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	Attachment

Number
	Commenter and Company Name
	Comment*
	Action Taken
	If No Action Taken, Explain Why

	A
	Eric Carleton, Independent Concrete Pipe Co
	Comment #1.
	Modified suggested language and revised Sec 1026.3.9 accordingly.
	

	
	
	Comment #2.
	Editorial change accepted.
	

	B
	Brad Temme, MoDOT
	Comment #1.
	Accepted.
	

	C
	Kirsten Munck, MoDOT.
	Comments #1 thru  #4, #6, #9, #10, #12, #16, #18, #19, #25 and #33.
	All of these comments were editorial and accepted.
	

	
	
	Comment #5.
	Modified suggested language and revised Sec 1026.2.2.1 accordingly.
	

	
	
	Comment #7.
	Changed “shall” to “will, but rejected the suggestion of inserting a comma after”strength”.
	By inserting a comma after the word “strength”, changes the intent of the specification. 

	
	
	Comment #8a thru #8e.
	a.  Accepted.

b.  Changed the first “will” in this line to “shall”.

c.  Rejected. 

d.  Accepted.

e.  Rejected.
	b.  Since this refers to testing requirements, a manufacturer’s responsibility, the proper verbiage is “shall”.

c.  This revision would change the intent of the specification.

d.  Same reason as cited in “b.” above.

	
	
	Comment #11, #17,#20, #23 and #30.
	Rejected.
	These editorial changes seem to be author preference and need to be resolved by the EPC Subcommittee.

	
	
	Comment #13.
	Rejected.
	This sentence is defining what is considered to be classified as fly ash and is essential.

	
	
	Comment #14.
	This section was revised as suggested in Attachment B and deleted this wording.
	

	
	
	Comment #15 and #27.
	Rejected.
	Aggregates needs to remain plural because we are talking about different groups of aggregates.

	
	
	Comment #21.
	Modified section to address comment concerns by making (a), (b) and (c) statements similar and created a new subsection for (d).
	

	
	
	Comment #24.
	Kept original verbiage.
	Don’t feel using the word “certification” is as strong as stating “a statement certifying

	
	
	Comment #26.
	Rejected.
	Changes the intent.

	
	
	Comment #28.
	Changed the word from “or” to “and” to clarify the intent, although it was felt that “or” did the same.
	

	
	
	Comment #29.
	No change was made.
	Deleterious requirements are specified in Sec 1026.3.4.

	
	
	Comment #31.
	Revised section to be in accordance to other listings in specifications.
	

	
	
	Comment #32.
	Rejected.
	Feel by referencing a PAL specification from a material specification that is governed by QC/QA specifications may cause some confusion.  In addition, although the reinstatement clauses are similar now, this may change and want the flexibility to address each QC/QA specification on an individual basis, so left as is. 



