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	Comment #
	Page/ Sheet #
	Comment
	Comment Resolution

	Arlene Butler

	1
	3
	Property corner on edge of project limits does this need to have a protect in place note? AB
	Grading has been adjusted to not cross onto this property. The marker should not be disturbed. Will add a PIP note anyway. CL

	
	
	
	

	Nate Reisner

	
	Specials
	Add Concrete spec to include air entrainment. 
	A special provision is not necessary.  Construction call-out note #107 refers to ADOT S.D. 6.01 which in turn calls Class “S” concrete per ADOT standards.  ADOT Standards Section 1003 for PCC includes Section 1006-2.04 (B) Chemical Admixtures, which specifies that air-entraining admixtures shall conform to ASTM C260.   Adding the note on the plan that dictates 5% to 7% air entrainment should be sufficient. 


	
	Specials 
	Add County seeding spec - See 
	Inserted as an attachment into final PDF compilation.  Same for the soils report. -MK

	
	3
	* We need TCE's shown on the plans for Museum of Northern Arizona properties
	Added TCE details to sheet 2 and added labels on sheet 3 where applicable. CL

	
	3
	Note 107 - include ADOT Structural Detail 6.03. Also ADOT SD does not stand for Standard Detail it stands for Structural Detail.

*ADOT Detail SD 6.01 calls out for structural backfill. ADOT structural backfill is slightly different than MAG so call out either in this note or sheet 6 that MAG structural backfill can be used.
	Added SD 6.03 to note 107.
Added structural backfill MAG spec. 206 to note on sheet 6. CL

	
	3
	Note 105 - We need to relocate these utilities as part of this project so we need to call out size of conduit, material and location of the relocation.
	Plan sheet incorporated based upon relocation plans from Lumen and APS and markup from N. Reisner.  Still need concurrence on placement of conduit across COF property which may not be within the road easement. 

	
	3
	Note 117 - Lets use a core 10 or self-rusting steel so we don’t have to paint all the time.
	Added cor-ten or approved equal to note 117. CL

	
	3
	Pavement Reconstruction - Lets try and reduce the amount of roadway we need to reconstruct by using differential milling.
	Plan modified to not differential milling.

	
	3
	Note 113 - Sheet 4?
	Fixed. CL

	
	3
	Note 113 - Binder shall be PG 64-28
	Added “binder shall be PG 64-28 per MAG section 711” to note 113. CL

	
	3
	Remove fill and ECM from property on southeast corner of the project so we do not need a TCE from them.
	Adjusted grading plan to exclude this property. CL

	
	4
	Detail A -Sheet 8?
	Fixed. CL

	
	4
	Detail A - Sheet 6?
	Fixed. CL

	
	4
	Detail B - Sheet 6?
	Fixed. CL

	
	4
	Detail A - PG 64-28
	Added Note. CL

	
	4
	Detail B - PG 64-28
	Added Note. CL

	
	4
	Detail C - PG 64-28
	Added Note. CL

	
	5
	Guardrail callout - Everything else in Guardrail is ADOT lets keep them ADOT posts.
	Added reference to ADOT C-10.04. which specifies MGS steel posts.  Removed RSI detail and inserted ADOT C-10.21, notated to modify 46’-10 1/2” dimension to 12’-6” per the   MASH test level 2.  CL & MK.

	
	5
	Ped rail callout - Lets use core 10 or self rusting steel.
	Added cor-ten or approved equal to note 117. CL

	
	6
	ADOT details are based off of Class S 3000 PSI concrete. ADOT Class S 300 PSI concrete has approximately the same cement content per CY that MAG class AA concrete is. 

Which concrete should be used? I ADOT we need to add Concrete specials for ADOT. We also need to add air entrainment for concrete into either the specs or a note on the plans. Required Air Content by Volume 5-7%.
	Added note to sheet 6 to use class S concrete with 5-7% air entrainment. CL

	
	6
	Need to call out the height of the wing walls so we know what dimensions to use on ADOT detail
	Modified note on sheet 6 to include 4’ height wingwalls. CL

	
	7
	Note 105 - We need to relocate these utilities as part of this project so we need to call out size of conduit, material and location of the relocation.
	Will show approximate location on plans, however, the details have not yet been received and from my understanding these plans are by others. CL

	
	7
	Note 107 - include ADOT Structural Detail 6.03. Also ADOT SD does not stand for Standard Detail it stands for Structural Detail.

*ADOT Detail SD 6.01 calls out for structural backfill. ADOT structural backfill is slightly different than MAG so call out either in this note or sheet 6 that MAG structural backfill can be used.
	Added SD 6.03 to note 107.
Added structural backfill MAG spec. 206 to note on sheet 6. CL

	
	7
	Note 113 - Binder shall be PG 64-28
	Added “binder shall be PG 64-28 per MAG section 711” to note 113. CL

	
	7
	Sheet 4 ?
	Fixed. CL

	
	7
	Profile view above the box - In this section we are not using 10" of AB
	Modified note to reflect that above the box is 5” AC of 4” ABC. CL

	
	7
	Profile view - Lets show the new location of the relocated lines.
	Will add when more information is available. CL

	
	7
	Profile view callout - 30" or 36" Rock Sill
	Corrected overlapping text, rock sills were reduced to 30” per further design analysis post-60%.  CL

	
	8
	Detail B - Place ECB
	Modified detail and added note to include ECB. CL

	
	8
	Detail A - How does ECB get tied into the rip rap and toe of berm?
	The manufacturer of Excel CS-3 has highly detailed installation documentation. Added to note 116 to install per manufacturer specifications, and modified detail to reflect. CL

	
	10
	- Why are we doing so much fill work within the channel? Do we need to backfill using mini benching and benching backfills? how will all of these new soil slope be protected from scour this summer?
	If you are referring to cross section E1 specifically, that cross section is near the edge of road where significant erosion has occurred resulting in a steep drop from edge of pavement. We intend to build out that shoulder and provide 4:1 down slope away from the shoulder. If you mean fill in the whole downstream channel, the intent is to concentrate the flow onto a smaller area over the KM easement, and thereby theoretically reducing the amount of ACM required and allow for better sediment/less deposition transport during low flow events.  Fill is also impacted by KM required 2’ minimum cover over pipeline. CL

	
	11
	8” Wattle details. Are these logs or wattles? Note 120 says wattles. I thought logs were the 20" diameter
	8” wattles are the intended treatment. Changed “logs” to “wattles” on note 120. CL





















	1
	2
	Correct error bookmarks in Table of Contents
	Corrected - MK

	2
	7
	Sentence in Sect 105.5 is incomplete about staging
	Revised to complete the sentence/section. - Mike

	3
	8
	County has two versions of record drawing spec that is in progress. Is intent to have deign engineer perform record drawings. If so will this be through contractor or County
	Per multiple discussions, Contractor’s RLS will survey as-builts and provide markup to NCD.  CCPW will contract with NCD to produce final sealed as-builts.  - MK

	4
	14
	Sect 108.8 Title Repeats...should be 108.9 Failure to Complete On Time
	Revised


	5
	16
	Isn't the geotech for this Project Speedie? Please update accordingly.
	Revised

	6
	23
	Section 430.7 is just called Native Seed
	Revised


	Reviewer Name:
	Charlie Wilson

	Reviewer Company/Agency:
	Coconino County Public Works

	Reviewer Title:
	Civil Engineer

	Date:
	4/12/2023






































	Reviewer Name:
	George Lane-Roberts & Lonnie Ferguson

	Reviewer Company/Agency:
	J. Banicki Construction, Inc. 

	Reviewer Title:
	Prime Contractor 

	Date:
	04/11/2023





	Reviewer Name:
	George Lane-Roberts & Lonnie Ferguson

	Comment #
	Page/ Sheet #
	Comment
	Comment Resolution

	1
	7
	APS utility relocations not detailed or shown on plans. 

During 03/01/23 meeting with APS, Nate said the utility relocation plans and details must be shown on 90% plans for NEPA scoping & clearance.

During 03/01/23 meeting, APS stated new conduit must be installed and wire transferred for no service interruptions. APS also stated new conduit must be schedule 40 and junction boxes installed on either side for tie-ins with existing. 

Please provide details for the two APS relocations. 
 
	APS is developing their own plan for their utility relocation. We will provide references to the relocations and estimated conduit/pull box quantities on our plans when the information is available. CL

	2
	7
	During 03/01/23 meeting with APS, Chad Brooks said he would draw up relocation plan and requested CAD files from NCD.

Is there a status update on Chad’s drawings?
	CAD files were provided to APS on 3/7.  Chad indicated that he’d have drawings ready about 4/16, but we haven’t received them yet.  CL

	3
	7
	Lumen utility relocations not detailed or shown on plans. 

During 03/01/23 meeting with Lumen, Nate said the utility relocation plans and details must be shown on 90% plans for NEPA scoping & clearance.

During 03/01/23 meeting, Lumen stated they would prefer to have their utilities relocated to the shoulder of the roadway. 

A temporary ground cable was discussed during this meeting as well as a joint trench scenario with APS.   

Please provide details for the Lumen relocations. 

	Lumen is developing their own plan for their utility relocation. We will provide references to the relocations on our plans and conduit/pull box quantities when the information is available. CL

	4
	7
	During 03/01/23 meeting with Lumen, Andre Hatcher said he would draw up relocation plan and requested CAD files from NCD.

Is there a status update on Lumen’s drawings?
	CAD files were provided to Lumen on 3/7/23.

	5
	7
	Only one Lumen line shown on profile view, however 03/23/23 email from Rodney of Lumen states they found both lines on north side of Elden Lookout Road.

Are there two Lumen lines to be relocated? If so, please show both on plans. 
	We’re waiting for plans and details from Lumen before we can include that information within our plans. - MK

	6
	5
	MSKT-2 end terminal is outside of asphalt. Is this okay and an asphalt guardrail end treatment (GET) pad not needed? 
	A guardrail end terminal pad per ADOT C-10.21 will require an additional 6’ width of AC pavement on each side of the road. It would not be possible to incorporate this onto the current grading plan. To incorporate this would require shifting the road alignment to the north and force a new grading/culvert plan. We show the guardrail being installed on a 6’ wide 2% shoulder (2’ paved and 4’ dirt) and we suggest maintaining the MSKT-2 end terminal. CL

	7
	6
	Please see attached markups for clarifications on rebar and dimensions
	Added clarification notes on the plans.  We’ve called for the center barrel to be 4’-11 ½” tall to address one comment.  The other comment is a misunderstanding about the dimensions shown.  But we can discuss these more at the comment resolution meeting.  MK

	8
	3, 7, 9, 10 & 11
	Please revise plan views to show limits of Submar mats as provided by Dustin on attached shop drawings. 

Per discussions with Submar, they are requiring the attached shop drawing limits for their product in order to provide surety with flow modeling. 
	ACM limits shown were best guess at the last submittal, we are coordinating with Submar to determine their final design. CL 

As of 4/20/23, we’re still going back and forth with Submar as to their coverage.  Their plan that was provided on 4/20 still extends so far east is crosses into the private residence’s front yard to the east and extends 3 panels outside of the FEMA 100 year floodplain.  -MK




	Comment #
	Page/ Sheet #
	Comment
	Comment Resolution

	Floodplain Modification Report

	1
	
	When submitting to FEMA at some point, the analysis may likely need to be extended 1D downstream enough to establish the connection to the existing FIS.  This can be done using FEMA cross-section geometry for cross sections downstream of reach to be remapped.
	The intent was to permit this locally and avoid a FEMA submittal.  The city of flagstaff has apparently accepted the “Floodplain Modification Report” as sufficient documentation to demonstrate to rise and permit this without a submittal to FEMA.  Per discussion with N. Reisner, we’ll not modify this report.

	2
	
	It would be helpful to see a plot similar to Fig 2 of the Design report that shows the FEMA Cross Sections in context with the 2D domain and BC lines.
	See response to comment 1 above.

	3
	
	Please clarify the settings for BC Down.  FEMA will need to see this as well to note how the outlet is being controlled.  Pending response to my comment No. 1, this may all change if 1D/2D interface is built…
	See response to comment 1 above.

	4
	Table 1
	I would recommend including the comparison for FEMA Cross Section AI anyway.  FEMA will require it as well.  You can caveat the results with a notation of explanation similar to what is in the preceding paragraph.
	See response to comment 1 above.

	90% Design Memorandum

	
	App A
	Please include the post-design series of results maps for the FEMA FIS 440 cfs
	Per discussion w/N Reisner, not needed in Design report at the other FP Modification report is stand alone. 

	
	A9 – Fig 12
	Please include the synthesized FIS 440 cfs hydrograph on this plot
	The FIS 440 was a quasi-steady state 440 cfs hydrograph that was generated for the purpose of running the analysis in the 2D.  Ramps quickly from 0 to 440 and stays at that peak flow rate for the remainder of the analysis period. This is relative to the FP modification report and not part of the design memorandum. MK

	
	A38
	Note the broken reference links
	Corrected

	90% Schultz Creek Plans

	
	
	Recommend expanding the riprap to the upstream side of the headwall to protect against erosion from receding flows trying to get back into the culvert (see snip)
	Added. CL
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	Reviewer Name:
	Scott Ogden

	Reviewer Company/Agency:
	JE Fuller on behalf of CCFCD

	Reviewer Title:
	Project Manager / Senior Engineer

	Date:
	4/14/2023
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