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	Comment Summation Sheet for Sec 105

	Team Leader:
	Diane Heckemeyer

	Team Members:
	EPC Members
	Pat McDaniel
	
	


	Attachment

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

	A
	Mike Rose
	#1 thru #4..
	Apply to contractor staking, which has been made as a new section, Sec 627.  See that section for action taken.
	

	
	
	#5 thru #8.
	Accepted as proposed with some minor editorial corrections under Item #8.
	

	B
	Troy Hughes, Travis Koestner and Kirsten Munck of MoDOT
	#1a.
	This is a major change and consists of changing the ranking of standards.  Team members need to discuss this. 
	

	
	
	
	8/27/03 – Reversed ranking of “General Special Provision” and “Plans” to be consistent with AASHTO and to account for project specific design.
	

	
	
	#1b thru #3, #11, #13, #17, #19 thru #23.
	Accepted editorial changes (added clarification).
	

	
	
	#4.
	Instead of deleting recommended phrase, replaced “specifications” with “contract documents.”
	

	
	
	#5 and #6.
	Accepted editorial change.
	

	
	
	#7.
	Rejected.
	Lighting for material inspection would not be covered under Sec 616, since it is often done elsewhere, outside of the traffic control area.

	
	
	#8.
	Accepted deletion since next sentence is stating the same thing.
	

	
	
	#9, #10, #12, #14 and #15.
	 8/27/03 – No changes made.
These are major changes and EPC team members need to discuss these proposed revisions.
	Although existing wording appears redundant, it apparently has been effective.

	
	
	#16.
	Rejected.
	The sentence already implies that it must be approved by the engineer by using the wording “will not be permitted”.  The intent of the last phrase “in rare instances” was included for informing the engineer that this is permitted under special circumstances.

	
	
	#18.
	Different wording proposed.
	Important that guidance is provided to the contractor and the engineer of what is expected to be constructed back into place.

	C
	Larry Whiteside, MoDOT
	#1.
	8/27/03 – Accepted recommendation to change “approve” to “accept”.  


	

	D
	Kirsten Munck, MoDOT
	#1.
	None.
	Felt relevant for clarification.

	
	
	#2.
	None.
	Need to keep the word “under” at each location since this is not a series because “under otherwise” would not make sense.

	
	
	 #3 thru #7, #10, #12, #16 thru #19, #21 thru #30, #33 thru #35, #37 thru #41, #45 thru #51, #54, #56, #58, #60, #61 and #64.
	All of these comments are editorial and were incorporated into the specification.
	

	
	
	#8.
	None.
	We don’t just want someone capable of reading plans and some experience, but someone that is very knowledgeable of the plans specified and very experienced in this work.

	
	
	#9.
	None.
	Considered as changing the intent.  

	
	
	#11.
	Edited accordingly to remove the word “it”.
	

	
	
	#13 and #14.
	Edited to provide intent.
	

	
	
	#15.
	Rejected.
	The word “the “ singles out that this applies only to contractors within the same project limits.

	
	
	#20.
	Rejected.
	Editor preference and kept plurialism consistent within the sentence.

	
	
	#31.
	Replaced the word “it” with units”, since that is the noun used in the subject of the sentence.
	

	
	
	#32, #42, #43 and #62.
	Rejected.
	Improper recommended use of comma.

	
	
	#36.
	Rejected.
	This is a major statement and felt important to emphasize this engineer write by providing as a separate subsection.

	
	
	#44.
	Rejected.
	Cross traffic is not limited to hauling traffic by the contractor, so need to keep this language in the specification. 

	
	
	#52.
	Rejected.
	Felt comma is needed to maintain intent.

	
	
	#55.
	Kept as was.
	Activity that the person was performing at the time of question is what is desired.

	
	
	#57.
	Rejected.
	“Material” has legal contention in this application.

	
	
	#59.
	Section was deleted by comments received from Mike Rose.
	

	
	
	#63.
	Rejected.
	“Thing” refers to work , material, etc.


* Refer to the referenced attachment to see recommended change.


