
 

SP0080302A PROSECUTION AND PROGRESS – PROSECUTION OF WORK 
(SUBMISSION OF WORKING SCHEDULE) 

COMMENTS FROM INTERNAL/INDUSTRY REVIEW 

Bob Burleson 
FTBA 

bburleson@ftba.com 
 

Comments: (5-21-18) 
1. SP0080302A  8-3-2.4 Weekly Meetings is overkill. Many projects that are on schedule drop 
the weekly progress meetings and go with bi-weekly. Some CEIs will use the spec to make 
weekly meetings mandatory throughout contract duration. 
 
Response: 
 
2. The A spec for CPM schedules should be used on complex or multi-phased projects and not be 
based on the budget amount.  
 
Response: 
 
****************************************************************************** 

Bill Sears 
954-934-1115 

william.sears@dot.state.fl.us 
Comments: (6-1-18) 
1.  8-3.2.2 Schedule Submissions: 5. h. List all changes to schedule logic, added activities, 
calendars, calendar assignments, activity types, or duration changes (original and remaining), 
updated percent complete, that have been made to the schedule since the previous submission 
(included added activities and updated percent complete) Add No. 8 Cost Report listing each 
activity Budget Cost Cost to Date Cost this Period For each submission of the Contract Schedule 
and monthly update, the Engineering will have 7 days to accept the Contract Schedule or to 
schedule … (change 15 to 7) 
 
Response: 
 
2. 8-3.2.3 Schedule Content: Detailed scheduled data: shall conform to the following 2. Each 
construction schedule activity shall be cost loaded. (added the word construction) 4. Milestone 
activities shall be start no earlier than and finish no later than milestone type activities, as 
appropriate. (added start no earlier than and finish no later than) 5. All non-procurement 
activities must be less than or equal to 21 workdays unless approved… (change 20 to 21) 14. 
...shall be approved by the Engineer, and listed in the logic changes report. (added and listed in 
the logic changes report) 
 
Response: 
 
****************************************************************************** 

Carl Harman 
941-708-4431 
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carl.harman@dot.state.fl.us 
 

Comments: (6-1-18) 
Last sentence of existing specification 8-3.2.1. Please do not change from Engineer "will" 
withhold payments, to Engineer "may" withhold payments. We endured many years of 
contractors not submitting schedules or submitting them late. Changing this specification 
language from "may" withhold payment to "will" withhold payments was a positive change. 
Contractors will immediately refer this issue to Escalation towards the District Construction 
Engineer if you change this specification back to the "may" withhold language. CEI Engineers 
will no longer be willing to withhold payments and will refer this issue to the District 
Construction office for resolution. Or, they will not refer the issue and we will regress towards 
contractors no longer submitting schedules on time. This change is moving backwards to where 
we used to be when we argued about this issue repeatedly. 
 
Response: 
 
****************************************************************************** 

Deborah Ihsan 
954-777-4387 

deborah.ihsan@dot.state.fl.us 
 

Comments: (6-4-18) 
1. I have a comment regarding the schedule revision. They are striking out the part of the spec 8-
3.2.3 where we recommend positive language disallowing Progress override. A lot of revisions 
here for one review but I really like the new section on the narrative. It’s just we have always 
gone with the idea if we specify Retained Logic the Contractors will not flip the switch to 
Progress Override if it help a position in the middle of the project. Projects that done have 
someone well versed in Prima Vera may never know this change is made. I’ve heard it for years 
from Contractors that telling them to use Retained Logic doesn’t mean they can’t use Progress 
override, just something else to waste time arguing about when it could, and I thought was, 
cleared up by positively saying Progress Override is not allowed. I thought we finally had it but 
this revision strikes it out. Big mistake. 
 
Response: 
 
2. 8-3.2.1: 

 

mailto:carl.harman@dot.state.fl.us
mailto:deborah.ihsan@dot.state.fl.us


 

 
 
Response: 
 
3. 8-3.2.2 

 
 
Response: 
 



 

 
 
Response: 
 
 

 
 
Response: 
 
 



 

 
 
Response: 
 
 

 
 
Response: 
 
 

 
 
Response: 
 



 

 
 
Response: (We do not put pictures in the Specs.) 
No change made. 



 

 
 
Response: 
 
4. 8-3.2.7 

 
 
Response: 
 
 

 
 
Response: 
 
Comments (6-6-18) 
5. 8-3.2.1 Contract Schedule states the following – “The Contract Schedule shall include detailed 
schedule diagrams and schedule data as described below for the entire Contract Period plus any 
Contract defined holidays and suspension days that affect the Critical Path.” My interpretation of 



 

this would be that the Contractor is to “add” the defined holidays and suspension days to the 
Allowable Contract Time which may artificially extend the Project Completion date. I would 
suggest replacing “plus” with the word “including”.  
 
Response: 
 
6. 8-3.2.1 Contract Schedule also includes language regarding following the MOT plan or the 
phasing indicated in the Contract Documents where no MOT plan exists. Although rare, this 
doesn’t account for a project like the north end of SR7 where no MOT plan is included and no 
phasing is clearly indicated in the Contract Documents. It may be prudent to add language that 
where no MOT or phasing is indicated in the Contract that the Contract Schedule will need to 
show a logical sequence of activities that indicate the methodology and/or self imposed phasing 
that will be utilized by the Contractor to complete the work within the Contract Period. 
 
Response: 
 
7. 8-3.2.3 Schedule Content states the following – “12. Activities shall not be deleted from the 
schedule. If an activity is not required, then upon approval from the Engineer, the Contractor 
shall provide actual start and finish dates equal to the date of the Engineer’s approval, shall add 
the word “Removed” to the activity name and shall make a notebook entry explaining the reason 
for removing the activity from the planned work.” I agree in concept with not deleting activities 
from the schedule. I am concerned that it may distort the logic of the schedule using the method 
indicated above. For instance, if we are in Phase I work at the beginning of the project and 
during our review we mutually agree that an activity shown in Phase III can be deleted, we 
would end up showing actual start and finish dates that are beyond the data date of the schedule 
which is typically prohibited. In addition, if the activity was on the Critical Path, the logic tied to 
the activity may need to be modified artificially in order to maintain the integrity of the schedule.  
 
Response: 
 
8. 8-3.2.3 Schedule Content states the following – “9. Out of sequence progress, if applicable, 
shall be handled through corrected on each monthly update by modifying the schedule logic so 
that the logic accurately depicts the actual sequence of the work. The Retained Logic setting 
shall be used when calculating the schedule. There are cases where out of sequence work can and 
will be done by the Contractor and it may simply be a resource that becomes available. It appears 
that the intention of this note is to modify the logic to tie the out of sequence work to a 
predecessor that may not make sense. For example, say the Contractor is able to begin a 
PORTION of Phase II work prior to the ending of Phase I that has nothing to do with the 
completion of any activity within Phase I (other than end Phase I and Begin Phase II activities 
being linked). Modifying the logic to show this activities predecessor artificially as some activity 
within Phase I may not give a logical sequencing of activities. Using Retained Logic, in my 
opinion, already achieves the Department’s goal in this regard. My suggestion may be to add the 
words “if applicable” after the phrase “modifying the schedule logic”. 
 
Response: 
 
9. 8-3.2.1 Schedule Content state the following – “8. Constraints shall only be used for “Pproject 
Sstart,” and “Pproject Ccompletion.” Constraints cannot override logic. The Pproject Sstart 



 

constraint shall be the Contract execution date. The Pproject Ccompletion date shall be the 
Contract completion date plus any Contract defined holidays and suspension days included on 
the longest path. I would again suggest that the word “plus” indicates adding on to the Contract 
Completion Date when those holidays and suspension days should already be blocked out on 
their Project Calendar(s). I would again suggest changing “plus” to “including” and deleting the 
word “included”. 
 
Response: 
 
10. 8-3.2.7 Time Extensions – I don’t disagree with the change in information to be provided for 
any time extension. However, the Department should understand that they will be presented with 
two entire schedules (pre and post delay) that may be large and complex documents and may 
require additional analysis to determine the actual delay and whether or not that delay is solely 
due to the extended duration of a discrete activity. 
 
Response: 
 
11. 8-3.2.8 As-Built Schedule states the following – “8-3.2.8 As-Built Schedule: As a condition 
for Ffinal AcceptancePpayment of the project, submittal of an as-built schedule which describes 
the actual order and start and stop times for all activities by the Contractor is required.” I 
understand the intent here, I believe. I also think that the term “final payment” may not be clearly 
defined. If the Department wants to get away from this being a condition precedent to Final 
Acceptance, a time frame such as “within 10 days after Final Acceptance” may be more prudent. 
 
Response: 
 
Comments: (6-8-18) 
12. project codes VS WBS was a little gray and opens it up to just do the WBS. Although, it is 
easy enough for the PA’s to create any desirable activity code to isolate work by different 
contractors that the PA wants to see. The second thing is for cost loading I think it should be 
cleared up and well defined since there are a few subjective methods to cost load. “The 
contractor is prohibited from using the expense function to cost load such as uniformly 
distributing cost over an activity. (There is no way to delineate where the cost comes from 
without a separate spread sheet or multiple expenses listed on an activity. (Contractor recently 
submitted 1 expense covering multiple pay items) Cost loading shall be accomplished with the 
software resource function as a material type or non-labor using the contract bid item, quantity 
and bid item nomenclature. The resource unit cost will be consistent with the contract unit cost 
and representative of the quantity of the resource cost loaded activity. “ Cost loaded by expense 
but includes multiple bid items and need something else to tell what the contractors cost break 
down 
 
Response: 
 
****************************************************************************** 

Dan Garner 
772-263-9368 

transpath@comcast.net 
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Comments: (6-13-18) 
1. 8-3.2.1 "plus any Contract defined holidays and suspension days that affect the Critical Path." 
is problematic and subjective. Best to leave this phrase out, schedule for the contract duration 
and reflect granted weather, holiday and other time extensions in the Must Finish by date. 
 
Response: 
 
2. 8-3.2.1 "must be acceptable to the Department and the respective utility owner" is 
problematic. It may be best to avoid giving utilities control over any part of the Contract 
Schedule. 
 
Response: 
 
3. 8-3.2.2.1 "Submit the files electronically in the current Department version" should read 
"current Department approved version." 
 
Response: 
 
4. 8-3.2.2.6 "A detailed logic report that provides a list of activities in the schedule sorted by 
Aactivity ID," I personanlly would not find this useful and on a large project the report could be 
very large. 
 
Response: 
 
5. 8-3.2.3.10(Deleted “percent complete” it would be best if this remains and reads “duration 
percent complete.” Use of “physical percent complete” can cause problems as this option does 
not automatically update remaining durations. 
 
Response: 
 
****************************************************************************** 

Kris Morgan 
813-614-3776 

kris.morgan@jacobs.com 
 

Comments: (6-28-19) 
SPECIFICATION 8-3.2.7 There are two main methods to present a time extension. Prospective 
Analysis and Retrospective Analysis The items in this section mix them up. Maybe we can 
subdivide the spec into two sections: 8-3.2.7.1-Prospective Analysis and 8-3.2.7.2-Retrospective 
Analysis. The reason is because in Prospective you are modelling what you think will be the 
impact and in Retrospective you know exactly the effect of the impact. I suggest the following:  
 
8-3.2.7 Time Extensions: The Contractor is responsible for submitting a request for Contract 
Time extension in accordance with 8-7.3.2 of the Standard Specifications. An extension of time 
for performance shall be considered only to the extent that a delay to an activity or activities 
impacts the completion date of the schedule such that the impacted completion date is later than 
the Contract completion date as adjusted previously. Time extensions shall not be considered for 
proposals that do not include full documentation described in 8-3.2.7.1 or 8-3.2.7.2, as 
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appropriate. Once a time extension has been approved by the Engineer, the Contract completion 
date shall be changed accordingly.  
8-3.2.7.1 Prospective Analysis: When presenting a request for time extension prior to an impact 
event, as a minimum, a prospective time extension requests shall contain:  

1. A descriptive summary of the changes  
2. An analysis of project impact  
3. Schedule submittal items 1, 2, 3 and 4 required in 8-3.2.2 for the latest accepted update 

of the Contract Schedule, statused (actual start dates added, actual finish dates added, remaining 
durations adjusted) to the end of the day before the start of the delay (pre-event unimpacted 
schedule).  

4. Schedule submittal items 1, 2, 3 and 4 required in Section 8-3.2.2, for the updated 
Contract Schedule, (described in the Item 3 as the pre-event unimpacted schedule) after 
modeling the expected impact of the event (pre-event impacted schedule).  
 
8-3.2.7.2 Retrospective Analysis: When presenting a request for time extension after an impact 
event, as a minimum, a prospective time extension requests shall contain: 

1. A descriptive summary of the changes 
2. An analysis of project impact 
3. Schedule submittal items 1, 2, 3 and 4 required in 8-3.2.2 for the latest accepted update 

of the Contract Schedule, statused (actual start dates added, actual finish dates added, remaining 
durations adjusted) to the end of the day before the start of the delay (pre-event unimpacted 
schedule). 

4. Schedule submittal items 1, 2, 3 and 4 required in 8-3.2.2, for the updated Contract 
Schedule, (described in the Item 3 as the pre-event unimpacted schedule) after modeling the 
actual impact of the event (pre-event impacted schedule) 5. Schedule submittal items 1, 2, 3 and 
4 required in 8-3.2.2, for the fully updated Contract schedule, just after the end of the impact 
event (post-event schedule). 
 
Response: 
 
****************************************************************************** 

 


