
Meeting Notes for the District 4 FICE Liaison Committee Meeting 
Friday, June 23, 2017, 3:00 PM 

 

 Action Items from March 2017 Meeting 

a. None. 

 Statewide Liaison  Committee  Activities 

a. Selection methods – FICE Response – No modifications at this time (See Exhibit 
CR 2). 

b. Consultant Marketing Meetings – See Exhibit CR 3 

c. New Procedures Released – See Exhibit CR 4 

i. Consultant Marketing 

ii. Audit Process for Professional Services Consultants and Contracts. 

d. New Portfolio for Landscape Projects - See Exhibit CR 5 

e. FDOT TSMO Strategic Plan  – See Exhibit CR 6 

f. Requirements for Professional Liability Insurance – See Exhibit CR 7. 

g. CEI Method of Compensation – See Exhibit CR 8. This topic was deferred to the 
September 2017 meeting. 

 New FDOT Issues:   

a. Proper classification of Consultant’s proposed staff in the AFP – For purposes of 

establishing job classifications, consultants should classify their proposed 

employees according to the classifications definitions included in the 

Negotiations Handbook and not based on the title they hold in the firm.  Non-

compliance delays the Department’s review of the proposal, negotiations and 

impacts the Consultant’s proposed fee for a project.  The Negotiations Handbook 

was updated to guide consultants on this requirement – Refer to Section 4 a. 

(2).  When there are too many instances of this non-compliance, the 

Procurement Office will return the AFP to the Consultant for corrections.  

There were discussions about the classification of a Senior Project Engineer 

being classified as Chief Engineer, in accordance with the Handbook Manual. 

Consultants pointed out that a Chief Engineer classification ends up handling 

the duties of Senior Engineer at a higher distribution less than typically 

allowed.  



b. Resumes to include technical experience of the proposed staff - Resumes do not 

include the person’s specific role on the specific project and P.E. license number 

or the year when it was obtained. Consultants need to prepare resumes that 

are more comprehensive and more explicit. 

c. Revised AFP version is being tested by Central Office - A revised version of the 

AFP was developed by Central Office – much easier to navigate.  Central Office is 

testing.  It is more user friendly.  Scheduled to be released soon. 

d. Negotiations Handbook was updated in May: 

i. Job classifications definitions were updated.  PIO is now labeled as 

“Community Outreach Specialist” 

ii. Current Averages for Audited Overhead, Expense and Facilities Capital Cost of 

Money (FCCM) Rates were updated. 

iii. Section 7 - Method of Compensation updated the definition of the Specific 

Rates of Compensation as approved by FHWA. New contracts will be using 

loaded rates on design and CEI contracts. 

e. Engineering v. non-engineering work effort on design/PD&E contracts - We’ve 

been struggling a bit with the D-4 rule of thumb for engineering v. non-

engineering work effort on design/PD&E contracts.  We generally shoot for 40% 

engineering and 60% non-engineering on an average design project and a 50/50 

split on an average PDE study.  We’re getting some push back on this approach 

on a lot of projects these days.  The Department would like to get some 

feedback from the group on the appropriateness of this rule of thumb. It was 

suggested that a minimum 50/50 split be used because there is more 

engineering participation on design contracts. D4 will revisit the split. FICE 

members pointed out that many districts just monitor the average hourly rate 

for the contract versus negotiating a distribution split. The District staff 

questioned this as the District pointed out that the Department does not have 

data of the average rates paid on projects. This is not and will not be the 

practice in District 4. 

f. Development of PD&E Alternatives - In the spirit of SWAT and streamlining 

project delivery, discuss ideas to implement measures to hold the consultant 

firms accountable for the alternatives developed during PD&E. Although not a 

true E&O, the Department should not be paying for rework or concepts that are 

not feasible. How can we approach this with the industry?  We would like to 

emphasize this at our annual consultant forum since we have examples of 

alternatives being dropped for various issues (issues that should have been 

identified through the PD&E process. There needs to be more emphasis made 

by consultants on screening PD&E alternatives better. The lack of proper 



screening may be attributed to trying to be more creative and overdoing 

innovation, but overall there seems to be other areas that can be better 

evaluated for all PD&E alternatives. Improper screening of alternatives has 

resulted in: 1) unfeasible recommendations, 2) fatal flaws not being addressed 

and 3) key constraints not being identified or considered, and 4) 

constructability issues not being considered. The consultants need to take a 

higher accountability of the PD&E alternatives and recommendations.  D4 will 

also assess process improvements to provide earlier screenings and input on 

alternatives, especially interchange concepts.  

  

 New Local FICE Issues:   

a. Issuing ERC after expiration date (issued as word document) - impacts to project 

schedules. D4 will go back check on the frequency of past due ERC. 

b. Detailed Consultant Analysis Report – on Districtwide contracts the reports 

burdens the prime consultant for the entire contract amount. It was noted that 

primes take on the burden of the whole Districtwide contract amount, when in 

reality may be only receiving 15% to 20% of the work, yet counts against the 

prime consultant’s residuals.  It was explained that the District methodology 

for job cost accounting reduces the potential for unused funds being listed as 

residuals. 

c. Review time on typical section packages, design variances/exceptions and 

pavement design packages. It was reported that D4 is: 1) reassigning work flow 

to improve turnaround time and 2) checking intermittent submittals.   

The District will track the review time and report back at our next meeting.  

 

 General Discussion 
  

a. There are many factors that the selection committee use when short listing 

firms.  One circumstance discussed was when a consultant submits a letter on 

a contract where they had recently received a contract from the same 

department. In these cases the committee often looks to recognize different 

highly ranked firms who have performed well and not been shortlisted or won 

a contract lately.  We also discussed how this may apply when a consultant 

submits to a different department. The committee doesn't see any issue with 

submitting to a different work type soon after an award.   



b. It was noted that per FDOT procedures, selection is based on the highest 
average score. However, it was noted that the selection committee strongly 
considers the ordinal ranking, especially when it notes an outlier in the scoring.  

c. It was noted that consultants may access the “D4 Design Newsletter” through 
the Central Office Design site. 

d. Beginning July 3, 2017, Task Work Orders on Districtwide contracts, will be 
executed using DocuSign. 












































































