
DCE Meeting Minutes 
September 12, 2007 

Orlando, FL 
 
 
The meeting opened with introductions.  The following individuals attended the DCE Meeting: 
  
David Sadler, Greg Jones, Calvin Johnson, Jerry Rudd, Paul Blanchard, Pat McCann, Pete 
Nissen, Brian Pickard, Patrick Stanford, Ron Chin, Brian McKishnie, Brian Blanchard, Ernest 
Garcia, Tim Ruelke, Frank O'Dea, Lorie Wilson, Amy Scales, Don Budnovich, Keith Hinson, 
Steve Benak, Derek Fusco, Paul Wai, Bill Sears, Terry Muse, Alan Autry, Jon Sands, Mark Croft, 
Rudy Garcia 
 
 
Contract Administration Topics: 
 

1. PPP Oversight CEI Scope of Work - A draft PPP Oversight CEI scope has been 
developed from the old D/B Oversight CEI scope.  Pete N. and Brian B. have had 
discussions about requiring the CEI for P3 projects to be pre-qualified.  Greg Jones 
indicated that this scope needs to address record retention.  Brian noted the 
Department has three D/B Finance projects US 1, I-95, and I-75.  

 
2. Idle Asphalt Plant Costs in Claims - Idle Asphalt Plants should only be compensable if 

the plant is dedicated to the project and not a plant that provides to multiple projects 
or sells commercially.  If a claim includes costs for an idle asphalt plant, the costs 
should be removed from the subject claim. 

 
3. New Bridge Debris Spec 

 
110-6.1.1 Bridge Debris to Other Agency: The debris from bridge number _(Bridge 

Number)____ on this contract is designated to be delivered to _(Agency Name)_________.  
This agency has requested the delivery of the bridge debris to _ (Location, 

address)____which is ____(Distance)___ miles from the project site.  The contractor is 
solely responsible for coordinating the delivery of the debris to the designated 
location at no cost to the Department.  The receiving agency is responsible for 
additional costs of processing upon receipt o debris, delivery, placement and use of 
the material and assumes legal and permitting responsibility for the placement of 
the debris.  For purposes of bidding, include in the costs for demolition the costs for 
delivery of the debris to the location designated above. 
 

FHWA is requiring STD’s to make bridge debris available to local agencies as required 
by Section 1805 under SAFETEA-LU.  As a result, the subject spec and an agreement 
were developed. Action:  Attach a copy of FHWA’s letter and the agreement that was 
developed. The question was asked which agency would get first choice if more than one 
agency wanted the debris, consensus was that was not likely to happen but would be first 
come, first served… 

 



4. Inconsistency issues between districts – Bob Burleson is requesting industry to put 
together a list of Department statewide inconsistency issues.  A meeting on this will be 
held on Oct 22 in the District 7 office.  

 
 

5. Risk Workshop – October 17 – 18th.  There is an upcoming two day Risk Workshop to 
train Department’s personnel on how to evaluate and mitigate for risk on projects.  
The first day will consist of training of FDOT personnel to develop expertise.  The 
second day will consist of working on a project. 

 
6. OJT trainees and adjustments to the numbers required on contracts, also, banking hours 

on State funded projects - If the trainee requirements can not be met on Federal jobs, 
the banking of the hours is allowed on the State jobs. Action:  Attach e-mail from 
Sylvia to minutes. Discussed the need for EEO Office to review specs with regard to 
number of trainees based on dollar value of the contract – value in contracts does not 
to have appear to have been adjusted for inflation over the years.  

 
7. CPPR on Joint-Ventures – From CPPR Guidance Webpage:  If a project consists of a 

joint venture, score the CPPR as a team grade and each contractor is to receive the 
same score. 

 
8. Flex start time and acquisition time.  Should be the greater of the flex time or 

acquisition time, but not both on contracts. -  It was being observed that flex and 
acquisition time are being used on projects together.  However, the greater of the two 
should only be used on a project.  Flex and acquisition time should not be added 
together. 

 
9. VECP’s – what constitutes a VECP, innovations, etc. – OIG completed  a review of the 

District’s on VECP’s and concluded that the District’s are not being consistent with 
VECP’s statewide.  Also, senior management is not following through with VECP’s.  
Specification may need to be revisited.  Also, there is not consensus of opinion amongst 
the group as to what constitutes a VECP, particularly when MOT is the proposal. 
Action:  The SCO will be providing more guidance on what is acceptable as a VECP.  
Brian B. to review spec with Kurt L.   

 
10. Timeframes in contract for FDOT to respond – hearing from some around the state that 

FDOT is taking the maximum allowable time because they can.  We need to be taking 
only the time that is required.  The Department is responsible for getting answers back 
to the contractor as soon as possible and should not take the full amount allowed in the 
contract when possible. 

 
11. LSCCEI Contracts – are not seeing many requests for these, even for milling and 

resurfacing contracts.  What is the latest in your district?  Response from the DCE’s 
was that this is due to shifts in the District’s work program. 

 
 
12. Certified requests for extra compensation per 4-3.2 – not seeing these consistently with 

the backup for contract modifications.  They are required and we need to get them or 
return the request to the contractor.   

 
 



 
 
 
 

Spec 4-3.2 language: 
 

The Contractor shall in any request for equitable adjustment of compensation, time, or 
other dispute resolution proposal certify under oath and in writing, in accordance with the 
formalities required by Florida law, that the request is made in good faith, that any 
supportive data provided are accurate and complete to the Contractor’s best knowledge 
and belief, and that the amount of the request accurately reflects what the Contractor in 
good faith believes to be the Department’s responsibility. 

 
We are not always seeing contractor’s certifications and contractor’s should be 
submitting this.  Reminded DCE’s that all time and money requests from a contractor 
require a certification. 

 
13. Ethics Policy issues – Joint Meeting topic – Partnering with breakfast/lunch? Each 

person should be paying for their own meals at Partnering meetings. 
 
14. 2.5% encumbrances on project or contract?  Has to do with multi-FIN contracts.  

Comptroller’s Office is requiring overrun encumbrances per contract, but this should 
be allowed  per project since some contracts have multi-FIN numbers.  Action:  SCO 
to meet with Robin Naitove. 

 
15. Prep and Doc Manual update – Brian to discuss the design changes and what needs to 

be submitted.  Regarding as-built changes, the CEI needs to handle minor changes 
with the FDOT Resident Engineer.  Major changes requiring an engineering analysis 
need to go back with the EOR.  If a contractor hires a specialty engineer to do a plan  
change, he needs to be signing and sealing the as-builts. 

 
16. Pushbutton Contracts – who uses and for what types of work?  Who administers, how 

is work priced, and what is included in the plans?  Example of the 10 page plan set that 
included 1 cover sheet, 3 pages of pay items, 5 pages of plans notes, and 1 page of 
construction details.  The Districts were polled as to what type of projects they use for 
push button contracts: 
 
D1- Bridge Maint, D2 - Traffic Ops, D3 - Traffic Ops, D4 - Traffic Ops, D5 - Traffic 
Ops, D6 - Traffic Ops, D7 - Bridge Maint, Turnpike – Bridge Maint 
 
Action:  Additional guidance is needed on push button projects in PPM.  

    
  

17. Pilot Projects needed for LS Sediment and Erosion Control where Contractor’s 
engineer designs sediment and erosion control for the project.  Look for projects to be 
let between July and December 2008 and variety of project types.  Action:  DCE’s to 
look at future work program and send candidate projects to David Sadler.  Action:  
David Sadler to send out spec on this. 

 
18. Credits on SA’s vs WO’s –  Ernest Garcia 

 



This E-Mail is being sent in order to get you to reconsider your previous disallowing of 
Negative $ W.O.'s for the purpose of deleting bid item work for Lump Sum Projects. In plain 
language, we're talking credits from the contractor for deleted work. 

 
I have done a considerable amount of research on the subject (conversations with our 
Work Program folks), and am convinced that Belinda Lubben is correct in her assertions 
documented in the attached E-Mail. 

 
What I have learned is that if the proper Type "Adj. for deleted work - LS jobs only" is 
selected while doing your Line Item Adjustment, then the proper code (usually 200 or 203) 
will be chosen. This will cause the money to be drawn from the project regular funds and 
not from the contingency funds (202). 

 
I trust this eliminates your concern about distorting the Contingency Funds usage because 
of our method of documenting the contractor credit. 
 
On Lump Sum projects, the Comptroller’s Office position is that credits are to be provided 
back by SA’s.  However, per District 2 believes this can be done thru WO’s if coded 
correctly and will eliminate any concerns about distorting the contingency fund amount.  
Action:  Ernest to send WO coding process to David Sadler.  Action:  SCO to meet with 
Robin Naitove on this. 
 
19. Lake Belt issues – status The Department’s position is there is not any area wide 

aggregate shortages and any requests for time and money are not  compensable.  
Action:  Brian B. to send out John Shoucair’s presentation to the DCE’s. 

 
 
20. Where the Operations Center concept is employed and the Ops Center Engr has an 

assistant called the Operations Center Manager for Construction.Is that Operations 
Center Manager analogous to the Construction Resident Engineer for approving Time 
Extensions up to 5% or 30 days as mentioned in CPAM 7.2.5.(4)?  Based on the fact 
that the Ops Center concept was supposed to reduce the quantity of managers...not add 
a new layer... and where it was implemented ... either the Construction or Maint 
Resident Engineer had to go ... and the remaining one took over both duties as the Ops 
Center Engineer... ... the Operations Center Manager for Construction... is not 
analogous to the Construction Resident Engineer for approving Time Extensions.  
Accordingly, don't delegate, keep Time Extension approval authority with the Ops 
Center Engineer.   
 
After further discussion, it was decided that Time Extension approval authority could 
be with the Operations Center Manager for Construction. 

  
21. Reminder - Production rates on SCO website.  DCE’s should remind field personnel 

that these rates can be found on the web as a tool to help calculate additional time on 
contract changes.  Action:  Get info from Richard Massey on the web. 

 
22. We should not be paying for MOT devices by overrunning existing contract pay items 

when time runs longer than the original contract time – this applies to contracts that are 
in liquidated damages.  When a project is in LD’s, lump sum MOT devices should not 
be paid for.  However, if a project is in default, this should be handled differently. 

 
23. CIM’s update - An update will be provided at Feb 2008 DCE Meeting.  



 
 
24. Bonus Specifications regarding adjustments - The bonus spec language is clear.  Pat 

will provide some additional information for clarification on this issue. 
 
Structures Topics: 
 

25. Use of Adhesive Anchoring Systems in Highway Construction (NTSB) - Robert 
Robertson is responding to NTSB with a letter.  The Department does not allow 
vertical anchoring systems, but does allow horizontal anchoring systems. 

 
26. Construction Loads on Bridges – FHWA technical Advisory attached – Reminder for 

DCE’s to pay attention to construction loads and stockpile loading on bridges. 
 
27. NTSB issue of bracing of beams/girders – Colorado collapse of an erected steel plate 

girder that was temporarily braced.  Division I and II specs are developed for erection 
and temporary bracing of  beams and girders and are out for review.  Please review 
and comment on the spec. 

 
28. CSL testing of drilled shafts – how is this working on your projects?  How is it  being 

paid?  Not seeing many projects loaded with CSL pay items.  Personnel in districts 
preparing contracts seem not to be aware of pay item as they are being left out of 
contracts and construction having to supplement. 

 
29. Plugs for Tremies – spec requirement in 455.  Allowance for moving plug being 

considered as a possible spec change.  Spec currently does not allow moveable plugs.  
Larry Jones, State Structures Office, is looking into revising this spec. 

 
Roadway Topics: 
 

30. Pipe Deflection Limits – flexible pipe installation and inspection – if inspected  within 
30 days after installation, it is possible that all of the settlement may not have taken 
place which could affect deflection readings.  Encouraging industry to inspect pipes 
earlier on projects than required by spec.  Spec might be revised to reflect this.   

 
31. Laser Ring Pipe inspection – hearing from Florida Concrete Pipe Institute that word of 

the spec requirement for this is not filtering down to the field and that many they have 
contacted were unaware of the laser ring inspection requirement.  Construction field 
personnel need to be aware of this spec requirement.  Acton:  DCE’s need to review 
the list of projects sent out by David and determine if video taping was required and if 
it has been done.  The list contained all of the projects that let since the implementation 
of the laser videoing spec and that have been final accepted.  If you have video tapes 
on projects, please forward to David Sadler.  If pipes are found to have defects on 
projects, please coordinate with SCO as to the disposition. David Sadler is developing 
a training course for pipe installation and inspection. 

 
32. Cable Barriers – Joint DCE/DDE meeting - Various issues are being found on Cable 

Barrier Systems. 
 
33. Performance Turf – sod vs. other products, payment for sod in those areas designated 

in the plans to be sod or directed by engineer to be sod, otherwise, it is contractors 



choice what products to use for turf establishment – payment for non-sod required 
areas to be by performance turf (contractor’s option).  The choice is the contractors 
whether to spend $ on maintenance costs versus materials costs.  Prepared soil layer is 
not required for Treatment I, so we should not be entertaining arguments from 
contractors from contractor if turf fails. Prepared soil layer is required for Treatment II.  
This issue was cleared up with Design.  Where Standard Index requires sod, sod is to 
be placed.  

 
34. Index 11320 – A325 or A307 bolts?  Span Sign Structure Design Standard 
 

 
 
On existing sign structures, it has been reported to FDOT by a contractor that bolts are 
being mixed and causing problems.  Action:  Brian B. to talk with Tim Lattner on this. 
 
35. Thermo or paint on your construction projects – what are you doing in your district? 

How many jobs being done on construction in your district? 
 
The Districts were polled and the following results were received: 
 
D1- All Thermo, D2- Paint, D3- Paint, D4 – Paint, D5-Paint but want to go to Thermo, 
D6-Paint, D7-Thermo, Turnpike- Paint 

 
 

36.  
Index 17784 – ADA conditions for Ped button to be mounted to pole, requirement for 
10” from base of the pole to the sidewalk edge – should be from the ped button to the 
sidewalk edge.  Please be aware the design standards are being corrected regarding 
on this error. 

 
 



 
 
37. Vibration Damage Complaints - We have been having more of these situations  

 recently and are becoming increasingly political. Is it time we look at this issue and 
handle differently, or should we stay the course we've been going?  With 
SUPERPAVE ASPHALT, we acknowledge there may be times where the plans or the 
Engineer direct "static mode only", and Table 334-7 offers the reduced density 
requirements. Should we have a similar "no vibration" spec for earthwork and/or base?   
 What kind of impact would this have on our quality?  

 
Involve CO legal if this is an issue on a project in your District. 

 
General Discussion Topics: 
 
38. A CEI can be managing a contractor on a project and acting as a QC Manager on 

another project for the same contractor. 
 
39. If a contractor redesigns a change and the EOR reviews and approves the change and 

an error is discovered later, the error is on contractor that redesigned. 
 
 
 



40. If a contractor is hired in pre-construction to do lead paint abatement as a 
Contamination/Assessment Remediation (CAR) Contractor, the CAR contractor should 
be QP-2 Certified by SSPC.  He is performing a service contract and should be 
certified.  This will need to be looked at around the state to see if CAR contractors do 
have this certification. 
 


















