable standards.

Plan Sheet V-101 & V-102: 

96. Add Milepost 25 sign to NE of Cop44 outlet.

97. The sheets indicate that the existing Cop44 & Cop45 culvert are 36” x 48” Structural Plate Pipe Arches (SPPA). Are they Corrugated Metal Pipe Arches (CMPA)? Typically culverts in this size range are CMPA.

Plan Sheet C-100: 

98. Add Milepost 25 sign to E of Cop44.

99. The low point between Cop43 & Cop44 (sag) in the profile view appears to be lower elevation than the crowns of the proposed culverts. Consider a continuous grade raise over the entire project limits.

Plan Sheet C-100: 

100. Recommend adding additional riprap to foreslopes. The 3ft wide collar is substantially less than DOT&PF typical installation.  We typically place 2 x diameter/span (D/S) each side of the culvert on the inlet and 1D/S each side of the outlet, to armor against elevated flow velocities from contraction/expansion. Recommend placing Erosion Control Geotextile, Class II, under all riprap & stream substrate.

101. Generally we specify materials already in the contract to blend into the stream/culvert substrate, when possible.  It generally achieves an adequate result with much less cost/effort by the contractor to produce a small quantity of specialized material.  In this case a mix of riprap (coarse) and E-1 surface (fine) could be used, as these materials are already specified in the contract.

Plan Sheets C-200, C201 & C-202: 

102. See General Comment above RE: H&H Tables.

103. See comment Re: riprap collar on Sheet C-100.

104. Consider expanding the legend hatching.  It’s difficult to differentiate between the hatching types.

105. (Only C-201) Add Milepost 25 sign to E of Cop44.

Plan Sheets C-400, C401 & C-402: 

106. See General Comment above RE: H&H Tables.

107. Recommend placing Erosion Control Geotextile, Class II, under all riprap & stream substrate.

108. Will stream substrate be placed in the excavated portion of the channel bottom downstream of the outlet? What if existing material is too fine to be stable at design flow? Recommend adding note to ensure material placed is similar to specified stream substrate (stable at design flow) or to place specified stream substrate.

109. Similar comment as from DOT&PF M&O Re: Min cover at inlet shoulder.  Minimum should be 2.0 feet for a gravel road, perhaps more.  Grading of the road can significantly alter (0.5-1ft) the road elevations over time. 

110. (Only C-400) There appears to be 0.5ft drop in the upstream pond elevation from the proposed installation.  Has the effect on the habitat been considered?

Plan Sheets C-500, C501 & C-502: 

111. Section B: Will stream substrate be placed in the excavated portion of the channel bottom downstream of the outlet? What if existing material is too fine to be stable at design flow? Recommend adding note to ensure material placed is similar to specified stream substrate (stable at design flow) or to place specified stream substrate.

Additional General Comments or Questions from the 9/17/19 Meeting:

Sheet G-002 ESCP Note No.2, Seems as though contractor is directed to use supersacks, is this in-lieu of the detailed Cofferdams then?

Suggest requiring contractor to submit a water handling plan that can be reviewed/approved 10 days prior to work.

Note 7, have potential stockpile or staging areas been identified?

Sheet G-003, Cofferdam: require culvert to be installed in the dry or foundation approval by engineer prior to culvert placement.
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