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	Attachment

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

	A
	Chris Orr, Illinois Valley Paving Co.
	Comment #1.
	Rejected.
	This operation may generate small quantities of millings and in many cases can be swept to the side of the road.  Requiring removal in the same operation of milling would increase the cost of milling and would not in a lot of cases provide a benefit.

	
	
	Comment #2.
	Rejected.
	Do not have sufficient data at this time to know for sure if the smoothness can be increased twofold.  The team feels 35 % is definitely achievable and would still be a significant improvement.

	B
	Travis Koestner, MoDOT
	Is the engineer approval necessary in Sec 622.30.3.8 since the subsections outline the requirements.
	Kept language as is.
	We must have the flexibility to address any environmental concerns that may arise.  So, in case the requirements are not all inclusive, the engineer has the ability to add additional requirements. 

	C
	Ron Willis, MoDOT
	Comment #1.
	Added disposal to address concern.
	

	
	
	Comment #2.
	Rejected.
	On unpaved shoulders, the residue will fall between the aggregate and should not become air borne from traffic.  If it does, the engineer under Sec 622.30.8 still has the right to require the contractor to dispose of the residue by other means.

	
	
	Comment #3.
	Rejected.
	It is inappropriate to try to define what is acceptable or excessive.  There may be a determination at a later date by DNR of what this value may be, but we feel because of the variable scenerios that can be encountered in the field, the engineer will need to make a judgement call on what is acceptable or not for a given operation.  

	D
	Kirsten Munck, MoDOT
	Comments #1, #2, #4 thru #8, #11, #13 thru #20,  and #22 thru #32.
	All of these comments are editorial and were incorporated into the specification.
	

	
	
	Comment #3.
	No change made.
	Full depth concrete patches are encountered in milling operations of bituminous overlays on concrete pavement.  We also mill concrete on ramps and other appurtances to provide allow to butt the new AC overlay at these locations to avoid feathering the mix out to zero.

	
	
	Comment #9.
	No change made.
	We state in Sec 622.20.2 that all equipment shall be in accordance with Sec 622.10.  In Sec 622.102.3, cutting and removal shall be one operation, but for Sec 622.20, this is not critical.  See response above to Comment  #1 of Attachment #1.

	
	
	Comment #10a.
	No Change made.
	The purpose and the desired results for milling under Sec 622.10 and Sec 622.20 are significantly different and cannot see how the two sections can or why they should mirror each other.

	
	
	Comment #10b.
	
	Since milling under Sec 622.20 is to be used as the final driving surface, which is not the case for milling under Sec 622.10, a finer finish is desired to reduce road noise, to enhance drainage and to eliminate grooves or irregularities which may cause tracking problems for motorcyclists and passenger cars. 

	
	
	Comment #12.
	Rejected.
	This editorial change was felt not appropriate or needed.  It is more of a writing preference than complying with current specification writing rules. 

	
	
	Comment #21.
	Rejected.
	Felt the term “encroaching” is not the same as “entering”, and therefore this change would alter the intent of the specification.

	
	
	Comment #33.
	No change made.
	The feathering out at the shoulders is at a different slope than the cross slope of the traveled way and the equipment is not capable of grinding two different slopes in the same pass. 

	E
	Randall Glaser, MoDOT
	Comment #1 thru #3, #5 thru #7, #15 thru #19, #23, #24, #27 thru #29, #31, #32, #34 and #35.
	All of these comments are editorial and were incorporated into the specification.
	

	
	
	Comment #4 and #8.
	Relocation of this specification was not changed, but additional language shown in Comment #8 was added to the specification.
	Because this specification requirement applies to all of the subsections, it was placed up front to avoid having to place duplicate language in each major subsection.

	
	
	Comment #9 and #13.
	Rejected.
	No justification for altering the location of this specification within this section.  It is felt that this a critical requirement and justified to place it as the first item under construction requirements. 

	
	
	Comment #10.
	Rejected.
	Covered under Sec 622.3.3.

	
	
	Comment #11.
	Some of the editorial changes were adopted and some were rejected.
	The editorial changes that were not adopted were just another way to say the same thing, i.e. the writer’s preference of presentation.

	
	
	Comment #12.
	Rejected.
	We want a good bituminous mix to be used for patching.  Something less could potentially move or be susceptible to moisture related damage.  

	
	
	Comment #14.
	Added suggested language to the basis of payment, Sec622.10.5
	

	
	
	Comment #20 and #21.
	Rejected.
	Additional language was felt to unnecessary.

	
	
	Comment #22.
	Rejected.
	The proposed language changed the intent of the specification.

	
	
	Comment #25.
	Specification requirement moved to end of next section.
	

	
	
	Comment #26.
	Incorporated into specification.  Provided additional clarification.
	

	
	
	Comment #32.
	Incorporated into specification.  Clarified intent.
	


* Refer to the referenced attachment to see recommended change.

