CELRP- ED- DT (1110) 24 June 1999

VEMORANDUM FOR RECORD

SUBJECT: Corps Specifications Steering Comrittee Meeting M nutes

1. The Corps Specifications Steering Commttee (CSSC) nmet on 17-
18 February 1999 in Arlington, Texas.

2. Announcenents. M ke Dahl qui st, CEWP-PE-D, was present in
proxy for Al Geisen. Stacey Anastos, CENAD was present in proxy
for John Kerkowski. Jim Adki nson, CEWBD, was present in proxy
for David Barber. Enclosure 1 is the list of attendees.

3. M. Rush reviewed the proposed agenda (Encl osure 2).
4. HQUSACE Comments and Updat e.
Ri ck Dahnke gave the foll ow ng update and comments from HQUSACE

a. Funding: USACE funding for SPECSI NTACT for FY 2000 in
t he anpbunt of $230,000 will be funded by site licenses to
Districts. $200,000 will be for SPECSI NTACT support and $30, 000
will be for Coomittee. The site |licenses charges to districts
wi |l probably be based on district size.

b. Publ i cati ons:

(1) The second draft of CEGS 01780 CLOSEQUT SUBM TTAL
second draft is out for review on the internet at
Techi nf o/ webl ook/ 01780. pdf. The report, 01780rpt. pdf, for
the new guide spec is at the sanme |ocation. Comments are
due to Rick Dahnke by February 26.

(2) A draft of ER 415-345-38 TRANSFER OF WARRANTY i s
bei ng devel oped by a PAT Team Jeff Kroll is the PQOC

(3) Conbining CEGS 01354 and CEGS 01410 into one
ENVI RONVENTAL PROTECTI ON gui de specification has been funded
at $24,000 by a mx of Environmental, Cvil Wrks, and
Mlitary Prograns funds. HTRWTCX i s doing the work.
Karen Gentry, Huntsville is POC. |If any Districts have good
mat eri al which they think should be included in the
revi sion, they should send the information to Ed Bave,

CENVO- HX- T.
c. Reference Publications: IMis now handling this. They
are looking at a virtual library concept with a centralized



purchase. The systemw || probably have internet access with a
charge per use. John T. (Tim Ruckle is the POC. The purchase
will be by conpetitive bid. IMwuld like to have a base |ine of
reference publications for the whole Corps, not just Engineering.

CSSC Division representatives wll query their districts for
info, including: a list of standards and costs in use, which
standards are necessary to have available at the desk to do the
job, what format is preferred - web access, hard copy, or CD
Freddie will draft a letter for Rick's review, then wll send to
Di vi sion Representati ves.

Joe MIler remnded the commttee that sone web and CD st andards
are read-only. JimQinn stated that IHS is currently

mai ntai ning the Standard Master Reference List (SWRL) for $5,000
per year. The SMRL currently includes 200 organi zati ons and
2,000 standards, 90% of which are used by the Corps. Tom Shaw
stated that I HS doesn't currently have downl oad capability for
st andar ds.

Ri ck Dahnke said that the SPECSI NTACT (SI) Board has agreed to
use one SVMRL for all agencies, and that there may be a shift in
mai nt enance of the SVMRL from Huntsville to the SI Board.

Freddi e Rush asked if AE's will have access to our system Rick
said that they probably woul d not because of question of how to
charge for it.

Tom Shaw suggested the possibility of central funding for nost
standards and a per-use charge for |less frequently used
standards, possibly with one access point per district. Jim
Quinn rem nded the commttee that the Quality Control guide spec
now requires the contractor to maintain all references needed at
job site.

Ri ck Dahnke said the information collected fromthe survey wll
al so be used for N BS-CCB

Joe MIller asked if there is there difference in usage between
Cvil Wrks, Mlitary Prograns and HTRWuse of standards. |If
there is, this should be considered in determning cost

assi gnnent .

Don Carnen said that due to current costs, this issue should be
actively pursued; we have been discussing this for about a year,
Larry Seal s said that HQUSACE i nvol verent will be needed to keep
| M nmoving on it.

d. Unified Design Guidance Tri-Service Criteria: Wrk is
continuing on Mlitary Progranms side. An SES board conposed of
representatives from HQUSACE, Air Force, NAVFAC and OSD, is



shapi ng gui dance for funding, has identified eight discipline
groups, including Mechanical, Electrical, Structural,
Architectural, Force Protection, Anti-Terrorism specifications,
and format. The groups will work on nmerging. An attenpt is
being made to authorize the board to issue Tri-Service criteria.
The intent is to produce a single docunent for all three
services which is easy to update. Discipline groups wll | ook at
all aspects - criteria and specs. The Mechanical group wll
address system specs versus conponent specs. A subcommttee is
currently working on 5-year plan of action. The Format group is
wor ki ng on DoD I nstructions which are due March 23.

e. On-Line Specifications. Rick Dahnke reported a Sweets-
type specification systemis available free on the web. It is
Specs-online.com but he doesn't know who the owner is. He said
this may be the type of conponent to be included in an OSD
initiative for a whole building design guide based on sustainabl e
design. This will be a CCB based web site entry into the design
process.

f. Freddie and the commttee expressed appreciation to Rick
Dahnke for his work in getting the two new Engi neer Regul ati ons,
ER 415-1-51 and ER 1110-2-8155, publi shed.

5. Mnutes: The mnutes of the 23-24 Septenber 1998 Comm ttee
Meeting in Arlington, Texas, were reviewed and sone m nor
corrections were noted. The notion by Tom Shaw and seconded by
Ti m Pope to approve the mnutes as corrected was passed by

unani nous vote. In the future, draft mnutes will be sent to the
commttee for comment, the comments will be incorporated, and the
mnutes wll be put on the web page as draft. After the m nutes
are approved, the final mnutes will replace the draft. Joe

M|l er suggested a virtual approval process so the mnutes could
be put out as final.

6. Sl - CCCB/ SI Updat e

a. Submttals: JimQinn reported on the SI Board neeting
in Novenber 98. The SI neeting was preceded by a neeting on
submittals. A report on the nmeeting was sent out to CSSC nenbers
gi ving an overview of the outconme. A copy is included as
Enclosure 3. Sl is still working on inplenenting the changes.

Ri ck Dahnke said that the Construction Division representative
did not totally agree with the proposed revisions. The vote
carried, but there may be a possibility to revisit it. Jim Quinn
said that we don’t need 2 data's and 2 reports, O%M data may be
in closeout submttals. The intent was to conformto CSI. ENG
4288 doesn't currently permt 11 submttal types, but a schedule
for 11 types has been drafted by the SI contractor. The effect



on RVMS systemis being | ooked into.

FIOis not used, but schedule will mark FI O on schedule if Gis
not used.

b. Specslntact

The 32-bit SI is noving along and should be released this fall.
It is based on Mcrosoft Visualbasic 6. There will be a neeting
of power users in May at Kennedy Space Center to troubl eshoot it.
Steve Freitas will attend, Tom Shaw will try to. Beta version
will be out in June, contact Maggi e Mieller or Pat Robi nson
(EG&G) to be setup for Beta testing. |Inplenentation may not be
until at |east Fall 99.

The .pdf function in SI 2.7.1is a great tool. It is also

hel pful for maintaining CEGS. The tool requires that Acrobat
PDFWiter be installed. Tom Shaw expl ai ned that the spel
checker in SI is an off-the-shelf product and was not nodified
for SI. The default setting is to ignore ALL CAPS. Since the
program does not save changes and returns to default settings
each time it is used, changes are effective only while the
programis active.

EGG has been replaced by Information Dynamics, Inc. a
subcontractor to Space Gateway Support. Sone of the people from
EGXG are still there.

Change Requests - Unless there are some pressing issues, al
change requests submtted for SI will be made to the 32-bit
version. There wll be a section tenplate in 32-bit version.

A NASA rep will conpare Arny, Navy and NASA architectural specs
to see what differences there are. NASA is interested in
participating in Arnmy spec consolidation program

Joe MIler asked if TECH NFO has a link to the SI-CCCB board

m nutes. The answer was that there is no direct |ink, but the

m nutes are on the SI home page which is linked. Tom Shaw said

that anyone with proposed |inks for TECH NFO should | et Ji m know.
Freddie said it may be possible to add text to SI link to

describe what is there. JimQinn said that he will look into

it. Latest SI-CCCB mnutes are dated Nov 98, and shoul d be

reviewed to find out what is going on.

c. EBS/ Arendnents
Freddi e Rush asked about anendnments. Currently anmendnents are

being issued in a variety of ways. He reported that the Lower
M ssi ssi ppi AGC doesn't |ike the current anendnent



i nconsi stencies. FEach District prepares anendnents differently.
The Tri Service CADD center is currently working on

standardi zing the EBS process, but they aren't to the point of

st andar di zi ng amendnents yet.

(1) One problemdiscussed was getting everyone to use
the sane process. Tri Service CADD center devel oped a
standardi zed web page in response to a HQ USACE initiative,
however, it has been difficult to get the Districts to use
it.

(2) A second problemis determ ning what an anmendnent
should | ook |like. Although it would be difficult to devel op
a standard that covers all cases, it would be useful to have
sonething that covered a majority of cases. There are
actually two problens involved, preparing the anendnent and
i ssui ng the anendnent.

(a) Preparing Anendnents

JimQinn said that it is possible to standardi ze the
anendnent preparation in SPECSI NTACT. Sacranento

Di strict has devel oped a nenu-driven process which
Steve Freitas has officially submtted to the

SPECSI NTACT Board for inplenentation, but the issue has
been tabled until the 32-bit version is released. |If
adopted, it could take 6 nonths after rel ease of SI-32
to incorporate the anmendnent process.

Freddi e Rush reported that the Tri Service CADD center
is soliciting proposals for FY 2000. The conmittee

di scussed submtting a proposal to address anendnent
preparation. The proposal should insure that the
resulting systemis conpatible wth SPECSI NTACT so t hat
anmendnents coul d be prepared in SPECSI NTACT. The
proposal could state that the Sacranmento procedure is
avai l abl e. Rick Dahnke expressed concern that not

gi ving some direction, such as the Sacranent process
woul d result in excessive study and tinme spent on the
i ssue. Wayne noted that nost of the Tri Service CADD
peopl e are CADD oriented and aren't famliar with the
specifications issues involved. Tom Shaw suggested
getting a CCB-SI representative to work with Tri
Servi ce CADD

(b) Issuing Arendnents

There are several nethods available to i ssue anendnents
to EBS solicitations. The current guidance is to use



di skettes for anmendnents requiring up to 3 diskettes
and reissuing the CDif nore than 3 diskettes are
required. Freddie noted that many districts are
putting presolicitation notices and pl anhol der lists on
their web page. The web could al so be used for snal
anmendnents, with larger anendnments issued on CD. It
was al so noted that the format of EBS may change to
DVD. Sonme Districts are currently putting nmultiple
solicitations on a single CD to save noney. There is
al so a possibility that the internet may replace CD s
by using ftp sites. Technol ogy devel opi ng and bei ng
i npl enented over tinme nmay determ ne the nethod of

di stribution.

Freddie stated that the intent is not to direct howto
do anmendnents, but to insure that the process used is
conpati ble with SPECSI NTACT, and that submtting a
proposal is neans to get it done. Tom Shaw stated that
we may need 3 options for different types of

amendnents, but there should be a standardi zed format
for each option. A notion was nmade by Freddi e Rush and
seconded by Tom Shaw to subnmit a proposal to Tri
Service CADD and talk to people to get specifications

i nvol venent in the process.

The proposal will recomend that SPECSI NTACT be
utilized to generate anendnents and identify the
Sacranent o process as an exanple. The proposal wll be
entered via internet.

7. CSSC Operating Procedures

The CSSC Operating Procedures which Freddi e Rush had prepared and
emai | ed to nenbers was di scussed. Sone m nor changes were made
to better address the various types of reconmendations
(information presented to commttee, issues to be voted on, and
CSSC formal recommendations to HQUSACE) and to better define
menber shi p.

The "Recomrendati ons" paragraph was for the use of commttee

menbers.
writing.

| ssues to be addressed by the CSSC nust be submitted in
After some discussion, it was determ ned that the

proper procedure for submtting issues fromthe field would be
for field personnel to submt issues and suggestions to the CSSC
t hrough the Division representatives, who woul d nake the
presentation to the comnmttee. Architect-Engineers should submt
such issues through the District. Freddie said he would add a
paragraph in the Operation Procedures to address this. Tim Pope
made a notion to formalize the policy, which was seconded by Don
Carmen and passed unani nously.



A di scussion on the issue of replacenent for nenbers who |eft the
commtted resulted in a decision to | eave the policy as it is and
not take an official position. The CSSC does not want to set
precedence or establish a policy for replacenent of elected
menbers.

The Information Paper Format and CSSC Operating Procedures wll
be added to the CSSC Wb Page. It was al so suggested that
recommendati ons that have been nmade but not acted on be added to
web page, along with disposition or status.

The Operating procedure will be sent to the HQUSACE proponents
for signature.

8. CSSC Wb Page

Don Carnen reported that a draft has been put together. The
draft web page is not on a Governnment site, so it is not
currently linked to Techinfo. The intent of the commttee is
t hat nothing be placed on the web page w t hout CSSC approval .
After sonme discussion, it was decided that Don would maintain the
web page on his District server. Current |links on the CSSC web
page include m nutes of |ast neeting, archives, ER 1110-2-8155,
ER 15-1-41 and a comment page. The ER s are on an | M server, the
m nutes are on Techinfo. The m nutes and amendnent information
I inks can be noved to CSSC. (Qher specs links will also be noved
to CSSC. Current plans are for the CSSC web page to be the third
[ ink down on Techi nfo, under Guide Specs. The Conmttee
recommended that the link be noved to the first page of Techinfo.
An e-mail link will be added for users to contact the Commttee.
Don wll forward any e-mails to Freddi e Rush.

9. Skil |l s/ Expertise Registry

Ti m Pope reported that the Skills/Expertise Registry is basically
dead because it is not being supported at Headquarters, however,
di visions can continue to work on it wth their own funds and

wi thout official recognition. The original concept started out

w th engi neering, but was expanding in scope. Timreported that
it will cost approximtely $100,000 to convert the systemto the
Oracle server. The actual requirenents of continuing the

exi sting system which is made up from several conponents, and
moving it to a new server wll be researched by Tim Don Carnen
poi nted out that, with the novenent toward the business center
concept, such a registry would be inportant for devel opi ng design
teans, | TR teans, etc. Anil N sargand and Don Carnen w ||
devel op a definition for specifications expertise for the next
CSSC neet i ng.

Ani | asked about nmamintaining a Spec witer expertise database in



CSSC whi ch could be done in sane format as engi neer dat abase.
M ke Dahl qui st suggested that, if it is in general use, it should
be centralized. The database will be devel oped for divisions

first, the consideration will be given to noving on with it.
Larry Seals will be the repository for resunmes but wll not
eval uate the people on the list. It will be an honor system

10. SAME/ CSI Conpetition.

a. Ray Duncan, a forner CSSC nenber gave a presentation on
the CSI conpetition. He noted that there seens to be a decline
in quality of specifications as denonstrated by the fact that
there are no awards in the CSI conpetition this year. He said
that it seenms that in nost cases specifications are prepared by
clerical staff. He pointed out that the Al A contracting
procedures handl e nost problens during construction, but that
Governnent contracts don't work that way. Ray expressed his
opi nion that specification engineers should be registered
engi neers or architects, and that oversight is needed over
preparation of the entire specification package, even if the
actual specifications are prepared by the designers.

b. The SAME/ CSI agreenent has been conpleted. SAME will
establish an inplenentation commttee to work with CSI. The
conpetition will be inplenmented in 2001, and there will be a
speci al category for Federal Projects. SAME should have a nenber
on board at CSI in Cctober 1999 to transition to the 2001
conpetition. The conpetition is sponsored by SAME and w | |
i nvol ve uni fornmed services only. The award will be worded
differently fromthe current CSI award which identifies the
princi pal contributor and the firm There may be requirenent for
CSI or SAME nenbership, and the award nay be issued to the
project, however the details have not been worked out yet. The
CSSC wi | | support the conpetition through the web page and
wor ki ng through the HQ SAME cont act .

The purpose of Federal conpetition is to renove the front end
fromjudging. The paraneters for award will be the sane as in
the CSI brochure, wth exceptions such as formats unique to
Specsl ntact prepared specifications, adherence to FAR instead of
CSI Manual of Practice and other itens unique to Governnent
procurenent. The conpetition involves the "Project Manual" only,
not draw ngs.

There will probably be a brochure out this summer. Subm ssions
must be in by Cctober 2000 for 2001 Conpetition. Subm ssions
will be evaluated by teans in Novenber 2000 to January 2001.
Final judging will be done by a commttee in February 2001.

11. Specifications Wrkshop



As reported at the Septenber 1998 neeting, a proposal for a
specifications conference in 2000 has been tentatively agreed to
by HQUSACE. Freddie said that he would contact Charlie Bal di,
who was unable to attend, and get an update on its status.

12. Notice Program

JimQuinn reported that Huntsville has reorgani zed its operation.
This quarter will they will revise references to reflect the new
ER and update the M| Spec references. About a dozen M| Spec
ref erences have been sent to USACE for waiver or approval,
i ncl udi ng four waivers. Section nunber references haven't been
fully reconciled in Mlitary Program gui de specifications, but
they are being worked on. All CEGS section nunbers shoul d agree
with CSI nunbering in the next quarter.

13. CEGS Update

Di scussi on of the ongoi ng gui de specifications updates was

post poned until later in the neeting. Joe MIler noted that the
two new ER s mandate the use of Specslntact for produci ng project
specifications, and which as witten would make it nmandatory for
design-build projects. Sone discussion was held concerning the
use of SI for design-build projects. Freddie said that

SPECSI NTACT is only mandat ory when produci ng specs from CEGS and
mai nt ai ni ng CEGS gui de specs, the intent is not to require it for
design-build. For design-build, the contractor can use CEGS,
commerci al specifications, or whatever specifications he wants.
The ER s on specifications also apply only to construction
specifications, not to design-build contracts. Jim Qinn said
that we could require CEGS | evel specifications for Corps |evel
quality. The Conmttee agreed that no further action would be
necessary at this tine on this issue.

14. SPS Update

Ri ck Dahnke reported that the status was the sane as the | ast
nmeeting. The SPS is currently bogged down in interface problens
bet ween PROM S, CEFMS, and RMS. Freddi e Rush nentioned that the
SPS is noving toward the CSI process, but sone things won't
change.

15 Organi zati onal Cui dance

The comm ttee | ooked at organi zati on gui dance at the | ast
meeting. Tom Shaw and Jim Quinn are still looking into it and
are aware of sonme necessary updating and revision.

16. Environnental Spec - CEGS 01355



A copy of status of the specification was distributed. Joe

M Il er asked that anyone w th suggestions should send themto Ed
Bave within the next 30 days. There is a holdup on TERC

requi renents, green building, etc., but Joe suggested proceedi ng
with the normal GCivil Wrks and MIlitary Prograns requirenents.
Conbi ning of the specifications is fully funded at $24, 000.

Tom Shaw suggested that the new specification include Storm Water
Pol lution Prevention Plans. Joe MIler will send an el ectronic
file of the specification to all CSSC nenbers and verify when
coments are due.

17. d oseout Submittals - CEGS 01780

Ri ck Dahnke reported that the second draft is available for
review, with cooments due by 2/26. He also reported that the
HQUSACE policy on closeout submttals, transfer of warranty, and
as-built drawi ngs was issued in July 1998.

The probl em bei ng addressed by the HQUSACE policy is customner
concern for turnaround tine on as-builts. It is nandatory for
the contractor to prepare the closeout submttals for Mlitary
Prograns and it is recormended for Civil Wrks. The policy
inplies that the Contractor should make changes as j ob progresses
with little Governnment involvenent. There are provisions for
progress paynents to be dependent on naintaining as-builts. The

Contractor then furnishes the final electronic files in the
format required.

Freddi e asked for experience of Commttee nenbers with as-builts.
Joe MIller said that the contractor maintains as-builts during
the contract, then gives the marked up prints to the district
CADD to make the final changes. Anil Nisargand said there is
sone concern with giving design files to the contractor because
of clean-up of files, format, and other issues. For exanple,
nmost Corps districts use mcrostation, however, the Air Force
uses Autocad. Southwestern Division has received a waiver for
the Corps to prepare as-builts.

Freddie said the problemw th tinely conpletion of as-builts is
the result of lack of resources, funding not being programed,
etc. Preparation of as-builts nust be addressed in the Project
Managenment Pl an, cost estinmate, and schedule. M ssissippi Valley
Di vision has prepared sone gui dance for as-builts.

18. ER 1110-2-1200
Freddie reported that Charlie Baldi is asking for proposals to

update ER on Pl ans and Specifications for Cvil Wrks. Anyone

10



who is interested should |l et Freddie know. Since specs are
covered in ER 1110-2-8155, it was suggested that ER 1110-2-1200
be changed to address only plans, and/or conbine it with the
Mlitary Prograns regulation since there is a Mlitary Prograns
regul ation for plans. It was decided to first determne if ER
1110-2-1200 i s needed before pursuing updating.

20. New | ssues for Di scussion

a. Incorporating Site Specific Requirenents into
Specifications. Joe MIller raised the issue of the Kansas City
District's Lessons Learned Program The program has dat abase set
up for specific installations and includes project installation
requi renents, etc. which could be pulled into automatically when
a guide specification was pulled. This worked using WrdPerfect,
but does not work with Specslintact. No funds are available from
HQUSACE to devel op a Specslntact equivalent. The source code for
Specslintact is owned by NASA, which probably won't release it for
others to work on The Comm ttee recommended using | ocal masters
and tailoring options to work around this issue.

b. Contractor Mintained Reference Standards. Joe Ml er
asked what the phrase "standards required to be on site" in CEGS
01450 nmeant. Does it mean nmaterials or only installation? Tom
Shaw said that the requirenent only applies to direct references,
not to secondary references. Joe asked if on site neans that the
references need to be physically present, or is immedi ate access
acceptable? Since no one had a copy of the CEGS avail able, the
subj ect was not discussed further.

The di scussion of new i ssues continued on 18 February 1999.

c. Cost of CSSC Meetings. Freddie Rush noted that the cost
of the nmeeting room has gone from being conplinmentary with the
reservations to $75, then to $125. He will check on costs for
CSSC to neet in other hotels in the area.

d. Site Licenses for Specsintact. Rick Dahnke stated that
the site licenses are currently planned only for districts and
centers because divisions use it very little. The anount will be
based on size or usage, and could be based on construction
dol | ars.

e. Prospect Course: Jim Quinn had sent out an e-mail
asking for instructors for the Construction Specifications
Course. The idea to sole-source contract to Ray Duncan and John
Horner had hit some contracting snags and the RFP' s exceeded the
funds available. |In the past, John Horner, Ray Duncan, Freddie
Rush and Don Carnen had been instructors. Freddie and Don found
that their schedules would permit themto be instructors this

11



year. (George Norton, a previous CSSC nenber volunteered and wll
be a backup/trainee. The course will use existing material, but
w Il be updated to include policy changes as needed.

21. Funding

The G vil Wrks side of the Corps is now | ooking at billback to
the districts for funding Gvil Wrks criteria devel opnent and
updating. If this is inplenmented, it is expected that Mlitary
Prograns will follow. GCivil Wrks proponents need to know from
the Divisions and districts which specifications and criteria
need to be updated. Mlitary Prograns al so needs the sane
information. CSSC w il poll the districts on specifications that
shoul d be updated, then ask themfor a ranking after the list is
gener at ed.

Cvil Wrks criteria update funds have been frozen. Tom Shaw
said the funding is needed for the Notice Program and that G vil
Works currently owes the Mlitary Progranms Notice Program (Jim
Qui nn) $13,500. Freddie Rush said he would give the Gvil Wrks
proponent a nunber for the anount of funds needed for the
Commttee; he will also need to give guidance on where the noney
shoul d go for guide specs. He also noted that there is $30, 000
left fromlast year's MPR s through the end of the year

Ri ck Dahnke asked if Charlie Baldi had asked about the cost of
specification preparation being billed back. Freddie said that
there is some Civil Works criteria noney avail abl e, which has
been used in the past for specifications and Charlie got sone
nmoney directly for Gvil Wrks specifications this year. Charlie
plans to get separate noney in future. As previously discussed,
there will possibly be a need sone funding for updating ER 1110-
2-1200.

22. Status of CGuide Specs

a. Levee uide Spec - Freddie Rush reported that MWD had
prepared a gui de specification and Headquarters personnel had
updated it. MWD personnel have nmet wi th Headquarters personnel
to discuss the specification. |t appears that the new gui de spec
is close to being published, but he did not know for sure. Both
ver si ons have been reviewed through 4 or 5 drafts. Freddi e asked
if there were any i medi ate need for the | evee guide
specification. No current urgent need was indicat ed.

b. Stone Protection Guide Spec - Freddi e Rush reported
that the final review has been conpl eted and the guide

specification should cone out in March as prefinal. M ke
Dahl qui st asked if the Commttee is confortable with the way it
is going. He said that it appears that it will be necessary to

12



devel op local masters fromit. Tom Shaw pointed out that making
| ocal masters would be difficult since the guide specification
includes 3 basic tailoring options with 2 sets below. It was
originally devel oped for coastal and shoreline protection and

ri verbank protection was added. Tom Shaw said this may be a good
test for using CSSC for problens and concerns with guide
specifications. There should be sone feedback unl ess no one uses
it.

C. Rock and Soil Anchors Guide Spec - Tom Andre reported
that the funding | ooks to be sufficient for now and that nost of
t he work should be conpleted by the end of June.

d. Fracture Critical Menbers - Tom Shaw and Larry Seal s
reported that the new EM on design of hydraulic structures, 1110-
2-2105, was to be conpleted by the end of FY99 and the criteria
fromthe EMwas to be an appendi x. The gui de specification can't
be conpleted until the EMrequirenents are finalized. Mney has
been set aside for conpleting the guide specification. Tom Shaw
recommended freeing the noney since it probably woul dn't be spent

this fiscal year. The EM probably won't be done until late in
FY 99.

As a related issue, Larry Seals suggested that those preparing
new docunments prepare a conpani on page with necessary changes on
rel ated gui de specifications and other docunments which woul d be
needed to i nplement new gui dance. He suggested adding this to
the scope of work for new criteria updates. Stacey Anastos
suggested adding a coomentary |ike ACI does to docunent changes.
He said this would be hel pful for designers. David W Barber
suggested nmaking Larry's suggestion a conmttee reconmendati on.
Don Carnmen nade a notion to adopt a Recomrendation that the scope
of work for criteria devel opnent also include a provision to
require the devel oper to provide a |ist of specification and
ot her engi neering docunent changes necessary to inplenent the new
criteria. The notion passed unaninously. It will be
Reconmendati on 14.

e. Concrete Restoration CGuide Specification - Tom Andre
reported that Pittsburgh District is currently |ooking into WS
i nvol venent in the devel opnment and defining WES' s role. He
suggested changing the title to Rehabilitation and Repair to
distinguish it fromhistoric structure restoration. Freddie
reported that Charlie Baldi wants to proceed with the guide
speci fication when noney is avail abl e.

f. Drai nage Structures Cuide Specification - Oraha
District has a | ocal specification which can be converted to
SPECSI NTACT. This will need concurrence from HQUSACE, but there
shoul dn't be any cost invol ved.
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g. Mechanical ly Stabilized Walls Gui de Specification -
M ke Dahl qui st reported that St. Paul District is working on two
gui de specifications for Mechanically Stabilized Earth Walls and
Mechanically Stabilized Slopes. They are also working on
gui dance docunents to go with them The specifications should be
out for 90% review now. Approximately $12,000 of the $32,000
avai |l abl e has been spent, with the sl ope spec costing
approxi mately $6,000 - $8,000. The team preparing the new gui de
speci fications includes Ji m Chang, HQUSACE and Ron Burkhardt,
WD. It was recommended that separate design gui dance be
prepared, a conparison of NCMA vs. FHW procedures be incl uded,
and an expl anation be given why the procedure included was
chosen. The guidance will also include seismc analysis and
address construction issues. The spec preparation team
recommends either using existing funds for wall work and request
addi tional funds for the slope, or conpleting both specifications
now and conpl eting the guidance later. |If no additional funds
are avail able, they could conplete the guide specs with current
scope of work, although this is not what they woul d reconmend.
The project is currently funded for guide specifications and | ow
| evel design docunents. The team hasn't devel oped a specific
estimate, but estinmates that approxi mately $20,000 in additional
funds woul d be needed. The teamis intent is still to finish this
fiscal year. Mke noted that the original scope ends 30 June,
and the added scope woul d extent to the end of the fiscal year.
He said that the teamthinks it is nore advantageous to prepare
t he desi gn guidance with the specifications and reconmends this
appr oach.

Don Bergner asked if CSSC normally funds design gui dance.

Freddie said that the initial intent was to produce an ETL or
simlar criteria. MKke said that the team hasn’t received
detailed direction from HQUSACE on what is wanted. Charlie Bal di
had told Freddie that he would work out funding at HQUSACE to
prepare both. Freddie suggested that the team send an e- nai

wi th recomrendations to Freddie, Charlie and the Commttee and

i nclude the tinme and noney needed and options. Joe Mler
suggested that funding for design criteria should cone from
Criteria (policy) not specs funds.

h. Gabi on Study - Stacey Anastos reported on the gabion
study prepared by Phil adel phia District to conpare wel ded
wire/tw sted wire gabions. The report, which was e-nailed to
Comm ttee nenbers, is the result of one year of nmonitoring. Both
met hods utilized gal vanized wire with PVC coating. The
conclusion of the report is that in the short termresults are
conparable, but it is too soon to tell over the long term The
report includes sone recomendations including: Use of different
color tie wire and sizing fastener clips for the nunber of wres
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i nvol ved. The report al so proposes sonme changes to the guide
specification including: sinplifying the |lacing requirenents,
clarifying stone size, and providing PVC material for repair. It
al so suggests that the use of fasteners should be subject to
approval of a test section. Philadelphia District wll continue
studying the installations and will require funding for FY 99.
Freddi e Rush asked if the funds needed included updating the

gui de specification. Stacey said he didn't think so. Freddie
suggest ed i ncludi ng updating the guide specification in funding
for the work. Comments on the report were due in 15 days and
shoul d be submtted to Philadel phia District, NAD, Tom Shaw and
Charlie Baldi. Tom Shaw said he woul d prepare an estimte for
revising the guide specification and asked what the schedul e
woul d be. Freddi e suggested conpleting it in a few nonths and
said the this years funds are avail able to Septenber.

i Future Updates - Anil asked how do the commttee gets
the list of specs to be created or updated. Freddie said that
the coonmttee initially queried districts on what specs needed to
be updated or created and what priorities were desired. A list
was then created and prioritized for funding. Joe Mller
stressed that this has only been Cvil Wrks, and that Mlitary
Progranms has their own procedure. Charlie Baldi had asked CSSC
to do this work. Anil then asked if it were near tinme to do it
agai n.

Larry suggested using noney not being used in other areas to
clean up duplicate Mlitary Prograns/Civil Wrks guide specs. It
was determ ned that the HQUSACE proponents would determne if
conbi ni ng of individual guide specs should be done. Jim Quinn
and Tom Shaw w || identify areas to be | ooked at.

Ti m Pope suggested that a cover letter which includes the status
of current efforts be sent to districts for new query. The
letter will include the status of current Cvil Wrks and
Mlitary Prograns specs being worked on. Joe MIIler suggested
getting the districts ranking of conpleted |lists of proposed
specs/ revi si ons.

23. Workshop

Freddi e Rush said the proposed workshop may need inpetus from
sonmeone willing to host it. M ke Dahlquist said that he thought
HQUSACE was going to send out request for soneone willing to host
t he workshop. Don Carnen said that he will look into costs, etc.
for hosting it at WImngton. The workshop can be charged to
training if a percentage of the workshop i s exchange of
information. Charlie Baldi has requested approval, but it
probably won’t be received until 6 nonths prior to the workshop.
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24. Next Meeting. Freddie will notify the commttee when
arrangenments are made.

25. There being no further discussion or business for the
Committee to consider, the neeting was adjourned.

Thomas E. Andre, P.E.

Secretary, CSSC

3 Encl s
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AGENDA

CORPS SPECIFICATIONS STEERING COMMITTEE

WEDNESDAY, 17 FEBRUARY 1999

0800 - 0805 Announcenent s

0805 - 0810 Revi ew Agenda

0810 - 0825 HQUSACE Comrents & Update

0825 - 0835 Revi ew and Approve M nutes
of Previous Meeting

0835 - 0855 SI - CCCB/ SI Updat e

0855 - 0915 CSSC Operating Procedures

0915 - 0930 CSSC Wb Page

0930 - 0945 Br eak

0945 - 1015 Tri-Agency Submttals

1015 - 1045 Skill s/ Expertise Registry

1045 - 1100 SAME/ CSI Conpetition

1100 - 1115 Recommendati on No. 13

1115 - 1130 Speci fications Wrkshop

1130 - 1245 Lunch

1245 - 1315 Not i ce Program

1315 - 1330 CEGS Updat e

1330 - 1345 SPS Updat e

1345 - 1400 Organi zati onal Cui dance

1400 - 1415 Envi ronnental Spec - 01355

1415 - 1435 Cl oseout Submttals - 01780

1435 - 1500 ER 1110-2-1200

1500 - 1515 Br eak

1515 - 1645 New | ssues for Discussion

1645 - 1700 Sunmary

THURSDAY, 18 FEBRUARY 1999

0800 - 0845 New | ssues (conti nued)

0845 - 0900 Fundi ng

0900 - 1145 Status of Qui de Specs*
Levee GS
Stone Protection GS
Rock & Soil Anchors GS
Fracture Critical Menbers
Concrete Restoration GS
Drai nage Structures GS

Rush

Rush

Bal di / Dahnke
Commi ttee

Shaw Qui nn/ Dahnke
Comm ttee
Nor t on/ Qui nn

Comm ttee
Commi ttee
Comm ttee
Commi ttee
Commi ttee

Qui nn/ Shaw
Qui nn/ Shaw
Dahnke
Comm ttee
Comm ttee
Commi ttee
Commi ttee

Committee

Committee
Bal di / Dahnke

Bal di
Rush
Andr e
Shaw
Andr e
Rush
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AGENDA

CORPS SPECIFICATIONS STEERING COMMITTEE

WEDNESDAY, 17 FEBRUARY 1999

0800 - 0805 Announcenent s

0805 - 0810 Revi ew Agenda

0810 - 0825 HQUSACE Comrents & Update

0825 - 0835 Revi ew and Approve M nutes
of Previous Meeting

0835 - 0855 SI - CCCB/ SI Updat e

0855 - 0915 CSSC Operating Procedures

0915 - 0930 CSSC Wb Page

0930 - 0945 Br eak

Rush

Rush

Bal di / Dahnke
Commi ttee

Shaw Qui nn/ Dahnke
Comm ttee
Nor t on/ Qui nn

0945 - 1015 Tri-Agency Submttals Comm ttee
1015 - 1045 Skill s/ Expertise Registry Comm ttee
1045 - 1100 SAME/ CSI Conpetition Commi ttee
1100 - 1115 Reconmendati on No. 13 Comm ttee
1115 - 1130 Speci fications Wrkshop Commi ttee
1130 - 1245 Lunch
1245 - 1315 Not i ce Program Qui nn/ Shaw
1315 - 1330 CEGS Updat e Qui nn/ Shaw
1330 - 1345 SPS Updat e Dahnke
1345 - 1400 Organi zati onal CGui dance Comm ttee
1400 - 1415 Envi ronnental Spec - 01355 Commi ttee
1415 - 1435 Cl oseout Submttals - 01780 Comm ttee
1435 - 1500 ER 1110-2-1200 Commi ttee
1500 - 1515 Br eak
1515 - 1645 New | ssues for Discussion Commi ttee
1645 - 1700 Sunmary
THURSDAY, 18 FEBRUARY 1999
0800 - 0845 New | ssues (conti nued) Comm ttee
0845 - 0900 Fundi ng Bal di / Dahnke
0900 - 1145 Status of Qui de Specs*
Levee GS Bal di
Stone Protection GS Rush
Rock & Soil Anchors GS Andr e
Fracture Critical Menbers Shaw
Concrete Restoration GS Andr e
Drai nage Structures GS Rush
Mechani cal ly Stabilized Walls Dahl qui st
Gabi on St udy Ker kowsKki
1145 - 1200 Sunmmary Commi ttee
* Committee will take a 15-m nute break around 1000.
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SUBMITTAL MEETING

NOVEMBER 16, 1998

The main objective for the Submittal Meeting is to standardize specification format
which benefits all three agencies and their A/E firms. Having a standard application for
all three agencies allows sharing guide specifications among the agencies when preparing
a project specification.

ATTENDEES

Rick Dahnke, USACE
Ed Gallagher, NAVFAC
Thomas Hinshaw, NASA
Carl Kersten, NAVFAC
Maggie Muller, 1.D.1

Pat Robinson, I.D.I.

Jm Quinn, USACE
Terry Wilford, USACE

SD NUMBERS AND THEIR NAMES

Currently, there are nineteen (19) Submittal Types. Army and NASA utilize ten (10)
standard submittals (SD’s), Navy utilize seventeen (17).

Recommendation: Utilize the same Submittal Types (SD’s) for al three agencies

Course of Action: All three agencies agreed to standardize the SD Numbers and Names
according to the CSl (Construction Specification Institute) found in
the Manual of Practice. They are asfollows:

SD-01 Preconstruction Submittals
SD-02 Shop Drawings

SD-03 Product Data

SD-04 Samples

SD-05 Design Data

SD-06 Test Reports

SD-07 Certificates

SD-08 Manufacturer’ s Instructions
SD-09 Manufacturer’ s Field Reports
SD-10 Operation and Maintenance Data
SD-11 Closeout Submittals
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Action Item: It was suggested that the SD numbers be removed from the Submittal
Type. Pat Robinson said, before removing the SD numbers Pat will need
to check with the programmersto see what it may affect. If the SD
numbers are remove, it will not be before the release of our new 32 bit
software.

SUBMITTAL DEFINITIONS

Recommendation: The Submittal Definitions, listed below the SD Number in Submittal
Section 01330 be consistent for all three agencies.

Course of Action: It was decided that the definitions of the Submittal Types, listed
below the SD Numbersin Submittal Section 01330, for all three
agencies, will remain asis. They do not have to be identical because
it doesnot cause aproblem when interchanging guide specifications.

SUBMITTAL SECTION 01330

Recommendation: The“Title” for the Submittal Section 01330, for al three agencies,
should be consistent.

Course of Action: NASA agreed to change their Submittal Section 01330 from
“Submittals’ to “ Submittal Procedures’ to be consistent with Army
and Navy.
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SECTION FORMAT

Recommendation: The format of the Submittal Article within Part 1, should be
consistent for all three agencies.

Course of Action: Navy agreed to change their format to be consistent with NASA and
Army with respect to structure of the Submittal Article within Part 1.

Example: With tags showing.

<SPT =1.3><TTL>13 SUBMITTALS</TTLL>

<TXT>Insert the Standard Paragraph for any of the three agencies.</TXT>
<L ST>SD-02 Shop Drawings</LST>

<ITM><SUB>Mix Design Data</SUB>shall be submitted in accordance with
the paragraph entitled, “<SUB>Ready Mix Concrete</SUB>,” of this section.

<SUB>Reinforcement</SUB>

<SUB>Pre-Fabricated Forms</SUB>
<SUB>A ccessories</SUB></ITM>

Example: Hiding tags
1.3 SUBMITTALS
Insert the Standard Paragraph for all three agencies.
SD-04 Shop Drawings

Mix Design Data shall be submitted in accordance with the page entitled,
“Ready Mix Concrete,” of this section.

Reinforcement

Pre-Fabricated Forms
Accessories
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SUBMITTAL ITEMS

Recommendation: Reference all submittal items (which are listed below the SD
numbers within the Submittal Article, Part 1) in one principal
subpart within the technical section.

Course of Action: Army and NASA agreed to tag submittal items (which are listed
below the SD numbers), either as an Article, Paragraph, Subparagraph
or within the Text, to be consistent with Navy.

PUNCTUATION

Recommendation: Insert a semi-colon (;), following the submittal item (before the
Classification/Reviewer) for al three agencies.

Course of Action: NASA and Navy both agreed to insert a semi-colon (;), before the
Classification/Reviewer, to be consistent with the Army.

CLASSIFICATION

Recommendation: Utilize the same Submittal Classification for all three agencies, via
G, GA (Government Approved), and FIO (For Information Only).

Course of Action: Army agreed to use “G” (Government Approved) to be consistent
with NASA and Navy.

Army agreed to omit the “FIO” (For Information Only) from USACE
text, under one condition. If the submittal item is not followed by a
“G” then the system will be defaulted to output an “x” under
“Column (p)” (For Information Only) in the Army Submittal

Register (*Contingent on software compatibility with RMS).

Action Item: *Thisitem to beinvestigated by Terry Wilford, USACE.

REVIEWER

Recommendation: In conjunction with the Classification, allow up to any five (5)
charactersin lieu of three (3) asthe “Reviewer” for al three
agencies.

Course of Action: Since inserting five (5) characters as a“Reviewer” would cause a
problem in the Army Submittal Register, NASA and Navy agreed to
use only three (3) characters to be consistent with Army.
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SUMMARY

TRANSITION PLAN: Maggie will create standard procedures to send to Army, NASA,
Navy so that they can create a sample section consisting of all
the changes they agreed upon.

After creating the sample sections each agency will send them to
Maggie for review (around the second week in January).

Maggie will review and test the sample sections. This should be
completed by the end of January.

After testing the sample sections, and everything is approved,
Army, NASA and Navy will continue and revise all their guide
specifications.

IMPLEMENTAT DATE

The Implement Dateis set for July, 1999, if everything goes as planned, otherwise it will
be moved up to the October release.

NOTE: By agreeing to above recommendations, there will be no requirement to change
any of the “Unique Submittal Register Forms’ used by the three agencies.
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