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	1
	Patrick McDaniel
	The industry members on the Review Team for Sec 730 and Sec 1047 on HDPE pipe have the following comments on Sec 1013:


	None
	The original revisions we proposed did not eliminate the industry from competing in the market for Miscellaneous Drainage Pipe.  The specification still allows an ASTM specified HDPE pipe.  Our revisions set a minimum on the structural integrity of the pipe that should be used to protect our pavement system.  The removal of the polyethylene tubing is supported by FHWA documentation(FHWA SA-98-044 Video Inspection of Highway Edgedrain Systems) that indicated that for this use, the drainage tubing was the most common type of pipe to have unknown obstructions, cavititations and other failures.  A major cause of pavement failure in our state is inadequate drainage.  The sole purpose of the drainage pipe is to help ensure the durability of our pavements.  This is a case where the failure of a reasonably inexpensive item can have catastrophic impact on an expensive item, our pavement system.  Specifically, a new lane mile of Medium Or Heavy Duty pavement costs roughly $800,000 (this is a reasonably low estimate) and a lane mile of pavement edge drain costs roughly $16,500, installed.  This is approximately 2% of the total cost. From a practical standpoint, since the estimated cost includes the pipe, delivery, and placement, the actually pipe cost could triple and it would not significantly affect the total cost of a lane mile of new roadway.  (Estimates were taken from the PDM Fig. 1-02.1 and from the unit bid price book for Pipe Aggregate Pavement Underdrain.)



	
	
	They do not agree with the elimination of allowing the use of corrugated PE drainage tubing, Sec 1013.2.1.3.  Although they understand the concern with the placement of this pipe, they state the problem lies within the installation, not with the tubing.  Their thoughts, in Sec 605.3.1.5, the concerns that your team has with the tubing being misaligned or crushed is addressed through performance specification requirements.   To further address your team's concerns, the disallowment of coil tubing could be specified and a statement added that tubing shall be staked at intervals to prevent movement of the pipe, meeting the approval by the engineer and pending satisfactory performance in the field. 


	None
	In addition, Sec 605.3.1.5 only addresses concerns about initial placement, and offers no protection throughout the service life.  By specifying a higher type pipe, the probability of long term performance is increased.



	
	
	My comment on this issue, is It should also be noted, there may be instances where this type of pipe may be preferred because of economics and because location of the pipe is not of critical concern.  To eliminate tubing will eliminate an option to the designer and the contractor.


	None
	Other uses may be allowed by Job special provision.  



	
	
	If your team elects to allow tubing, the minimum pipe stiffness will need to be revised to 240 Newtons/meter/mm.


	None
	Additionally, Pat McDaniel comments regarding the placements of staking to control movement of the tubing. We believe this might control horizontal movements of the tubing but will do very little to control the up and down movement of the tubing. In addition, stakes may also pierce or cut into the tubing.




