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	NO


	DWG. NO.

or

SPEC. SECT.
	COMMENTS
	A-E RESPONSE

	
	
	CIVIL COMMENTS
	

	1
	Dwg C1.0
	Site Notes 2 – Please confirm the vertical datum.  Our discussions with Pittman, Glaze, and Associates indicated the vertical datum was NAVD 88?
	Topographic Surveys included in RFP indicate NAD 83.

	2
	Dwg C1.0
	Parking Lot Note 1 – In accordance with UFC 3-200-10N, Civil Engineering, all parking lot striping is to be white in color, except blue for handicap, regardless of the pavement material it is placed on (e.g. concrete, asphalt).
	Note corrected.

	3
	Dwgs C1.1, C1.2, C1.3, C3.1, C3.2
	How are individual elements in the overall project tied down geometrically?  There are many dimensions, but it does not appear the project can be constructed from the currently provided information (e.g. location of road tie-ins to ex roads; changes in fence direction; pavement PC, PT; swale center line alignments, etc.)  Repeat Comment
	Coordinates for Site elements have been established, and will be included in  resubmittal documents. 

	4
	Dwgs C1.1, C1.2, C1.3
	There is not enough geometry in the vicinity of the electric vehicular gate to locate the security fence and gate.  Repeat Comment
	Coordinates for the gate will be provided in resubmittal documents.

	5
	Dwg C1.4, C1.5, C1.6
	Confirm the configuration of all security fencing, gates, etc. are acceptable with the User (e.g. top & bottom tension wires vs. top & bottom rails, etc.).  Currently different details call for different configurations or say “or”.  Drawings need to be consistent, definitive and not refer to specifications, as the specifications have been edited generically and do not establish the specific configuration.  Repeat comment – at review conference it was agreed this would be done, did it happen and what was outcome?
	User has selected top and bottom tension wire configuration at a recent jobsite QC meeting. Noted drawings corrected.

	6
	Dwg C2.1
	Swale Schedule – RFP Part 3, G103007.B requires ditch slopes be maximum 3:1, but preferably 4:1.  This equates to a maximum side slope of 33.33%, but preferred slope of 25%.  Some of the slopes included in the table are 83%, 70% and 113%, which are significantly steeper than permitted by the RFP.
	Swale schedule corrected to conform with RFP.

	7
	Dwg C2.1
	Swale Schedule – Why was the table’s previously labeled column “C” changed to “Grade”?  We recommend it be changed back to “C” to correspond with the graphic depiction. Currently there is reference to a “Grade” in the table, which is the side slope and a “Grade” mentioned beneath the table, which is the longitudinal slope.  Things are confusing with the use of one term “Grade” for slopes in two different directions.
	Swale schedule corrected as noted.

	8
	Dwg C2.1
	Swale Schedule – Minimum longitudinal grade for ditches is “”0.5%” not “.05%” per TBL 2-1, “UFC 3-200-10N” not “UFC 300-200-10N”.  Please make corrections.
	Note corrected.

	9
	Dwg C2.1, C2.2, C2.3
	Provide new contours, as agreed to at the Review Conference, to demonstrate the intent of the design. We continue to be unable to evaluate the grading based on the limited information provided on the drawings, and thought the designer understood our concerns. Your new contours should tie to existing contours at the perimeter of the work limits. Contour intervals should probably be a maximum of 0.25 foot.
	New contours provided as requested.

	10
	Dwg C2.4
	Discharge Area Erosion Control Detail – Where is this detail being used, can’t find on C2.1?  Repeat Comment
	Note and graphic added on C2.1 at the 15” Arch pipe from offsite drainage.

	11
	Dwg C2.4
	Paved Ditch Section, Section A-A – References are still made in notes in this section to “W” and “D”. Recommend showing “W=48”” and “D=16”” in the graphic.
	Note corrected.

	12
	Dwg C3.1
	Along the entrance drive to the parking lot – recommend adding a radius along the sharp edge of pavement at two locations.  The intent of this previous comment was to actually put a radius in the pavement, not to add a dimension to it.
	Radius added to drawing.

	13
	Dwg C3.1, C3.2
	Define if dimensions are to face of curb or back of curb, it’s not clear.    Repeat comment.  We can not find where this note has been added – it should probably be a general note.
	Added note to sht. C3.1 and C3.2 for clarification. Dimensions shown are to back of curb, or to edge of concrete where no curbs are present.

	14
	Dwg C3.1, C3.2
	Provide reinforcement in irregular concrete slabs in accordance with RFP Part 3 G201003.A.  Repeat comment.  Slabs to be reinforced have not been indicated. You could do with a symbol like a small solid triangle in those slabs with a note to add reinforcement (provide size) to slabs with that symbol in plan view.
	All site concrete is designed with a 6X12 0/1 mesh reinforcement, including asymmetrical sections. 

	15
	Dwg C3.1, C3.2
	There are several concrete slabs that indicate angular areas at joints or very skinny sections that will crack.  Please revise to minimize cracking potential.  Repeat Comment
	Comment from previous review was considered and all concrete sections were revised to be no less than 6’ in any direction.

	16
	Dwg C3.1, C3.2
	It appears as though Longitudinal Joints and Transverse Joints in entrance drive plan view are labeled backwards?  Repeat comment – joints across drive should be called transverse.
	Notation corrected at drive.

	17
	Dwg C4.1, C4.2
	Specifically what trees and shrubs are being provided on the project? Repeat Comment – usually a schedule with species, grades etc. is provided.
	Legend indicates trees to be Magnolias which have been successful at adjacent facilities. We will coordinate with User to select Shrubs.

	18
	Dwg C6.1, C6.2, C6.3
	The water meter needs to be located between the gate valve and the backflow preventer on the portion of the line after it tees off to the building.  As currently configured, the User will have to pay for all fire water.
	Meter relocated.

	19
	Dwg C6.1, C6.2, C6.3
	We suggest changing the currently indicated post indicator valve (located next to the meter) to an 8” gate valve and move it next to where the potable water line connects to the existing main.
	Location and type of valve changed as suggested.

	20
	Dwg C6.1, C6.2, C6.3
	We suggest the 8” gate valve between the tee and the double detector check be changed to an 8” post indicator valve.  This would prevent the valve from being closed accidentally.
	Type of valve changed as suggested.

	21
	Dwg C6.1, C6.2, C6.3
	Confirm in accordance with RFP Part 3, G301004.B that all post indicator valves are being provided with a tamper switch and alarm, which is to be transmitted to Building 2101 via a Monaco System.  If this requirement was changed as a result of User/Facility input, please document the change.
	Note added to Post indicator Valve Detail. Sht. S4.1 indicating switch, alarm, and Monaco System.

	22
	Dwg C6.1, C6.2, C6.3
	Note “POC for New Sanitary Station Existing (verified) Invert 10.88’, See Detail Sht. C6.5.”  Delete reference to detail on C6.5 (the detail on C6.5 is for the new lift station adjacent to Bldg 2440, not this lift station?)  Repeat Comment
	Reference removed.

	23
	Dwg C6.1, C6.2, C6.3
	Sanitary exiting the building is shown north of the stairs on the Plumbing Dwgs.  Please coordinate location.  Repeat Comment
	Utility Plans corrected to reflect location of line on Plumbing Plan.

	24
	Dwg 6.3
	Meter Vault Detail – Detail does not indicate a 3-valve lockable bypass.  Is meter vault sized to accommodate it?
	The meter vault has been resized, (8' x  8') to accommodate an 8” 3-valve lockable bypass.

	25
	Dwg 6.5
	Lift Station Detail – The flow and T.D.H. conditions have both increased since the last submittal.  Please confirm these have been coordinated with the existing lift station this will be pumping into.  We could not find in calcs or basis of design.
	Confirmed that existing lift station at adjacent facility can handle additional load from new bldg sewage with Facility/ROICC Office.

	26
	Dwg 6.5
	Lift Station Detail – Is this a duplex or triplex lift station?  The plan view indicates three pumps?
	Duplex. Detail corrected.

	27
	Dwg 6.5
	Lift Station Detail – What are the inside diameter and depth of the valve vault?  Be sure it’s sized to accommodate all valves with appropriate clearances.
	Detail revised to show 5’ diameter, 7’ deep Vault.

	28
	Dwg C6.5
	Lift Station Detail – RFP requires an emergency pumpout.  Repeat Comment – we do not see one in details.
	Detail revised to show emergency pump-out connection.

	29
	Dwg C6.5
	Lift Station Detail – Notes need to reference Lift Station Specification for requirements.  Repeat Comment
	Note referencing specification added.

	30
	Spec

32 31 13.53
	Confirm with User that aluminum gates as identified in para 2.9.2 are acceptable as the RFP does not allow the use of aluminum.  Repeat Comment
	Gate will be Sched 40 galvanized steel.

	31
	Spec 33 11 00
	Para 2.1.1 – Why has ductile iron pipe been deleted?  Flanged ductile iron pipe is required in above ground locations.
	Ductile iron pipe spec restored.

	32
	Spec 33 11 00
	Clarify where PVC and ductile iron are to be used in accordance with the RFP.  Currently there is nowhere defining this.  Repeat Comment
	Clarification note added to Sht. C6.1, Overall Utility Plan.

	33
	Spec 33 11 00
	Para 2.1.1.2.a – Delete reference to PVCO.  Repeat Comment
	References removed.

	34
	Spec 33 11 00
	Para 2.1.1.2.c – Delete the last three sentences, as PVC fittings and PVCO are not permitted.  Repeat Comment
	References removed.

	35
	Spec 33 11 00
	Delete paragraphs 2.1.1.3, 2.1.1.4, 2.1.1.5, 2.1.1.6, 2.1.1.7, 3.1.2.3, 3.1.2.4, 3.1.2.5, 3.1.2.6, and 3.1.2.7 in their entirety, as these materials are not permitted by the RFP.  Repeat Comment
	Paragraphs removed.

	36
	Spec 33 11 00
	Para 2.1.2.7 – Delete all references to wet-barrel fire hydrants.  Repeat Comment
	References removed.

	37
	Spec 33 11 00
	Para 2.1.2.9 and 2.2.2.12 – Allow only cast iron valve boxes.  Repeat Comment
	References to pre-cast removed.

	38
	Spec 33 11 00
	Para 2.2.1.3 – Subparagraphs a., b., and c. shall require ASTM D 1785, Schedule 80 pipe in accordance with RFP Part 4 G301002 1.3.1.  Delete piping allowed by 2.2.1.3 para d., e., and f.  Repeat Comment
	Subparagraphs a, b & c changed to reflect ASTM D 1785 Sch. 80 requirement. Subparagraphs d, e, &f deleted.

	39
	Spec 33 11 00
	Delete para 2.2.1.4, 2.2.1.5, 2.2.1.6, 2.2.1.7, and 2.2.1.8, as these materials are not permitted by the RFP.  Repeat Comment
	Paragraphs deleted.

	40
	Spec 33 11 00
	Para 3.2.2 – Delete references to piping material not permitted for use on the project.  Repeat Comment
	References deleted.

	41
	Spec 33 30 00
	Delete paragraphs 2.1.1, 2.1.2, 2.1.3, 3.1.2.1, 3.1.2.2, 3.1.2.3, and 3.2.2.1.b.1 in their entirety, as these materials are not permitted by the RFP.  Repeat Comment
	Paragraphs deleted.

	42
	Spec 33 40 00
	Delete para 2.1.2, it applied to a section already deleted.  Repeat Comment
	Paragraph deleted.

	43
	Spec 32 13 13.06
	In paragraph 2.3 the flexural strength has been changed from 650 psi to 4000 psi.  4000 is a compressive strength, while pavement is typically speced by flexural strength.  Please revise.
	Specification revised.

	44
	Drainage Calcs
	In the plan with drainage areas, the Green Area is shown as identical for Zone 4 and the adjacent Offsite Drainage Zone.  Please confirm this is correct.
	Typographical error has been corrected.

	
	
	
	

	
	
	ARCHITECTURAL COMMENTS
	

	45
	Dwg T-3
	At Building Code Requirements – under Maintenance / Staging, the area (6,879 s.f.) appears to be incorrect.  Using the dimensions given, the area is somewhat less. Repeat Comment – there still appear to be discrepancies between this sheet, A 1.1 and LS.1.
	T-3 and A1.1 have been corrected to agree with LS.1, 6,879 s.f. 

	46
	Dwg LS.1
	Label wall ratings and show extent of the rated assembly.  Show occupancies of all spaces.  Repeat Comment – resolve discrepancies between T-3, A 1.1 and LS.1.
	T-3 and A1.1 have been modified to agree with LS.1.

	47
	Dwg LS.1
	Briefing 203 – a new exit door added for this submittal needs to be moved out of the moveable panel pocket. 
	Exit doors have been relocated.

	48
	Dwg LS.2
	Verify that the minimum width path of travel to exits has been provided and will remain unobstructed by trailer hitch tongues or any other portions of parked vehicles or equipment. This is a previous comment that we believe was followed through on, but we could find no discussion in documents of this or the results, please provide such.
	User provided hitch dimensions which are shown graphically with a note on A2.1. There is no obstruction when boats are parked according to design intent.

	49
	Dwg C1.0
	Sidewalk Note 4 – Sidewalks are typically sloped at a uniform grade (i.e. 1/8” per foot) not at a absolute elevation difference between sides. Please coordinate with site grading and verify accessibility code requirements are being met.
	Sidewalk Note 4 has been deleted.

	50
	Dwg A1.0
	At Exterior Envelope Notes #2 – modify “weep wicks or weep holes” to coordinate with requirements of specifications (plain open weep holes are not acceptable).  Delete weep ‘wicks’.
	Note corrected to say “open head weep joint with vent”.

	51
	Dwg A1.1
	Within Elec. Room 113, adjacent to the shower in room 108, is a nearly inaccessible dead space which could be included within the adjacent Janitor closet (110) and thereby made into useful space.  Repeat Comment
	User prefers the space layout and usefulness as shown.

	52
	Dwg A1.1
	Head 109 and Shower 108 do not meet military standards for privacy (no privacy screens provided) while there is an exceptionally large corridor space directly outside of these spaces which offers enough “excess” space to correct this situation for both rooms.  This layout should be reworked to correct the deficiency.  Repeat Comment
	A revised design was presented to and rejected by the User, A1.1 and A1.12, Pre-Final Submittal, July 22, 2009.

	53
	Dwg A1.2
	The windows in the east wall at either side of stair 215 are interior windows in a wall labeled on A1.5 as a 2 hour rated separation, but the windows have no label.  The windows are not permitted in the rated assembly as shown.  Contractor could use a rated window appropriate for a 2 hour wall or use a fusible-link fire curtain at each wall.  Repeat Comment
	Windows are indicated as rated on Schedule, Sht. A1.7.

	54
	Dwg A 1.3, A1.4, A1.5
	Provide background and derivation for u-factors and u-values indicated at the top of this sheet, as well as sheets A1.4 and A1.5.  Please direct us to where we may find the Exterior Wall Thermal Resistance Report referenced in your response to this comment.
	Thermal Wall Resistance Report is in the Calculations Package,  Section 2, page 54.

	55
	Dwg A 1.4
	Detail 5 on this page shows 30# felt over masonry with polyiso’ board over the felt.  This is not in compliance with RFP Part 4 B201002, para 1.1 Vapor Retarders.  Repeat Comment, it appears the felt has been changed to ‘asphalt emulsion dampproofing’. 
	Asphalt Emulsion Damproofing is correct.

	56
	Dwg A 1.4 Det 9, Dwg A 1.5 Det 10
	Change ‘weep joints’ to ‘weep holes’
	Prefer “OPEN HEAD WEEP JOINTS w/ VENT”.

	57
	Dwg A 1.4
	Provide 1” (min.) actual clear dimension air space at wall cavity not including insulation space in accordance with RFP Part 4 B201001, para 1.1.3.  Coordinate details on this sheet and A1.5 to comply.  This previous comment was not incorporated into Detail 10 on A 1.5.
	Detail has been revised.

	58
	Dwg A 1.5
	Section C on this sheet is showing the wall which separates building 2441 and building 2440 which is labeled as “2 HR. Rating UL Design No. U905”.  However that UL design does not accommodate unprotected openings such as the windows shown.  Coordinate these windows with the required rating for this separation assembly. Repeat Comment
	Windows are indicated as rated on Schedule, Sht. A1.7.

	59
	Dwg A 1.8, A1.9
	Gutters should be shown and called out at all locations where they occur.  Edge of roof is not consistent or coordinated for gutter locations.  More downspouts need to be shown and labeled on the left side of 3 on A 1.9.
	Downspouts have been added.

	60
	Dwg A 1.9
	Provide details of connections of stair elements.  NOTE: The response to this comment was that the stairs have been deleted by the User.  We hope this is an erroneous statement as the stairs are a part of the required egress for the building. Please confirm the stairs are to remain, and provide the requested details.  Previous response said stair details would be provided, please direct us to where they have been added.
	Stair details have been coordinated with fabricator and indicated on reviewed shop drawings, which have been added to revised CD.

	61
	Dwg A1.14
	Show downspout locations and slopes since the slopes are not the same throughout the roof.  Previous Comment – More downspouts are needed on left side in high roof area.
	Downspouts have been added.

	62
	Dwg A1.15
	Seat Protector Dispenser, Mirrors, Soap Dish, Shower Rods, Clip Board Holders are not located by dimension.  Provide all missing dimensions. Previous Comment – Horizontal dimensions are still missing.
	Horizontal dimensions have been added.

	63
	Dwg A2.1
	Locations of columns for the raised platform should be indicated and coordinated with the boats to minimize likelihood of collision damage.  Previous Comment – columns have but added, but require labeling.
	Columns have been labeled.

	64
	Dwg A2.2
	Tongue of trailer location relative to egress path is critical and appears to require that trailer be placed all the way into the space nearly against the platform columns.  Please determine exact clearance dimensions prior to review meeting so that this can be a discussion item at meeting.  Previous response to this comment was that User to provide exact dimensions for depiction on drawings – did this happen?
	User provided hitch dimensions which are shown graphically with a note on A2.1.



	65
	Dwg A2.2
	Where in submittal documents are calculations for sizing of gutters and downspouts? 
	Calculations have been added.

	66
	Dwg A2.3
	What is block ledge?  Is it the same as cast stone sill?
	Legend has been revised.

	67
	Dwg A2.8
	The raised platform must have a minimum egress width established where it is interrupted by the building columns. Based on previous response, is 2’-9 9/16” the minimum allowable exit width?
	The minimum allowable exit width is 2'- 6”.

	68
	Dwg CID-1.0, CID-2.0
	This drawing is intended to show what furniture goes where; however, there is no instruction as to what the furniture designations mean nor where any further information might be found.  The previous response to this comment refers to a cover sheet being added, please advise where this sheet is located.
	A legend has been added to Sht. CID-1.

	69
	Spec 08 36 13
	The overhead door specification is for panel type (like typical residential garage door) not the coiling doors indicated throughout the drawings.  Provide a coiling door spec’ coordinated with the drawings.  Repeat Comment – drawing sections show coiling doors, but spec and A 1.19 show sectional doors.
	Sectional doors removed from Spec. and A1.19 of the referenced specification.

	70
	Spec 08 36 13
	Note that the missile impact and cyclical wind tests (hurricane resistance) must be applied to overhead doors too. Please direct us to where the note referenced in your previous response has been added.
	Section 2.2, Doors and 2.3 Design Requirements.

	71
	Spec 08 51 13
	Complete editing of  paragraph 2.2.6.1.
	Edit completed.

	72
	Spec 09 29 00
	A statement disallowing the use of imported (Chinese) Gypsum Board should be added to this specification. Previous Comment – please direct us to where this statement has been added. Should probably be in 2.1.1.  Also please complete editing of 2.1.4.
	Statement located in 2.1.1.

	73
	Spec 13 34 19
	The specification for the metal building does not respond in detail to the RFP and appears to be a replication of the manufacturer’s standard spec’. In some places it contains language which is in conflict with and/or excludes compliance with, other specification sections.

It must respond to the specifics of the RFP.  For example Part 3 of the RFP requires response to IBC requirements for coastal hurricane prone region in F101001 para 1.1.2, and in F101001 para 1.2 requires aluminum/zinc coated steel for wall and roof panels.  These requirements are neither repeated nor addressed by this Metal Building specification.

Repeat Comment – please describe what revisions have been made. Also add IBC in 1.1.
	This Specification section is SpecsIntact as is the rest of the spec. manual.

Section 1.2.1.2, Design Loads, calls for conformation with the MBMA, MBSM, and ASCE/SEI 7-05, which includes IBC requirements applicable to the geographic region, as per F101001.

Section 2.4.2, Steel Sheet,  calls out the wall and roof panel  requirements, as per F101001.

Please note Metal Building Drawings and Calculations are a part of this package.

IBC reference added to 1.1.

	
	
	
	

	
	
	STRUCTURAL COMMENTS
	

	74
	Dwg S3.1
	Detail T, Coordinate joist mark number with plan.

Detail U, Coordinate joist mark number with plan.

Detail R, Coordinate joist mark number with plan.
	Details corrected to show 10K1 Joists.

	75
	Dwg S3.3
	Detail titled “26 Roll-up door lintel and jamb”, provide size of weld anchor stud. Is the design intent to provide hole at the bottom of U block to match weld stud spacing? If so, recommend to use regular cmu block in lieu of U block to ease construction task.
	Added note for anchor sttud size. Prefer use of U-Block to allow continuous #5 rebar, horizontal.

	76
	Dwg S4.1
	Change section DD/S2.1 to DD/S4.1.
	Section has been corrected.

	
	
	
	

	
	
	MECHANICAL COMMENTS
	

	
	
	No comments
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	ELECTRICAL COMMENTS
	

	77
	Dwg. E1.1
	Provide TVSS for service entrance equipment (main circuit breakers from the generator side and also from the utility side) as required. Per phone discussion with designer after this comment, our understand is that surge protective devices will be provided for the two main service disconnects (normal and emergency power sources) in addition to the TVSS provided for the main distribution panelboard. Please confirm our understanding is correct.
	Your understanding is correct.

	78
	Dwg. E3.1
	Indicate switching controls for Lobby 102. Repeat Comment – please direct us to where this is shown
	1st Floor lobby, stairwell, and 2nd floor corridor do not have standard wall switches to control the lights.  They are controlled from five low-voltage control stations, located at the first and second floor entrances.  Reference Sheet E1.6 for control station schedule.  Symbol on floor plans is square with a numeral inside.  Will add to electrical legend.

	79
	Spec

26 05 71.00 40
	Items in Section 26 05 71.00 40 (NASA spec) should already be covered by 26 20 00 (NAVFAC spec). Please delete 26 05 71.00 40 and incorporate any items not covered into 26 20 00.

Repeat Comment – please remove section 26 05 71.00 40.
	Section was deleted, and necessary changes made.  Forgot to advise Architect to delete from files.

	80
	Spec

26 18 23.00 40
	Items in Section 26 18 23.00 40 (NASA spec) should already be covered by 26 12 19.10 (NAVFAC spec). Please delete 26 18 23.00 40 and incorporate any items not covered into 26 12 19.10.   Repeat Comment – please remove section 26 18 23.00 40.
	 Section was deleted, and  necessary changes made.  Forgot to advise Architect to delete from files.

	
	
	
	

	
	
	FIRE PROTECTION COMMENTS
	

	81
	Design Analysis
	Provide year of applicable codes.  Repeat comment.
	IBC - 2006

Life Safety Code - 2006

NFPA 13 - 2007

NFPA 72 - 2007



	82
	Design Analysis
	Reference to 13: 11.2.2.3.1 appears to be incorrect. Repeat Comment
	Previously addressed.  13:11.2.2.3.1 is a typographical error.  Should be 13:11.2.3.2.3.1



	83
	Design Analysis
	Verify use of schedule 10 pipe is acceptable based on corrosion testing or history.  See 4-2.3.2 of UFC 3-600-01. Repeat Comment
	Existing sprinklers systems at the site do not have a history of corrosion problems.  Corrosion testing indicates the possibility of corrosion "given adequate oxygen."  Of course, corrosion is always a possibility "given adequate oxygen."



	84
	Design Analysis
	Provide written evidence of acceptance by NAVFAC FPE that no hose allowance is acceptable. Repeat Comment
	We have a written approval memorandum dated 29 September 2009 from NAVFAC FPE Matthew Morse, included on revised CD.

	85
	Calculations
	Calculations not checked in detail.  It appears some nodes are still not properly connected. Repeat Comment
	Calculations have been revised.

	86
	Calculations
	There are calculations contained in this set that do not contain a 10% safety factor.  Written consent from the NAVFAC FPE is needed to show that this requirement can be waived. Repeat Comment from Sprinkler Submittal
	Same as #84 above.
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