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45 invoices were issued for membership dues.  Many still outstanding.  John
Byerly suggested the Membership Committee call those firms that have not
paid.  Treasurer Elizabeth Levi will email the list of non-paying firms to
Committee Co-Chairs Jim Backman and John Byerly.

c. Outstanding Payables
$65.00 is due for Fed/State taxes for the 2007 return prepared by H&R Block.
$25.00 must be paid to register as a charitable organization (required by law).
Treasurer Levi will have H&R Block prepare the 2008 returns.

d. 2009 ABM Income & Expense
A total of $4,825 was collected for registration and $2,000 for sponsorships.
ABM expenses totaled $10,313.01, leaving $3,488.01 to be subsidized from the
treasury.

5. Committee Reports
a. San Francisco DBI – Dave Chippero, Liaison

Although Liaison Dave Chippero has made several attempts to various staff
members of BBI, no one will respond to his invitation to meet with CCTIA.
There have been several layoffs at the City, and it appears they no longer have
the staff to pursue a new program.  We will continue to watch for some future
action.

b. ICC/Local Jurisdictions – Miki Craig, Chair  (handout)
The membership of the coalition of local building officials assisting each other
with competency reviews continues to increase.  An updated list was distributed.

6. New Business
a. Caltrans Certification of Technicians

Jim Backman noted that since the State furloughs began, Caltrans personnel
have had no time to test.  He asked if CCTIA would pursue discussion with
Caltrans to lengthen the term of their certifications to 2 years or more.  It was
agreed that it would be wise to invite the Caltrans employee(s) with the
authority to address this issue to a meeting to discuss. It was suggested that we
also address the problem of districts not recognizing other districts’
certifications.

7. Adjournment – Mike Parker
a. Time – There being no further business, the meeting was adjourned at 2:31 p.m.
b. Next meeting – April 23, 2009, Sheraton Pleasanton Hotel

Respectfully submitted,
Miki Craig
Secretary
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Attachment – March 26, 2009 Meeting with DSA
Item 2

How should the testing agency handle missed inspections noted on the DSA-103?

Depending on how you interpret the question, there may be two responses.  Provided the inspection was performed
by some other approved person or agency, there is nothing to handle.  This practice is acceptable to DSA.  However,
if it is simply a matter of the responsible agency not being called, a deviation report must be filed as soon as the
agency discovers the problem.  The Project Architect and the DSA Field Engineer would then need to work out a
resolution to the noncompliance.

Footnote:  The scenario described in the first answer has been resolved in the instructions included in the new
updated version of DSA 291.

Example:  DSA is attempting to close out a project completed circa 1990.  The Project Architect is requesting a
statement from the agency identifying all the work it did not perform as referenced back to the T&I Sheet.  The agency
did not perform any inspection or testing services.

Is the testing agency obligated to provide such a statement?

Agency is not obligated to write a statement if they were not involved on the project at all.  The Project Architect
should be addressing the problem with the Project Inspector rather than the testing agency.  Additionally, the old
style of affidavit is acceptable for these older projects.  DSA is more focused on getting these old projects closed out
than implementing new report forms.

Can a means be developed whereby LEA firms are notified when DSA revises/adds a mandatory form?

Yes.  DSA is currently rolling out a new system where they can convey specific issues to the managing Responsible
Engineers, as well as general announcements or drafts for vetting by LEA firms.  They are hoping for beta testing in
April.  The system will target the Engineering Manager and his/her alternate for each LEA firm.

Can new mandatory forms, or changes to existing mandatory forms, be reviewed/vetted by LEA firms prior to
implementation?

Yes. That has been the case with the DSA Advisory Board and other committees.  This will be continued and
hopefully improved upon in the future.

Can the testing agency of record be added to the Project Tracking information on DSA’s website?

This has been under discussion for several years.  This information is required in the Architects contract information
form.  Altering the website would require reprogramming and additional input.  While industry hopes DSA would
see the value in doing this, the cases of multiple agencies on the same project would increase the difficulty of
programming and implementation.  Eric France and Jeff Enzler will bring this request to the executive team of DSA
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for further review and discussion.

How should it be reported if the IOR elects to cast samples of concrete for strength testing himself and request the lab
only be involved with the laboratory compression test?

Is this considered a missed inspection?

When preparing the LVR, should the field sampling be noted as not tested?

Refer to IR 17-1 handout

The DSA Field Engineer must provide the testing agency exclusion from the responsibility under this scenario.  If
the testing agency does not get this acknowledgement, then it should be very clear in the reports that the sampling
(and transporting, if applicable) WAS NOT performed in accordance with the DSA documents.  Additionally, the
DSA 291 should indicate the agency did not provide the service.  (This is not a missed inspection - it is sampling,
therefore it is addressed in the DSA 291, not the DSA 292.)

Example:  During the installation of epoxy grouted anchors, the spacing is not per the plans due to conflicts with existing
rebar.  The contractor and PI have indicated an RFI is in progress.

Should this work be reported to DSA as a non-conformance within the 24 hours as indicated by the code?

It is a non-conformance and should be reported.  It does not matter if the engineer is preparing an RFI, or the RFI is
in progress for getting approval.  If it has not been approved by DSA at the time of the inspection, it is a non-
conformance.

If the PI is responsible for the installation, and the agency is only providing proofload testing, it is not the agency’s
responsibility to identify and report the condition, it is the responsibility of the PI.

Given the above scenario, what if it is a deferred submittal?

If the detail or RFI does not have a DSA approval stamp, it is a non-conformance.  Unlike local building officials,
DSA still requires the inspection be performed, but it must be noted that it is a non-conformance.  It would be fine to
also note that DSA approval is pending if you know it is in progress.

Some interpretation in minor instances is acceptable.  An example would be:  100 dowels have been placed with 1
off by 1”,, the Architect can say its acceptable without DSA approval.  However, if there were only 3 dowels
installed, and 2 of them are off by 6 – 12 inches, it’s a nonconformance and should be reported as such.

Since the testing agency frequently gets caught between the architects, engineers, and clients with these issues, could
DSA prepare an IR explaining the nonconformance reporting requirements for our industry?

The DSA Academy had a class planned for architects, school districts, and CM’s addressing their responsibilities
during construction, but budget issues have delayed the class indefinitely.  There was some additional discussion as
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to whether or not CCTIA could assist in getting the project on line.  The DSA representatives will address the
suggestion with management, and CCTIA will take the item before the Board at its next meeting.

Example:  Welding was completed prior to the welding inspector observing the fit up of connections to be completed by a
5/16” fillet.  The welding inspector coordinates with the Structural Engineer a method to evaluate the fit up by partial
removal of the weld, and the results are satisfactory.

Should the work be reported as a non-conformance?  If not, is any special reporting under this scenario necessary?

Initially it should be reported to as a nonconformance.  Subsequently, it would require a change order to accept the
work based in the mediation inspection and acceptable resolution.

Continuing with the above scenario, in minor instances, can it be worked out between the welding inspector and the
Structural Engineer without the additional paperwork required above?

No, it should still be reported as a deviation.  The Structural Engineer will have to address it with DSA at that time,
or later during the project closeout.  It would probably be better to do it sooner.

What is difference between “shop fabrication inspection” and “shop welding inspection”?

DSA made an attempt to clarify the difference in the new Statement of Structural Tests and Special Inspections (see
handout).  It considers shop fabrication to be a much higher level of inspection, including the verification of the
shop’s QC system, dimensional checks on each piece of material, camber measurements, etc.  This has been
included on the T&I Sheet, with more things to come.

Will an IR be produced to describe the differences between the two inspections?

DSA was hoping they wouldn’t have to, as shop fabrication rarely comes up.  If shop fabrication is called for on the
T&I, the design professional should outline the specific requirements in the project specifications.  An attendee
questioned if the fabrication notation could just be omitted from the inspection requirements.  DSA believes that as it
was written into the code, it cannot just be omitted from the T&I sheet.  It was also noted that DSA is aware that
shop fabrication inspection would require the inspector to use the shop drawings, even though industry has been told
for years that they are not approved documents.

What is a “drive pin test”?

The DSA representatives were not sure of this one, but thought it might be a tension test of a powder-activated
anchor.  They thought the name was probably referring to a code requirement for load testing.  There have been
several means of determining how to test (torque or tension), and what loads to use.  There is a new IR in
development by DSA’s Field Engineers that is close to publication. Jeff Enzler did not think there was anything in it
that would allow post-installed anchors under minimum load to be accepted without load testing.  It was noted that
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without the old table of load values, or the rule-of-thumb of testing to 2-times the anchor’s load value, a submittal
would have to be issued for each project outlining testing criteria much like we currently do for skylight load testing.

The DSA website has reference to testing of high strength bolts for chemistry of the metal (located in one of the test form
templates).  Is chemical analysis of the bolts a requirement for acceptance testing?  If so, where does it say this in the
code?

When there are unidentifiable HSBs, nuts, and washers on a project, is testing of three randomly sampled assemblies
acceptable to DSA?  If so, how does anyone know if there is a bolt, nut or washer in the lot that is not in compliance?

When there are different brands of high strength bolted assemblies being used on a project, is it a safe assumption that
all different brands of bolts, nuts and washers be sampled and tested to determine compliance to project specifications?

When there are different lengths of HSBs from the same brand on the project, is it a safe assumption that all different
lengths of bolts need to be samples and tested to verify compliance to project specifications?

When reviewing comparative test data on each set of three bolts, nuts and washers that are obtained from the same heat
number and lot, the test results are very similar and not significantly different.  Why is it a requirement to test a set of
three bolted assemblies?  When sampling and testing reinforcing and structural steel, it has been standard practice to
test one sample from each heat number, unless the tonnage of material exceeds a designated amount as required by
code.

DSA is currently roughing out a draft IR that will be shared with industry (possibly in the April testing of the new
email notification system) that will address sampling and testing.  The IR will tell the agency when to sample, how
many need to be sampled and tested, and which tests need to be conducted.  The DSA representatives present did not
know if chemical testing would be included.  That type of testing may be applicable only to fasteners that are known
to be unidentifiable (i.e., no hermetically sealed container with identifiable mill cert).  The draft IR is going to the
DSA Advisory Committee first, then on to industry to comment and vetting.

It was noted by one attendee that our first question should be “Are we really providing value to the project and client
by all this testing?”  Jeff Cannon commented that American-made products almost always pass, so the need for
excessive testing is questionable.  However, foreign-made materials rarely pass and might require stricter review.
Foreign-made fasteners rarely pass hardness testing.  Jeff also noted that many testing agencies do not know the
correct way to perform the tests.  As an example, the hardness test criteria for un-galvanized products is different
from that for galvanized products.

The number of samples is also a critical issue that has been applied inconsistently.  A member questioned why we
should test 3 bolts.  Why not just test one bolt, and if it fails, then do more.  Jeff Cannon noted there is an ASTM
standard that outlines the number of samples to be taken, and the number of tests that are to be conducted, but it is
rarely followed.  Sampling procedures are rarely followed to meet the ASTM criteria for identification as well.
Traceability of the mill cert to the product package is extremely difficult to maintain.  Also, the ASTM standard was
written for projects with large amounts of material (lot sizes), not jobs with only a few bolts.

It was again questioned if all this testing is really necessary.  It is not required for commercial work, and in-place
failures are rarely seen.  Maybe what we’re saying is -  if it really needs to be tested, let’s just make sure that we
understand what should be tested and how it should be done, so that everyone is doing it the same way.  Jeff Enzler
affirmed that is the purpose of the new IR.  It will not address the Skidmore test, as a separate IR is being considered
for installation inspection practices.

The DSA representatives asked that CCTIA select 5 or 6 of its experts to assist in vetting this IR, rather than
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broadcasting it to all the LEA agencies in the State.

What is DSA’s position concerning the testing agency providing concrete placement inspection?

This inspection is still the Project Inspector’s responsibility.  If an agency is requested to do it, the inspector must be
approved by the DSA Field Engineer, and a DSA-292 must be completed for the work at job closeout.

When closing out projects with noncompliances, there may be a large volume of attachments to the DSA-291 or -292.
Would it be acceptable to attach a listing referencing the applicable reports, rather than an actual copy of the report
since everyone has already received it?

Jeff Enzler responded on behalf of DSA closing staff, that it might be tough for them to pull it all together.  The
agency should send a copy of the report.

When there are multiple welding inspectors on a project, necessitating multiple DSA-292’s, is DSA concerned that no
one has taken overall responsibility for the completed work as a whole – only their little individual parts?

Jeff Enzler responded that he did not think it is good idea to have the testing agency’s PE take responsibility for that
as ours is an “on call” service.  The Project Inspector has overall responsibility for all work done on the project, and
should be checking for inspection ID marks when material arrives from the shop.  He/she is also responsible for the
field welding inspections, in that the testing agency has been called whenever welding is in progress.  Jeff stated he
is still unhappy with the practice of utilizing multiple welding inspectors on a job, and would encourage the agencies
to limit this practice.  Cliff Craig indicated this would be unlikely, but industry could help to tighten up the
identification process to assist the Project Inspector.

Although it has not been the practice in that past, why are DSA-292’s for batch plant inspection being required all of a
sudden?

The regulations have not changed.  BPI has always been part of inspection reporting, and should have a DSA-292
issued. It was acknowledged that the purpose of BPI has become somewhat archaic over the years.  This could
possibly be addressed by the DSA Advisory Committee.  The common practice of batching the first load and
following the truck to the site may give the customer a false sense of security if it is reported the same way as
continuous inspection.

There was a great deal of discussion concerning the level of inspection that was actually being performed, what
items were truly critical to check, and the level of abuse that necessitated this type of inspection.

The DSA’s representatives indicated that if the batch plant inspection has been waived under the rules, then any
periodic inspection performed for the benefit of the client was a non-reportable event, so completion of a DSA-292
would be inappropriate.  If, however, full BPI was being performed because the plant did not meet the waiver
criteria, a DSA-292 should be prepared as with any other inspection.










