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Program Organization

Mission: Administer the Florida Department of Transportation Value Engineering
Program, satisfying the needs of the stakeholders.

Vision: Value Engineering . . . providing an effective support function which
maximizes project and process value for the transportation systems in the State of
Florida.

CENTRAL OFFICE {Tallahassee}
Kurt Lieblong, P.E.

State Value Engineer

(850) 414-4787

e-mail: kurt.lieblong@dot.state.fl.us

DISTRICT 2 {Lake City}

Bobbi Goss

District Value Engineering Coordinator
(386) 758-3769

e-mail: bobbi.goss@dot.state.fl.us

DISTRICT 3 {Chipley}
H.T. Waller

District VE Program Manager
(850) 638-0250

e-mail: h.waller@dot.state.fl.us

DISTRICT 5 {Deland}
Gary Bass

District Value Administator
(386) 943-5254
DISTRICT 7 {Tampa} e-mail: gary.bass@dot.state.fl.us
Larry Timp, P.E.
District Value Engineer
(813) 975-6720

e-mail: lourens.timp@dot.state.fl.us
DISTRICT 4 {Ft. Lauderdale}

Rocco DePrimo

District Value Administrator

(954) 777-4125

e-mail: rocco.deprimo@dot.state.fl.us

DISTRICT 1 {Bartow}

Frank Chupka, P.E.

Asst. District Design Engineer
(863) 519-2572

e-mail: frank.chupka.dot.state.fl.us

TURNPIKE ENTERPRISE {Orlando}
Tom Pridgen, P.E. A
Assistant Design Engineer - \IJD(I)?;RSSL? {'L\’/I:Eaml}
(407).532'3999 Ext. 3005 ' District Value Engineer

e-mail: thomas.pridgen@dot.state.fl.us (305) 470-5342

Catherine Bradley, P.E. e-mail: john.dovel@dot.state.fl.us
Project Development Engineer

(407) 532-3999 ext. 3802

e-mail: Catherine.bradley@dot.state.fl.us
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Executive Summary

VE During Project Development

The effort put forth in value engineering by Department management and employees over the
past twelve years has produced over $2.2 billion in implemented cost avoidance. This effort has led
to the Department being recognized as a national leader in value engineering by both FHWA and
SAVE International. Several of the VE program measures exceeded the targets for fiscal year
2005/2006.

The Districts completed 40 studies or 77% of the original scheduled work plan during this
fiscal year. The original work plan had 52 studies scheduled for the year and the target was to
complete 75% or 39 of the planned studies. Due to the dynamics of the Department’'s work
program, 13 of the 52 scheduled studies (25%) were either rescheduled for next fiscal year or
dropped from the work plan altogether, while eleven (8%) of the completed studies were added to
the original work plan.

During this same period, the Districts acted on 136 recommendations, approving 73 for a 54%
adoption rate. Sixty-six of the approved 73 recommendations resulted in $486.2 million in project
cost avoidance/savings. The remaining seven approved recommendations were value added
recommendations that increased project performance, while adding $1.9 million to the project cost.
Therefore, the total value of the approved recommendations, including the value added
recommendations, produced $484.3 million of project cost avoidance/savings.

There are currently 48 pending recommendations totaling $189.8 million in potential cost
avoidance. This is a 71% increase in the number of pending recommendations and a 58% increase
in the pending dollars from last fiscal year. The growing concern in these numbers is the that 27
(56%) of the recommendations have been pending for more than 12 months. This is a large
increase from FY 2004/2005 when the number of recommendations pending for more then 12
months was 7.

The cost of administering the program was $2.07 million for a Return on Investment (ROI) of $233
to $1.

VE During Construction

Eleven Value Engineering Change Proposals (VECP’s) were submitted during FY 2005/2006,
totaling $1.95 million in potential project savings. During this same period, the districts acted on 10
proposals approving 10. The implemented savings from the 10 approved VECP’s was $1.95 million.
There are currently two pending VECP's totaling $339,320.
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Work Plan Completion

P1: VE Studies Scheduled vs. Completed
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Cost Avoidance/Savings

Q1: Annual Approved Cost Avoidance/Savings
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Value Added Recommendations

Q2: Annual Approved Value Added Recommendations
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A Value Added Recommendation significantly increases the performance of a function while also
increasing the cost.
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Adopted Recommendations

Q5: Annual Adoption Rate
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Return on Investment

Return on Investment
Fiscal Year 2005/2006
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Pending Recommendations

P4: Annual # Pending Recommendations
Annual Report Fiscal Year 2005/2006
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VECP Summary

Annual VECP's Acted Upon
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VECP Approved Savings

Cumulative VECP Construction Cost Savings
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Program Accomplishments

More Than $2.2 billion of implemented Cost Avoidance Recommendations over the past
twelve fiscal years.

Received a 2006 Davis Productivity Award
for VE studies conducted by District 4 on the :
1-595 corridor. e e . _ ¢
I Stncere Appreciation and Recogprition to

Received the National Engineering Award for
the “Most Value Added Proposal During
Project Delivery” at the 2005 AASHTO Value
Engineering Conference, for VE studies Prudential @ Financial

conducted by District 4 on the I-595 corridor. presents the

Received “2003 Value Engineering : 2006
Outstanding Achievement Award” from \Bavis
Federal Highway Administration. awarps T

For your innovation, dedication and commitment to

Received the National Value Engineering excellence. Your work enhances the produstivity of
Award for the “Most Innovative Proposal RAS e e e o kel o
During Construction” at the 2003 AASHTO

. PSS VR, S ?’gu-"#fg-(@’- =

Value Engineering Conference, for a VECP Towri M e ks
submitted on SR 60A from Agricola Road to . i
Broadway Avenue, Polk County. The Disvia Prodriviry Aeeds Frogram i powsared by Florida Tex ach,

2 Tiie Fleridda Concil of 120 and the Stete of Flarida "

The “Turnpike Interchange Improvements at
Commercial Boulevard” study received
Honorable Mention for the “Most Value
Added During Proposal During Engineering” at the 2003 AASHTO Value Engineering
Conference.

The “SR 25 from Boggy Marsh Road to SR 50 WB Ramps” study received Honorable
Mention for the “Most Value Added During Proposal During Engineering” at the 2003
AASHTO Value Engineering Conference.
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Program Accomplishments

Received “Outstanding Accomplishment in Construction Award” from SAVE International
in 2003.

Received the National Engineering Award for the “Most Cost Effective Proposal During
Construction” at the 2001 AASHTO Value Engineering Conference, for a VECP submitted
on the Re-construction of SR 600, in Volusia County.

Received “State Government Presidential Citation for Value Engineering Leadership
Excellence” at the 2001 SAVE International Conference. Awarded for the highest
implemented Department of Transportation savings in the nation for FY 1999/2000.

District 4 SR7 Value Engineering Team received the 2000 AASHTO Standing Committee
on Quality “Exemplary Partner Award” for their teamwork during the Design phase of the
project.

Received “1999 Value Engineering Outstanding Achievement Award” from Federal
Highway Administration.

Received the National Value Engineering Award for the “Most Cost Innovative Proposal
During Construction” at the 1999 AASHTO Value Engineering Conference, for a Value
Engineering Change Proposal (VECP) submitted on the Evans Crary Bridge in Martin
County.

The “Advanced Utility Relocation Study” received Honorable Mention for the “Most Cost
Effective Proposal During Process Improvement” at the 1999 AASHTO Value Engineering
Conference.

MNMational Value Enginearing Award

Most Values 7 ' =i ' In
Added [ |4 ;.-: h \ FProject
osal N S L S/ lelivery

Florida Departiment of Transportation

with Reynolds, SEmith & Hills, Inc.
I1-585 Corridor PDEE ! ast of -85 Valusa
Engl

For Dernonstratineg Chetsts 3 vesfreals
Tirsprrmserls ey Soro-anyo # = ’

13



FY 2005/2006 Sample Projects

District 3 — US 98, Okaloosa County

US 98 on Okaloosa Island has been damaged by storm surge from at least five tropical
events in the last ten years resulting in more than $16 million dollars in repair work. The purpose
of this project was to provide additional protective features to reduce the potential for future
damage from similar storm events. The District wanted the additional protection in place prior to
the next storm season, which required the project to be designed and constructed in less than 1
year. The proposed design involves the construction of a concrete sheet pile wall & associated
bulkhead at the edge of pavement with gabion mat armoring in the median and on the south side
of US 98. The sheet pile wall was located based on past storm events & the roadway profile

elevations. The total cost of the

Argher Wesiem driving

project was estimated at $20.6 million ; a T

T

of which approximately 80% was
associated with the construction of
the concrete sheet pile. The multi-

disciplined team included members

from design, drainage, environmental -
management, structures, geo-tech,
construction, maintenance and a

specialist in coastal engineering.

The recommendation developed by the team and accepted by management was to use a
composite sheet pile system with the gabion mat armoring in lieu of the proposed concrete sheet
pile. The advantages of the composite sheet pile over the concrete sheet pile were speed of
construction and price. The composite sheet pile can be installed at a rate of approximately 80
feet per day as opposed to the concrete sheet pile which is installed at a rate of approximately 25
feet per day. By using VE as a tool to help improve the project, District 3 was able to reduce the
project costs by $8.3 million or 40% and also reduce construction time by 50%. This team was
recognized as the District 3 Value Engineering Team of the Year.

14



FY 2005/2006 Sample Projects

District 5 — SR 528, Brevard County

A Value Engineering Study was performed during the Project Development &
Environmental (PD&E) phase of this project to increase the capacity of SR 528 from SR 520 to
Port Canaveral’s Terminal B Interchange project. The project consists of approximately 23.5
miles of widening from the existing 4 lane to a 6 lane limited access highway and making
interchange geometry improvements. The proposed design also included a proposed bikeway
and pedestrian trail along the SR 528 corridor. The total cost of the project was estimated at

$541 million , of which $505 million was construction and $36 million was right-of-way (ROW).

The multi-disciplined team included members from design, drainage, structures, traffic
operations, right-of-way and utilities. The team developed six recommendations, of which five
were accepted by management for more than $69 million in cost avoidance. Two of the approved
recommendations made modifications to three of the proposed interchange improvements for a
cost avoidance of more than $34 million. Since Florida statute 316 restricts pedestrians and

bicyclists on limited access facilities, one of the teams recommendations was to eliminate the

t Locstbon Maj

proposed bikeway and pedestrian trail
within the right-of-way of SR 528 for a
cost avoidance of $32 million. The

remaining recommendations included
widening an existing bridge in lieu of
replacement and modifying some pond
locations by utilizing the infield areas to

eliminate long conveyance to remote : S, o5 s ‘_; i\
pond sites. By using VE early in project | \ \i pl L : 'lll ‘*“‘::,w
development, District 5 was able to . "f,} u,};xﬂ._ 5 ’X ;" - j”% " ;;&151\:.'_
reduce the cost of this project by more - " ]

than 12%. This team was recognized as the District 5 Value Engineering Team of the Year.
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FY 2005/2006 Sample Projects

District 1—Lakeland In-town Bypass

This project involves the continuation of the Lakeland In-town Bypass from US 92 to North Florida
Avenue. The as-proposed design constructs a four lane divided urban section with a new bridge over the
CSX Railroad and three new signalized intersections. The total cost of the project was estimated at $46
million, of which $31 million was construction and $15 million was right-of-way (ROW). Unlike many value
engineering studies performed by FDOT, this value engineering study was conducted at 100% plans. This
created a difficult task of finding improvement opportunities, while keeping previous commitments made to

the locals and getting the project to construction.

The multi-disciplined team, consisting of FDOT personnel and consultants, included team
members from design, drainage, structures, construction and maintenance. Three recommendations
developed by the VE team were accepted by District Management. One of the recommendations was to
reduce the length of a steel plate girder bridge that was proposed to span over the CSX railroad, the
former Florida Tile parking lot, and a concrete retention pond. The longer span was necessary in order to
avoid major impacts to the private tile plant. The team through investigation discovered that the plant had
since closed and was therefore able to justify a significant reduction in the span length of the 575 foot
bridge. The accepted VE recommendation proposed a steel plate girder bridge to span over the CSX
railroad and that the remaining portion of the bridge that spanned the parking lot and retention pond be
replaced with embankment and MSE walls. Another recommendation involved a reconfiguration of the
storm sewer system that led to a reduction in the number of inlets, while still meeting all current drainage
criteria. The team was also able to offset the recent increase in plant prices by changing the size
requirements for the initial plantings, recognizing that smaller plants will grow to the same size at maturity
as those originally specified. By District 1 using Value Engineering as a tool to deal with the rising costs of
roadway construction, they were able to reduce the costs of this project by more than $8 million and keep
this project from being deferred several years. This team was recognized as the District 1 Value

Engineering Team of the Year.
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FY 2005/2006 Sample VECP

District 1—SR 31, Charlotte County

A VECP was submitted in District 1 on two projects to resurface SR 31 in Charlotte
County. The VECP proposed to reduce the amount of existing pipe culvert removed during the
upgrade of headwalls by carefully protecting the existing culvert and eliminating the need for the
associated barrier wall for Maintenance of Traffic (MOT). The Department had concerns with the
elimination of the barrier wall, so after a meeting to discuss the concerns the contractor was able
to modify the VECP to meet the satisfaction of the Department. The acceptance of this VECP
resulted in an estimated savings of $379, 850.

District 1—SR 684, Manatee County

The addition of turn lanes, sidewalk and resurfacing of SR 684 in Manatee County was the
source of a VECP in District 1. The VECP proposed to eliminate the temporary barrier wall and to
use flagging to control traffic. The original VECP submitted by the contractor was denied due to a
commitment made to the locals on lane closures during construction. A lane closure analysis
performed on the original VECP showed that the proposal would cause backups at an
unacceptable level. The contractor modified the VECP to satisfy the Department concerns and
meet the lane closure commitment made to the locals. The new proposal actually lowers the
number of closure days below that of the original contract. The acceptance of this VECP resulted
in a project savings of nearly $364,000.
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