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Andy Clark 
COMMENTS: 
 
I believe it is important that our Industry be made aware of problems 
encountered during construction, the cause/factor(s) thereof and what 
may have been done by which those incidences could have been avoided. 
However, unless the occurrence is going beyond "rare", I don't believe 
we need to "re-invent the wheel".  I assume this revision is being 
prompted by a somewhat recent problem with a bridge deck (ramp?) in the 
Jacksonville area.  Does the Department have any statistics on this 
issue? 
 
Leave it alone unless it becomes a more evident problem. 
 
 
****************************************************************************** 

Richard Ayers 
 

COMMENTS: 
 
I have the same questions.  What is the big problem?  Is there going to 
be a meteorologist somewhere on the job and hopefully he will have a 
moisture evaporation rate calculator. 
 
 
****************************************************************************** 

Keith Waugh 
 
COMMENTS: 
 
I'm wondering where there has been a big problem that now warrants the 
monitoring, reporting, and additional work that will come from these 
revisions.  Will this change add value?  It will definitely add cost. 
Now, not only will the technician be testing concrete, he'll be an amateur 
meteorologist. Ultimately, I see it adding another technician on each 
pour, not to mention the reporting (and monitoring of reporting by the 
Department).  Change for the sake of change is not good. 
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****************************************************************************** 
Robert V. Robertson, Jr., P.E. 

 
COMMENTS: 

Excerpt from 400-16.1 ......Until curing has begun, retain concrete surface moisture at all 
times by maintaining a surface moisture evaporation rate less than 0.1 lb/ft2/hr, particularly 
for top surfaces of bridge decks, slabs and footings. 
 
If we intend for this requirement to be valid for all pours equally, why add the phrase 
"particularly for top surfaces.....".  This adds ambiquity into the requirement as if this is only 
critical to top surfaces and may be deleted or forgotten on other surfaces.  Delete this portion 
of the paragraph. 

 
****************************************************************************** 

David C. O'Hagan, PE 
 
COMMENT: 
 
I concur with Robert's comment and have nothing further to add. 
 
****************************************************************************** 

David Sadler 
 
 

COMMENTS 
 
Bob, 
 
There have been enough instances of cracking in decks to warrant this spec change.  While the 
bridge deck in I-295 that required removal is the most notable, there have been others that have 
had cracking, albeit less severe.  This is not change for changes sake, will not require 
meteorologists but will add value to the quality of the concrete. 
 
It is interesting that the requirement for weather monitoring has been a contract requirement 
since prior to 2004.  The revision is submitted to clarify the requirement.  As for additional costs, 
there are commercially available, handheld devices that will perform the required temperature, 
humidity, and wind velocity checks for less than $200/unit.   
 
Please let me know if you have any questions. 
 
 
****************************************************************************** 

Bruce Trott 
UserEmail:         batrott@pcl.com 
UserTel:            
UserFAX:            
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Contact_Requested:  
Date:              Wednesday, October 11, 2006 
Time:              06:53:20 AM 
 
COMMENTS: 
 
Our response is that we are okay with the  15 mph limit based on historical weather data around 
the state.  However, as far as the evaporation rate, we recommend to remove footings and slabs 
from the requirements and leave it at the current rate of 0.2.  The Department could mandate 
fogging on all bridge decks as a precaution, however we do not feel that the 0.1 restriction is 
achievable on very many projects.   
 
****************************************************************************** 

John Previte 
COMMENTS: 
 
 
Duane: 
 
Subject section is improved by encompassing weather in general instead of limiting it to 
temperature, but I think the prescribed measurement interval ("periodically") is too vague and the 
corrective measures are not stronger than the previous version. 
 
If I am the CEI, I need the interval of moisture loss measurement to be a function of the area of 
exposed surface and/or evaporation rate and I need an enforceable, more specific mitigation 
procedure. 
 
When evaporation is higher than 0.1 lb/ft2/hr, the correction (only examples are given) and the  
effectiveness thereof can not be challenged given the suggested text. 
 
If the problem stated in the origination form is to be facilitated I think we at least need a limit 
evaporation when the operation must be halted or enclosed. (It is more specific about when the 
operation can not be planned or started) 
 
The revision better addresses the problem but I am not convinced the section has been 
sufficiently strengthened for the CEI.    
 
 
****************************************************************************** 

Jeff Moore 
 

Username:          - PCL Civil Constructors 
UserEmail:         jtmoore@pcl.com 
UserTel:           (561) 722-6490 
UserFAX:           (407) 872-7901 
Contact_Requested:  
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Date:              Tuesday, October 10, 2006 
Time:              06:02:22 PM 
 
COMMENTS: 
 
400-7.1.3  Remove the reference to slabs or footings.  On a widening project or very small 
footers, this would be impractable 
 
400-16.1   Change proposed to "Until curing has begun, retain concrete surface moisture at all 
times by maintaining a surface moisture evaration rate equal to or less than .2 lb/sf/hr" .1 lb/sf/hr 
is unreasonable unless it is mandated that fogging or retarder must be used at all times. 
 
400-16.1 Change "Peroidally, at the site" to a definate time period of every 100 cy or every 2 
hours.  Peroidally is too subjective and open to interpretation. 
 
400-16.1  Change "If the evaporation is. or is likely to become" to "If the evaporation is .2 lb/sf".  
Is likely to is too subjective. 
 
400-16.1  Add a wind screen should be an acceptable measure to prevent moisture loss 
 
400-17.13  Leave in the days requirements.  On smaller project it will be a hardship for the 
schedule to wait the 10 days as proposed.  
 
********************************************************************** 

Donald Barnhousee/D5/FDOT 
 

 
 
COMMENTS: 
 
1) 400-7.1.1...should it read 45 degrees and falling. 
2) Spraying the metal forms with fresh cool water? 
3) Maintaining a moisture evaporation rate of less than 0.1 lb/ft2/hr ?  
4) Measuring the wind velocity with weather forecasting to not exceed 15mph? 
I truly understand all  this but it is very scientific for a contractor?. 
dmb   
 






