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SCOPE OF THE REVIEW 

 
This KeenLookSM custom coordination/constructibility review looked at the construction 
documents (drawings and specs that are near completion, in this case 95%) and focused on 
coordination errors, omissions, variances, and discrepancies. It is performed between disciplines, 
as well as within disciplines. KeenLookSM is also performed between the drawings and 
specifications. 
 
This review does not cover code or design issues. It does not include checking for technical 
adequacy such as design calculations of structural members or mechanical equipment. 
 
As a broad overview, our KeenLookSM review: 
 

 Verifies that data which appears in two or more places matches.  
 Verifies that systems (mechanical, plumbing, electrical, security, A/V, fire alarm, 

etc.) and architectural and structural elements are consistent and complete.  
 Verifies that items and elements given in one discipline are supported in all other 

required disciplines.  
 Verifies that two or more different items are not shown to be in the same location.  
 Verifies that information is logical and makes sense.  
 Points out areas that appear to be missing sufficient detail or information to build. 

 
This construction document coordination review is not intended to reduce the responsibilities of 
the design professionals to produce their documents in accordance with general industry 
standards.  
 
 
Executive Summary Report 
 
The comments in this report are for reference only. It should prove to be a useful tool… to give 
an overview of our findings. It lists interesting items and larger or significant coordination errors, 
conflicts, variances, discrepancies, and omissions found during the review. We’d like to caution 
you, though, not all comments shown on the drawings and in the specifications are in this report. 
Instead, the marked-up construction documents should be used for correction of the 
discrepancies found. 
 
When reviewing the documents and our comments, you and/or your designer should determine 
which discrepancies need corrections and the impact of those discrepancies on all other aspects 
of the project (i.e., cascade the changes). 
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REVIEW CONVENTIONS 

 
The following conventions were used to mark your construction documents during our 
KeenLookSM custom coordination/constructibility review: 
 

 All the reviewer comments are marked in red on the drawings and specifications. 
Whenever possible, a conflict is noted in both locations that disagree with each other. 
In essence, they “point” to each other. 
 

 The first sheet of each discipline will generally list all of the abbreviations used 
during the review of that discipline. If necessary, general comments that apply to the 
discipline will also be listed. 
 

 Common abbreviations that may be used in this report and on the reviewed 
construction documents are:  
 
AVW – At Variance With;   DIM – Dimension; 
CNL – Could Not Locate;   INC – Incomplete; 
CNR – Could Not Read;    IR – Incorrect Reference. 
CNV – Could Not Verify;  
 

 We use different colors of highlighters for internal review purposes and they have no 
meaning for the end-product review.  
 

 When there are repeated inconsistencies on a drawing, they may be noted with a 
Keyed Comment. The legend to these comments occurs on the sheet or the first sheet 
of the sub-series (i.e., first sheet of the RCP’s) or first sheet of the discipline (i.e., first 
sheet of the Architectural series). 
 

 For your convenience, red stars have been put on the drawings next to the comments 
considered to be significant or interesting. Please note that our reviewers are not 
familiar with the owner’s requirements or the history of the project and we may not 
view “significance” in the same way as the owner or designer. Keep in mind that non-
starred comments may have a high level of importance. 
 

 Pages in the specifications that have more significant comments are marked with a 
color tab at the top of the left page. Less significant comments are marked with a tab 
on the side of the left page.  
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CIVIL 

 
A. The scope of work for removal of the concrete driveway is unclear 

between the civil and architectural disciplines.  
 
B. The size of the temporary erosion and sedimentation trap is 

different than that shown on the enlarged detail.  
 
C. Power for the sump pump could not be located on the electrical 

drawings. 
 
D. The concrete curb stop dimensions are different than those found 

in the Spec, Section 03 30 00. 
 
E. The measurements for parking stalls, building set back from alley, 

and the concrete wheel stop locations are different from those 
found on the architectural drawings. 
 

F. Utility plan note 7, states to “remove the existing water meter and 
service line to be located and retired,” appears to be difficult to bid 
because Note 6 on the topographical survey drawing states that 
“the existing water service line was not locatable.” 

 
G. The oil/water interceptor with a 5” waste/sanitary sewer 

connection to sanitary sewer piping that is shown on the plumbing 
drawings is missing on civil. 

 
H. Many contour line configurations are different than those shown 

on the architectural drawings and, in some cases, appear to be 
higher than the building entrances (i.e., water appears to flow 
towards the building entrances). 

 
I. The chainlink fence scope of work is unclear between the civil, 

landscaping and architectural disciplines. All of these disciplines 
show installation details.  

 
J. Many of the paving details refer to standard plan details that are 

not found in the drawings. 
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LANDSCAPING 

 
A. The irrigation controller for the irrigation system could not be 

found in the plans, details, or specifications. 
 
B. Many of the plant counts on the legend are different from the 

counts found on the planting plan.  
 
C. The irrigation service to the domestic water line is missing on the 

plumbing and civil drawings. 
 
D. Some of the information given in the planting details does not 

match the Spec. For example, the details indicate to “set crown of 
root ball 1-inch above finish grade” and the Spec states “2-inch 
above finish grade.” 

 
E. Near the building entrance, a large tree appears in front of an 

exterior sign shown on the architectural site plan.  
 
F. The trees on the southwest corner of the property appear above 

underground utilities shown on the civil plans. The roots may 
interfere. 
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ARCHITECTURAL SITE 

 
A. The exterior parking lot light pole locations are often in conflict 

with the locations shown on the electrical site plan. 
 
B. There are items found on the drawings that are missing details. For 

example, the 166 S.F. dumpster enclosure and the 5’ parking 
screen buffer. 
 

C. The chainlink fencing with privacy slats could not be found in the 
Spec.   
 

D. The SDOT controller cabinet that appears on the alerting drawings 
is missing on the architectural site drawings. 
 

E. Many references to see the civil drawings for items were not found 
on the civil drawings, such as “demo existing fence, see civil”. 
 

F. There are many pieces of equipment found on other discipline site 
plans that refer to the architectural site plan, but are not found, 
such as “see arch site plan for speaker locations” given on the 
alerting system site plan.  

 
G. The site plan indicates that all the concrete pads for the electrical 

transformer, diesel fuel tank, and generator are to be 4-inches high. 
However architectural shows them as 6-inches high. In addition, 
details for concrete pads could not be located in any civil, 
architectural, or structural drawings. 

 
H. The site plan shows a 50-foot flag pole, while the Spec indicates its 

30-feet high. See Section 107500, par 2.2.B. 
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ARCHITECTURAL 

 
A. Some column locations do not match between architectural and 

structural. 
 

B. The dimensions between gridlines D & D.9 and between F & D.9 
do not match between architectural and structural. 
 

C. The roof hatch opening and supports shown on architectural do not 
appear on the structural drawings. 

 
D. The large overhead coiling doors do not show supports on the 

structural drawings. 
 
E. Various architectural details that include structural members are 

often in conflict with the structural drawings. 
 
F. The window configuration of the north exterior elevation does not 

match the floor plans. 
 
G. The east exterior elevation is missing two large exhaust louvers 

that are shown on the mechanical drawings. 
 
H. The wall sections have a number of discrepancies: materials vs. the 

exterior elevations; slab elevations vs. the floor plans; beam 
locations vs. the structural drawings; stem wall concrete 
foundation configurations vs. structural drawings; and foundation 
drains vs. the civil drawings. 
 

I. There are numerous configuration discrepancies between plans, 
finish schedule, sections, and interior elevations. 
 

J. Many items found on drawings could not be located in the Spec.  
 

K. Some walls are shown as shear walls on architectural that are not 
labeled as shear walls on structural plans. 

 
L. The sheathing for shear walls often conflicts between the 

architectural wall type definitions and the structural shear wall 
schedule. 
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M. Specified power requirements for motorized folding doors are not 
found on electrical drawings. 
 

N. Many dimensions are missing. For example, locations of skylights 
and dimensions to place most fixtures and wall mounted items. 

 
O. Elevator hoistway and machine room ventilation shown on 

architectural is not found on mechanical drawings. 
 

P. There are fire rating discrepancies between the Code Analysis plan 
and wall and door types. 
 

Q. Location, quantity, and existence of many electrical devices shown 
on interior elevations and reflected ceiling plans do not match 
electrical drawings. 
 

R. There are not enough details or dimensions to build all handrails, 
stairs, metal leader heads, and the green screen. These items were 
also not found in the Spec. 

 
S. Most floor drain locations do not match the structural and 

plumbing plans. In addition, architectural is missing slab slope and 
depression dimensions to support the drains. 

 
T. The deck drain for the Exterior Deck is not supported by plumbing 

or civil.  
 
U. Identifying tags for items, building members, wall types, and 

equipment are often missing. 
 

V. Many dimensions, materials, and details for shelving and casework 
are missing. Some that show built-in electrical outlets do not match 
with the electrical power drawings. 
 

W. There are many discrepancies between wall types shown on floor 
plans, their finish listed on the finish schedule, and the material 
and finish shown on the interior elevations. 

 
X. Almost all of the toilet accessories on the Toilet Accessory 

Schedule are not in the Spec and are not on the plans or 
elevations. 
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STRUCTURAL 

 
A. Cross-bracing shown on structural interferes with architectural 

door opening to Director’s Office. 
 
B. Two of the four entrances with recessed entrance mats, and the 

depressed area required for the walk-in freezer, are missing the 
recessed slabs on structural. 

 
C. The edge of slab shown on the structural drawings, in some cases, 

does not match the architectural floor plans. 
 
D. Some walls are shown as shear walls on architectural that are not 

labeled as shear walls on the S2-series plans. 
 
E. The shear wall elevations on structural are missing a large number 

of ductwork openings shown on mechanical drawings. 
 

F. A number of dimensions are in conflict with the architectural 
drawings. 
 

G. Wood post columns are not shown on architectural floor plans. 
 

H. There are numerous concrete configuration discrepancies vs. 
architectural sections and details. 

 
I. A large number of doors and windows scheduled in architectural 

will not fit into the masonry openings shown on structural. 
 
J. The building expansion joint shown for the east wing on the 

architectural drawings is missing on the structural drawings. 
 

K. Many slab and roof openings for mechanical equipment are 
missing. 
 

L. There are several items listed on the drawing General Structural 
Notes that do not appear in the Spec, e.g. “lean concrete.” 

 
M. A number of wood stud and concrete walls are not explained. 

Therefore, there is not sufficient information to build these walls.  
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N. Numerous dimensions are missing, such as post placement from 
gridlines and sump pit size. 
 

O. There are numerous structural member size, location, and existence 
discrepancies between plans and details. 

 
P. Some columns that appear on the structural framing plans do not 

appear on the Column Schedule. 
 

Q. “Structural to provide concrete housekeeping pads” does not match 
Division 21-23 of the Spec which calls for each division to provide 
their own. 
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MECHANICAL 

 
A. The size and wall placement of the large basement mechanical 

room does not match the architectural floor plan. 
 
B. The exhaust fans shown on the floor plans do not appear in the 

mechanical schedules. Thus, cannot verify the power given on the 
electrical drawings. 

 
C. There are a large number of electrical characteristics (HP, voltage, 

phase) listed on mechanical equipment schedules that do not match 
the electrical drawings. 
 

D. There are several mechanical items that were not found on 
electrical drawings or have location discrepancies vs. electrical 
plans. 
 

E. Many items shown on equipment schedules were not found in the 
Spec or have characteristic discrepancies vs. the Spec. 

 
F. Structural does not appear to be aware of the heavy mechanical 

equipment on the roof (AHU-1). 
 

G. Many ducts will not fit in the ceiling space. See 5/D on M3.1 for 
an example. 

 
H. Some ducts that pass through fire-rated walls are missing fire 

dampers. 
 

I. Some thermostats required to control HVAC equipment are 
missing. 
 

J. There are a number of size, location, and continuation conflicts in 
ducts between floors. 

 
K. The vent ductwork for the fireplace that is shown on the 

architectural drawings is missing on the mechanical plans. 
 
L. Size and existence of most ceiling mounted equipment does not 

match the architectural reflected ceiling plans. 
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PLUMBING 

A. The underslab waste piping appears to conflict, in some spots, with 
the structural foundation/piers and could not locate any details for 
sleeves through these structural items. 

 
B. The plumbing plans are missing the elevator shaft sump pit shown 

on the architectural drawings and, subsequently, does not provide a 
sump pump.   

 
C. The architectural exterior elevations are missing the exterior wall 

hydrants shown on the plumbing plans. 
 
D. A few of the electrical water coolers are missing power on the 

electrical drawings. 
 
E. There are a number of pipe continuation size and location 

discrepancies versus civil drawings. 
 

F. There are a number of plumbing fixtures used on plans that were 
not found on the Plumbing Connection Schedule. 
 

G. There are some piping configuration discrepancies for plumbing 
equipment (water heater and fire pump) between the plans, 
diagrams, and details. 
 

H. There are numerous size, location, and continuation discrepancies 
in pipes between floors. 

 
I. There are piping and plumbing fixture configuration discrepancies 

between the plans, details and riser diagrams. 
 

J. The gas piping for the fireplace that is shown on the architectural 
drawings is missing on the plumbing plans. 

 
K. Condensate piping for some mechanical equipment is missing. 
 
L. The east wing building expansion joint shown on the 

architectural drawings is not accounted for on plumbing (could 
not locate expansion loops in the piping). 
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ELECTRICAL 

 
A. The one line drawing shows a 400A breaker for the main 

distribution panel, but the switchboard panel schedule shows it as a 
700A breaker. 

 
B. Power for many pieces of equipment found on mechanical and 

architectural plans is missing, such as the for the booster coil  
(BC-1) and flag pole’s lighting.   

 
C. A wiring diagram for the LVRA low voltage panel is missing.  
 
D. Many light fixtures as seen on the lighting drawings, appear in 

different locations or are missing on the architectural reflected 
ceiling plans (RCPs). And the ceiling mounted occupancy sensors 
are missing on the architectural RCPs. There are more exit signs 
shown on the RCP’s than on the electrical lighting plans. 

 
E. Many of the wattages and HPs of the mechanical equipment do not 

match the mechanical schedules. 
 
F. Power for all door hardware sets with electric locks is missing.  
 
G. Recessed electrical panel appears as a surface mount panel on a 

CMU wall on the architectural floor plans. 
 
H. All the roof WP (weather-proof) receptacles are missing a power 

source. 
 
I. A number of circuits shown on the floor plans do not match the 

locations and descriptions given on the panel schedules. 
 

J. Power for the Fire Alarm Control Panel (FACP), and a fire alarm 
riser, could not be located. Also the drawings are missing all fire 
smoke dampers as seen on mechanical floor plans. 

 
K. The physical training room requires automatic daylight dimming. 

A control mechanism (wiring diagram or photocell) could not be 
found on the drawings. 
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ALERTING SYSTEM 

 
A. The SDOT controller cabinet has a number of conflicts. It is 

missing on the architectural site and civil plans and is in the same 
location as the new catch basin CB#1. Furthermore, the controller 
and underground piping are missing on the electrical site plan. 
 

B. The ceiling mounted speakers refer to the architectural reflected 
ceiling plans for the exact placement, but could not locate them on 
the referenced drawings. 
 

C. All of the alerting system is not shown on the electrical floor plans. 
 

D. The interior elevations for the communications room appear to 
have the electrical equipment in different locations than the 
electrical floor plans. 
 

E. Many of the control wiring details/diagrams appear to be 
inconsistent with each other, such as detail 1/EA3.2, “common 
lighting/CR4” is a “spare/CR4” on detail 2/EA3.4. 
 

F. The public address zone paging distribution is missing (1)a, (3)c 
and (1)d type speakers, as found on the floor plans, yet has (8) 
extra b speakers, as found on the diagram/detail.  
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PROJECT MANUAL 

 
A. Missing many Spec sections referenced within Spec pages and 

Table of Contents (TOC). 
 

B. Many references for sizes and information “per plans, details, or 
drawings” are incorrect. Information is not found on drawings. 
 

C. Many items that appear on the drawings could not be found in the 
Spec. For example, shotcrete listed on S1.1, wire mesh screen 
shown on 3/M7.1, metal ladders and concrete pavers shown on 
several architectural drawings, and iron ductile pipe for exterior 
sanitary sewer and storm drainage piping shown on civil. Also, 
many finish types listed on the architectural finish schedule are not 
defined in the Spec. 
 

D. Some specified items are not found in the project. It is unclear 
if/where they are used. For example, Division 26 specifies 
photocells, time clocks, and intercom speakers that could not be 
found on the drawings. 
 

E. Many specified requirements are at variance with plans, details, 
sections, and other information shown on drawings. For example, 
the irrigation valve box cover is specified to have (2) sets of keys. 
The drawing indicates a bolt on cover. 
 

F. The combination water heaters (DHWH) are specified in both 
Division 22 and Division 23 creating a duplicate scope of work. 
 

G. The generator annunciator panel and ATS annunciator panel found 
in Spec 26 32 13, both say “located as shown on the one line 
diagram.” However, the ATS annunciator panel could not be 
located on the one line diagram or floor plans. 
 

H. The drawings are missing a fire alarm riser diagram and many 
fire alarm components, such as heat detectors, flow and tamper 
switches, etc. that are specified in Division 28. 
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