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NATIONAL COOPERATIVE HIGHWAY RESEARCH PROGRAM

Systematic, well-designed research provides the most effective
approach to the solution of many problems facing highway ad-
ministrators and engineers. Often, highway problems are of local
interest and can best be studied by highway departments individu-
ally or in cooperation with their state universities and others. How-
ever, the accelerating growth of highway transportation develops
increasingly complex problems of wide interest to highway au-
thorities. These problems are best studied through a coordinated
program of cooperative research.

In recognition of these needs, the highway administrators of
the American Association of State Highway and Transportation
Officials initiated in 1962 an objective national highway research
program employing modern scientific techniques. This program
is supported on a continuing basis by funds from participating
member states of the Association and it receives the full coopera-
tion and support of the Federal Highway Administration, United
States Department of Transportation.

The Transportation Research Board of the National Research
Council was requested by the Association to administer the re-
search program because of the Board’s recognized objectivity and
understanding of modern research practices. The Board is
uniquely suited for this purpose as it maintains an extensive
committee structure from which authorities on any highway
transportation subject may be drawn; it possesses avenues of
communication and cooperation with federal, state, and local
governmental agencies, universities, and industry; its relationship
to the National Research Council is an insurance of objectivity; it
maintains a full-time research correlation staff of specialists in
highway transportation matters to bring the findings of research
directly to those who are in a position to use them.

The program is developed on the basis of research needs iden-
tified by chief administrators of the highway and transportation
departments and by committees of AASHTO. Each year, specific
areas of research needs to be included in the program are proposed
to the National Research Council and the Board by the American
Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials. Re-
search projects to fulfill these needs are defined by the Board,
and qualified research agencies are selected from those that have
submitted proposals. Administration and surveillance of research
contracts are the responsibilities of the National Research Council
and the Transportation Research Board.

The needs for highway research are many, and the National
Cooperative Highway Research Program can make significant
contributions to the solution of highway transportation problems
of mutual concern to many responsible groups. The program,
however, is intended to complement rather than to substitute for
or duplicate other highway research programs.

NOTE: The Transportation Research Board of the National Acad-
emies, the National Research Council, the Federal Highway Admini-
stration, the American Association of State Highway and Transporta-
tion Officials, and the individual states participating in the National
Cooperative Highway Research Program do not endorse products or
manufacturers. Trade or manufacturers’ names appear herein
solely because they are considered essential to the object of this
report.
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PREFACE

Highway administrators, engineers, and researchers often face problems for which in-
formation already exists, either in documented form or as undocumented experience and
practice. This information may be fragmented, scattered, and unevaluated. As a conse-
quence, full knowledge of what has been learned about a problem may not be brought to
bear on its solution. Costly research findings may go unused, valuable experience may be
overlooked, and due consideration may not be given to recommended practices for solv-
ing or alleviating the problem.

Information exists on nearly every subject of concern to highway administrators and
engineers. Much of it derives from research or from the work of practitioners faced with
problems in their day-to-day work. To provide a systematic means for assembling and
evaluating such useful information and to make it available to the entire highway com-
munity, the American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials—
through the mechanism of the National Cooperative Highway Research Program—
authorized the Transportation Research Board to undertake a continuing study. This
study, NCHRP Project 20-5, “Synthesis of Information Related to Highway Problems,”
searches out and synthesizes useful knowledge from all available sources and prepares
concise, documented reports on specific topics. Reports from this endeavor constitute an
NCHRP report series, Synthesis of Highway Practice.

The synthesis series reports on current knowledge and practice, in a compact format,
without the detailed directions usually found in handbooks or design manuals. Each re-
port in the series provides a compendium of the best knowledge available on those meas-
ures found to be the most successful in resolving specific problems.

This report of the Transportation Research Board summarizes available information
on statewide highway letting programs, which are defined as a set of highway projects in
advanced stages of design that have a target date for construction bid. This synthesis
identifies those approaches, tools, and techniques used by state highway agencies
(SHAs) in the management of letting programs; evaluates changes that influence letting
schedules; identifies the impact of issues relevant to contract award that may influence
the outcomes of specific lettings; and assesses SHA interest in data sharing initiatives
relative to letting program management.

This synthesis report contains information drawn from three primary sources: a re-
view of the literature pertaining to letting program management conducted with a spe-
cific focus on processes and techniques; a survey questionnaire distributed to SHAs; and
selected interviews with five SHAs, representing a cross section of agency size, to ex-
plore in greater detail the various approaches taken to develop and manage letting pro-
grams.

A panel of experts in the subject area guided the work of organizing and evaluating
the collected data and reviewed the final synthesis report. A consultant was engaged
to collect and synthesize the information and to write this report. Both the consultant and
the members of the oversight panel are acknowledged on the title page. This synthesis is
an immediately useful document that records the practices that were acceptable within
the limitations of the knowledge available at the time of its preparation. As progress in
research and practice continues, new knowledge will be added to that now at hand.
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SUMMARY

STATEWIDE HIGHWAY LETTING PROGRAM
MANAGEMENT

One goal of state highway agencies (SHAs) is to maintain, upgrade, and improve the high-
way systems within the state. To achieve this goal, SHAs must identify highway transporta-
tion needs, prioritize these needs, and then address the needs through individual projects.
The list of needs is large and the number of projects is correspondingly large. The set of pro-
jects that are in advanced stages of design and that have a target date for a construction bid is
known as a “letting program.” The development and management of a letting program that
can bring projects to fruition within the available funds, and that satisfy many different con-
stituents, is a significant challenge for each SHA.

A review of the literature was conducted pertaining to letting program management, with
a specific focus on processes and techniques that describe statewide highway letting pro-
gram management. A survey questionnaire was administered that focused on different as-
pects of SHA letting programs. Selected telephone interviews were conducted with SHAs to
explore in more detail the approach taken to develop and then to manage the letting pro-
gram. Twenty-eight agencies responded to the survey, and five agencies participated in the
interviews.

A formalized and structured approach to letting program management was not found in
the literature nor specifically captured through the survey of SHAs. Thus, a generic picture
that best represents components of SHA highway letting program management was devel-
oped. Key information required for these components is identified, as well as the interaction
between components and various agencies or groups involved in letting program manage-
ment.

Statewide highway letting program development and management is complex. There are
many agencies involved in letting program management. Federal and state requirements and
regulations influence how this process is conducted. Within the SHA, many different organ-
izational units are involved in statewide highway letting program management.

The first year of the Statewide Transportation Improvement Program (STIP) is the pri-
mary determinant of which projects are included in the letting program or “pool of projects.”
Many entities, including the general public, provide input about which projects are to be in-
cluded in the STIP and the priority of these projects. Key factors that drive the priority of
projects in the STIP include safety, level of traffic (e.g., average daily traffic), consistency
with long-range plans, cost-effectiveness, and condition of the existing facility. Development
of the STIP is closely tied to the project development process with respect to the status of
design completion. However, there are many different ways in which SHAs select specific
projects for inclusion in their letting programs. There appear to be some dominant factors
that influence this decision such as delivery status of the project, and project priority estab-
lished by SHA districts, regions, and divisions, with input from the FHWA.



Most SHAs follow the generic process developed for this synthesis in some form, with
the approach varying depending on state requirements. Matching funds to available projects
is a key requirement to move projects onto letting schedules. Federal-aid projects must com-
ply with FHWA requirements. States must also closely monitor current cash flow and ensure
that sufficient funds are available before moving projects into letting schedules. Other con-
straints can also influence which projects are included in the letting schedule, such as SHA
policy, the geographical distribution of projects to districts or regions, and the priority set for
the project based on the letting program and the STIP. The projected completion date and fi-
nal approval of plans, specifications, and estimates confirm the letting date on the schedule.

Letting schedules are constantly changing for many reasons. Managing the impact of
volatility in letting schedules is critical to using available funds and to ensuring that projects
are awarded for construction. Many factors can influence the project construction contract.
These factors, when considered during bid analysis, may result in delaying or not awarding
the contract. Finally, data sharing about letting programs among SHAs was found to be a
low-priority item.

Statewide highway letting program management practices are not well documented. The
complexity and breadth of letting program management make it difficult for any one person
or unit within the SHA to fully understand the entire process. Finally, there appears to be a
lack of a single documented and comprehensive approach to developing and managing the
letting program. There are few comprehensive tools and techniques available to SHAs that
specifically focus on statewide highway letting program management.



CHAPTER ONE

INTRODUCTION

BACKGROUND

Maintaining, upgrading, and improving the highway sys-
tem within the state is one goal of state highway agencies
(SHAs). To achieve this goal, SHAs must identify highway
transportation needs, prioritize these needs, and then ad-
dress the needs through individual projects. The list of
needs is enormous, with the number of projects corre-
spondingly enormous. In addition, like most organizations,
SHAs have limited resources and funds to allocate to the
development of these projects. The development and man-
agement of a program that can bring projects to fruition,
within the available funds, and that can satisfy the many
different constituents, is a significant challenge for each
SHA.

SHAs have processes to identify specific needs for
highway improvements. Through these processes, needs
are prioritized and costs estimated as required to translate
the need into a viable project. The estimated cost for se-
lected projects must be congruent with forecasted funds.
When funds are foreseen for a viable project, the project is
programmed and authorized for further development. This
authorization initiates advanced planning and preliminary
design, including environmental clearance. The project
then moves through advanced planning and preliminary
design to final design. When final design is complete, the
environmental clearance issued, and the right-of-way
(ROW) acquired, the project is let for bid. If a satisfactory
bid is received, the project is awarded, a contract signed,
and construction commences.

During project development the SHA begins to establish
a schedule to identify when projects will be contracted for
construction. This action results in a letting program. The
letting program can be described in terms of a “pool of
projects” that are considered to be in an advanced stage of
design, when plans, specifications, and estimates (PS&Es)
are substantially or 100% complete. At this stage, the project
has a target date scheduled for letting (month and year).

SHAs have processes for developing their letting pro-
grams. These processes are influenced by federal and state
requirements, input provided by various agencies and the
public, and capital budgets for funding projects. Similarily,
SHAs have processes, with varying degrees of structure
and complexity, to manage their letting programs. These
processes require the use of tools and techniques to sched-
ule lettings and award transportation projects in compli-

ance with established criteria. However, the letting program
process is subjected to change as a result of numerous cir-
cumstances, both internal and external. Program modifica-
tions can be caused by funding, design, or schedule
changes. Understanding the causes behind this potential for
change and how change is managed with respect to the let-
ting process is important.

The development and management of statewide high-
way letting programs is a critical component of successful
project delivery. Successful project delivery will support
achievement of local, state, and national transportation
goals. This synthesis discusses the processes, techniques,
tools, and other critical requirements used by SHAs for
statewide highway letting program management.

SYNTHESIS OBJECTIVES

The purpose of this synthesis is to summarize available in-
formation on statewide highway letting programs and
document how SHAs manage these programs. Therefore,
this synthesis identifies the processes involved with state-
wide highway letting program management. There are five
objectives of this synthesis study:

¢ Identify elements, approaches, tools, and techniques
used to develop letting programs;

¢ Identify elements, approaches, tools, and techniques
considered in the management of letting programs;

¢ Evaluate how change influences letting schedules;

¢ Identify the impact of issues relevant to contract
award that may influence the outcomes of specific
lettings; and

* Assess SHA interest in data sharing initiatives rela-
tive to letting program management.

APPROACH AND METHODOLOGY

The scope of this synthesis covers the preparation and ad-
ministration of the SHA letting program from its inception
in planning and programming through construction con-
tract award. Based on the synthesis purpose and objectives,
three main sources of information were used to develop the
synthesis material:

1. A review of the literature pertaining to letting pro-
gram management was conducted with a specific fo-



cus on processes and techniques that describe state-
wide highway letting program management.

2. A survey questionnaire was administered to SHAs
that focused on different aspects of SHA letting pro-
grams.

3. Selected interviews with SHAs were conducted to
explore in detail the approaches taken to develop and
manage the letting program.

Literature Review

A review of the literature relative to letting program man-
agement was conducted. A primary source was the Trans-
portation Research Information Services (TRIS). Other da-
tabases were also explored, including some Internet sites.
In general, the literature review provided very little infor-
mation related to letting programs. Some literature was
found on specific elements of letting programs; however,
this information was minimal. Much of the literature stud-
ied focused on information developed by the FHWA to
guide SHASs in developing and managing certain aspects of
their letting programs. Analyses of these few references
provided some insights into the general nature of the letting
program process. There were no references that focused on
this subject matter comprehensively.

Survey Questionnaire

A survey was designed to collect information on various
aspects of letting programs. Five sections were identified
for the survey questionnaire, in accordance with initial
study objectives:

* Project Development and Letting Programs—
identified how the letting program fits within a
SHA’s project development process (PDP). Further-
more, this section determined differences between the
administration of state and federally funded projects
and how SHAs ensure that funds are fully utilized to
support the letting program.

* Letting Program—defined the elements of letting
programs and, specifically, processes used to develop
letting programs, how specific projects are selected
for inclusion in the letting program, frequency of pro-
ject lettings, how projects are selected for specific
lettings, the impact of state and federal laws on let-
ting program steps, and the role of other agencies in-
volved in the letting program.

* Volatility in Letting Program—identified major fac-
tors that may change the letting program, probable
causes of these changes, management actions taken
to mitigate the impact that results from changes, and
the impact that change has on the overall letting pro-
gram.

e Contract Award Considerations—covered a number
of issues that may influence the award of a contract
for a specific letting, such as criteria for rejecting
bids, analyzing bids that appear unbalanced, identify-
ing collusion, determining bid responsiveness, poli-
cies for handling errors, use of electronic bidding,
use of pre-bid conferences, frequency of awarding
projects to the low bidder, and frequency of 100%
clearance for utilities, ROW, and permits before con-
tract award.

e Data Sharing—considered the types of data collected
with respect to the SHA letting program, the types of
data that an SHA would like to collect, the extent let-
ting program data are shared with or received from
other agencies, the importance of data sharing in this
area, and finally the use of software to support differ-
ent aspects of statewide highway letting program
management.

The survey questionnaire is presented in Appendix A.

The questions were structured primarily for open-ended
responses. This type of questioning was necessary to en-
sure that an adequate understanding could be gained con-
cerning SHA approaches to letting program management.
In addition, some questions requested additional support-
ing information in the form of hard copy or website ad-
dresses, where documentation related to letting program
management could be found. Appendix B provides SHA
website references that illustrate different components of
the letting program process.

Survey Interviews

After analysis of the information collected, more specific
and targeted data collection was required to better under-
stand and clarify approaches to management of statewide
highway letting programs. An interview protocol was de-
veloped and used as a guide to conducting a small number
of telephone interviews. The interview protocol included
generic flowcharts that described the development and
management of letting programs. Questions were asked
specifically in relation to the generic flowcharts. The inter-
view protocol is provided in Appendix C.

Survey Responses

The questionnaire was distributed to state highway agen-
cies in all 50 states, the District of Columbia, and Puerto
Rico, and to the 13 provincial transportation agencies in
Canada. A total of 28 responses were received, all repre-
senting U.S. SHAs (Table 1). The data collected were
summarized and analyzed, with the results of this analysis
discussed in the appropriate chapters.



Telephone interviews were requested of nine SHAs,
each of which had completed a questionnaire. Five of the
nine SHAs actually participated in the interviews (see Ta-
ble 1). They represented a cross section of agencies with
small, medium-sized, and large construction programs
based on annual construction volume (dollars). The data
from the interviews were analyzed and the results incorpo-
rated into the appropriate chapters.

TABLE 1
STATE HIGHWAY AGENCIES PARTICIPATING IN
DATA COLLECTION

Questionnaire Response

Interview Response

Arizona
Arkansas
California
Connecticut
Delaware
Florida
Georgia
Hawaii
Idaho

Towa

Kansas
Louisiana
Maine
Maryland
Minnesota
Nebraska
Nevada

New Hampshire
New Jersey
New York
North Dakota
Ohio
Pennsylvania
Texas
Virginia
Washington
Wisconsin
Wyoming

Arkansas

Connecticut

Kansas

New York

Texas

Definitions

Certain terms that require definition are used throughout
this synthesis. These terms are not necessarily common nor
are they frequently used terms in SHA practice. Rather,
they are used in this synthesis to define specific features of
statewide highway letting program development and man-
agement. The key terms are defined as follows:

* Project development—a series of processes (e.g.,
planning, programming, design, and construction)

that convert a highway transportation need into a
completed facility that satisfies the need.

* Viable project—a scope and concept of work with
identified limits, meeting a transportation need(s),
and consistent with long-range plans.

* Letting program process—a series of steps that uses
the products of the planning and programming func-
tions as a basis for authorizing and controlling the
stages of project development and for establishing the
time schedules for letting projects. The process also
incorporates the management of the timetable for the
flow of projects from initial development authoriza-
tion through letting.

* Letting program or pool of projects—a set of projects
that are in the advanced stages of design, each with a
target time for construction bid identified (month and
year).

* Letting schedule—a document that lists projects and
specific dates on which the projects will be bid for
construction (month, day, and year). Typically, it in-
cludes projects that will be let in a period of 1 year or
less.

* Letting—a function that includes advertisement of the
proposed construction projects, receipt of bids, and
the opening and reading of the bids in a public set-
ting.

ORGANIZATION OF THE SYNTHESIS

The report contains chapters presenting various aspects of
letting program management, as practiced by SHAs. The
first chapter introduces the subject areca and presents the
study objectives, study approach, and methodology. The
second chapter provides an overview of the PDP and the
development and management of letting programs. The in-
teraction between the PDP and the letting program process
is discussed. Chapter three describes specifically the de-
velopment of the letting program for an SHA. The main
focus of this chapter is related to how SHAs form the pool
of projects that constitutes an SHA letting program. Chap-
ter four discusses the management of the letting program,
specifically, approaches to developing letting schedules,
changes in program letting schedules, and how change is
managed. Specific information on an important aspect of
the letting process, construction contract award considera-
tions, is described. Finally, data sharing in the area of pro-
gram letting management is reviewed. Chapter five con-
sists of concluding remarks drawn from and substantiated
in the preceding text of the synthesis report.



CHAPTER TWO

PROJECT DEVELOPMENT AND LETTING PROGRAM

INTRODUCTION

Because the PDP involves numerous activities, several dis-
ciplines, and many different interactions, it can be very
complex. The process is guided by federal and state regula-
tions, which can be accomplished quickly for some pro-
jects or can take many years for others. A key step early in
the PDP is to identify needs for highway improvement,
prioritize these needs, and determine the funding required
for meeting the needs. These needs are referred to as “vi-
able projects” and are incorporated into a multiyear, long-
range plan of potential projects. Based on projected funds,
viable projects are programmed and authorized for further
development. Authorized projects are normally assigned a
project identifier and entered into a project development
tracking system. Authorized projects move through ad-
vanced planning and preliminary design, including envi-
ronmental clearance to final design and finally, when de-
sign is complete and ROW is acquired, to bid letting. The
project is normally awarded, if the bid is responsive, and
then construction commences. All SHAs have PDPs that
generally follow these stages. At some point in the PDP the
SHA establishes a letting program. As previously men-
tioned, the letting program constitutes a pool of projects.
When the final design of a project in the pool is close to
completion, the project can be scheduled for letting on a
specific month and day.

As stated earlier, there are two components of a letting
program: (1) development of the program and (2) man-
agement of the program. SHAs have different approaches
to the development and management of their statewide
highway letting programs. Both development and man-
agement of the letting program are influenced by federal
and state requirements, funds available, and many other
factors. This chapter provides an overview of the processes
followed to develop and manage the letting program. These
processes are linked closely with the PDP.

PROJECT DEVELOPMENT PROCESS

The PDP is described in several ways in the literature. Saag
(1999) has identified six different components: (1) plan-
ning, (2) project development, (3) mitigation, (4) right-of-
way, (5) design, and (6) construction. Earlier, Anderson
and Fisher (1997) described the PDP as having three main
components: (1) planning, (2) design, and (3) construction.
In Anderson and Fisher’s characterization, planning is de-

scribed according to project definition and conceptual plan
development. Design comprises preliminary design, PS&E
development, and final design. Finally, construction is de-
scribed in terms of pre-construction, construction, and
post-construction. The FHWA describes the process in two
phases: planning and project development (“Contract Ad-
ministration Core . . .” 2001). The planning process de-
scribed by the FHWA focuses on planning and program-
ming, and developing long-range plans based on
transportation needs and then short-range plans focusing
on specific projects. Although each of these three depic-
tions describes the PDP by using different terms, upon in-
spection of the details of each, it can be seen that the proc-
esses cover the same basic stages.

Each SHA has its own version of the PDP. The terms
used to describe these processes vary by state. For exam-
ple, Arizona has a seven-stage PDP that includes identifi-
cation, scoping, programming, designing, advertising,
awarding, and construction. Pennsylvania’s characterization
of its PDP is described as planning, prioritization and pro-
gramming, preliminary design, final design, and construc-
tion. Some SHAs, in describing their PDPs, included
stages similar to those in the FHWA planning process. For
example, Arkansas described their PDP as project need
identification, job programmed, job added to the 3-year
Statewide Transportation Improvement Program (STIP),
design and environmental clearance, ROW acquisition, and
construction contract award. Although the terms used by
SHAs to describe the PDP are frequently different, the
overall focus is the same.

Owing to the various different descriptions, and for pur-
poses of this synthesis, the PDP will be described in terms
of the following seven basic stages: (1) planning, (2) pro-
gramming, (3) advanced planning and preliminary design,
(4) final design, (5) letting, (6) award, and (7) construction
(see Figure 1). Table 2 shows some basic activities involved
with each stage.

LETTING PROGRAM PROCESS

There exists a limited amount of information describing
the management of statewide highway letting programs.
The FHWA describes the output of planning and program-
ming at two levels: planning, which produces a set of vi-
able projects that address long-range statewide and metro-
politan highway improvement needs and, at the second
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FIGURE 1 Typical stages in the project development process.

level, where the needs in the long-range plan are translated
into authorized projects included in a 3-year STIP. Accord-
ing to the FHWA, projects are initiated based on the STIP,
but there can be other sources of initiation as well. In the
FHWA description, the project flows through the develop-
ment process with no further depiction or discussion of

letting program management (“Contract Administration
Core .. . 2001).

TABLE 2
PROJECT DEVELOPMENT STAGES AND ACTIVITIES

Stages of Project

Development Process Typical Activities

Planning Purpose and need, improvement or
requirement studies, environmental
considerations, and interagency
coordination.

Environmental determination, schematic
development, public hearings, ROW
plan, and project funding authorization.

ROW development, environmental
clearance, design criteria and
parameters, surveys/utility
locations/drainage, preliminary
schematics such as alternative
selections, geometric alignments, and
bridge layouts.

ROW acquisition, PS&E development—
pavement and bridge design, traffic
control plans, utility drawings,
hydraulic studies/drainage design, and
final cost estimates.

Prepare contract documents, advertise
for bid, pre-bid conference, and receive
and analyze bids.

Determine lowest responsive bidder,
initiate contract.

Mobilization, inspection and materials
testing, contract administration, and
traffic control, bridge, pavement, and
drainage construction.

Programming

Advanced Planning/
Preliminary Design

Final Design

Letting

Award

Construction

Notes: ROW = right-of-way; PS&E = plans, specifications, and estimates.
Sources: Anderson and Fisher 1997; Saag 1999.

A specific question survey concerned the process that an
SHA follows to develop its letting program. This question
was answered in a variety of ways and from many different
perspectives. One finding, after analyzing the answers, is
that none of the SHAs responding to the questionnaire have
a well-defined and comprehensively documented letting
program process. Each answer provided by an SHA repre-
sented some component of the process, with some answers
providing a more comprehensive description of a compo-
nent(s) than others. Thus, based on what literature was
available and results from this question, a macro-level
characterization of a letting program process was devel-
oped and described by two main components: development
of the letting program and management of the letting pro-
gram (Figure 2). The validity of this characterization was
confirmed through the five telephone interviews.

The development of the letting program, for purposes of
this synthesis, begins with an authorized program of pro-
jects, as shown in the upper portion of Figure 2. This pro-
gram usually covers a period of 12 years or less. The pro-
jects in the program may be generally prioritized with
target letting dates. On the basis of the authorized program,
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FIGURE 2 Components of the letting program process.

the SHA formulates an STIP. The STIP includes projects
from the statewide transportation plan [multiyear, long-
range plan (at least 20 years)] and projects from metropoli-
tan planning organizations (MPOs) as identified in an
MPO’s Transportation Improvement Programs (TIPs). The
STIP covers at least a 3-year window of projects as re-
quired for federal-aid projects. Large, complex projects in
the STIP are typically in the final design development
stage of the PDP. However, the STIP may also include
smaller and less complex projects that are in the earlier
stages of the PDP (i.e., in the advanced planning and pre-
liminary design stages). Non-federal-aid projects author-

ized by the state may also be included in this STIP. The
pool of projects that this synthesis describes as the letting
program comes from the STIP and can include other non-
federal-aid projects that may not be included in the STIP.

Once the pool of projects or letting program is estab-
lished, the management of the letting program commences,
as shown in the lower portion of Figure 2. Projects move
from the pool of projects into a letting schedule that covers
a time frame of typically 1 year or less. Projects in the pool
are placed on a letting schedule based on design status,
funding availability, and other constraints (e.g., policy and



administrative considerations and environmental clear-
ance). These projects have a specific letting date. However,
the letting program process can experience changes or
changing conditions can result in modification of letting
schedules. As a result of change, some projects may return
to the pool of projects, and substitute projects are often
added to the letting schedule. Most projects let for bid are
awarded. However, some projects that have been bid and
not awarded may be rebid at a later letting or returned to
the pool of projects based on certain award considerations
(e.g., nonresponsive bid or bid prices substantially higher
or lower than the state agency’s engineer’s estimate deter-
mined at the time of PS&E completion).

INTERACTION OF PROJECT DEVELOPMENT PROCESS
AND LETTING PROGRAM MANAGEMENT

The PDP and letting program management interact. This
interaction is complex and is characterized by many inputs
and outputs, and factors that influence the generation of
these inputs and outputs. Figure 3 combines and expands
Figures 1 and 2 and shows the interaction based on inter-
face points between the PDP and the process for develop-
ing and managing the letting program. The letting program
process is displayed in the left side of Figure 3, whereas the
PDP is shown on the right side. A dashed line is used to
separate these two processes.

The involvement of key agencies and the flow of key in-
formation are incorporated into the components of each
process. Figure 3 was developed using literature from the
FHWA; literature from SHAs, as provided through SHA
websites or documents returned with the survey; question-
naire responses; and the author’s experience. Telephone in-
terviews were also conducted to confirm the information
shown in this figure. The interviews were based on ques-
tions specifically related to components of the process for
developing and managing the letting program, as shown in
Figure 3.

An interview process was necessary for this synthesis
because the data and information retrieved from question-
naire responses gave only snapshots of process elements.
No single SHA provided a complete process picture repre-
senting statewide letting program management. However,
one question from the survey did help identify where the
letting program process starts and where it is completed.
This demarcation has aided in portraying graphically the
development and management of the letting program proc-
ess. The specific question focused on defining at which
phase in the SHA PDP a project was included in the SHA
letting program.

By using the seven stages in the generic PDP shown in
Figure 1, and the SHA PDP description provided from the

questionnaire response, the PDP phase in which an SHA
incorporates a project into the SHA letting program was
matched with a similar stage in the generic PDP. From this
analysis, 12 SHAs considered the start of the letting pro-
gram to be at the end of programming or at the transition to
advanced planning and preliminary design. Therefore, this
stage could be considered the start of the letting program.
Nine SHAs stated that a project is included in the letting
program during final design stages, and three SHAs
viewed the letting program as beginning when a project is
ready to be advertised for letting. This range of answers in-
dicated that letting program management could perhaps
start as early as when projects are programmed. This PDP
stage creates the “Authorized Program” as shown in Fig-
ure 3. Letting program management is complete when a
project is awarded for construction. These findings and
interpretation demonstrate some consistency with the
FHWA approach to planning and programming projects
(“Contract Administration Core . . .” 2001). Figure 3,
therefore, represents a synthesis of various SHA practices
based on the interpretation of the information provided by
survey respondents and confirmed through subsequent in-
terviews with five SHAs.

Another way to view the process of developing and
managing a letting program is to consider the process as
the flow of projects through a piping system. This pipeline
system analogy is shown in the Figure 4 schematic. Viable
projects enter the pipeline system based on a long-range
plan. These viable projects may be filtered by project and
funding categories. For projects to advance through the
system, at various points they must be authorized, devel-
oped, and approved to a final design. Certain criteria influ-
ence the rate of project flow through the system. At various
points, valves are turned “on and off” to control the project
flow rate. These valves represent critical elements, con-
straints, decision points, or other considerations that must
be addressed for the project to proceed through the system.
The various approaches, tools, and techniques that SHAs
employ to manage the flow of projects through their sys-
tem are described in subsequent chapters.

SUMMARY

Statewide highway letting program management is com-
plex. There are many different agencies, such as MPOs and
the FHWA, that provide input during letting program man-
agement. Federal and state requirements and regulations
influence how this process is conducted. Funding signifi-
cantly influences the development and management of let-
ting programs. Within the SHA, many different organiza-
tional units are involved in managing the letting program.
A formalized and structured approach to letting program
management was not found in the literature nor specifically
captured through the survey of SHAs. Thus, a generic
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picture that best represents components of SHA statewide
highway letting program management was developed (see
Figure 3). Key information required for these components
is identified, as well as the interaction between components
and different agencies or groups involved in letting pro-
gram management.
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Chapters three and four will describe in detail the specific
aspects of developing and managing the letting program, as
characterized in Figure 3 and schematically illustrated in
Figure 4. References will be made to SHA practice as each
component of statewide highway letting program manage-
ment is discussed.
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CHAPTER THREE

DEVELOPMENT OF LETTING PROGRAMS

INTRODUCTION

Before describing practices used by SHAs to manage their
letting programs, it is necessary to understand how SHAs
develop the letting program. This chapter focuses on that
part of statewide highway letting program management.
Figure 5 represents this part extracted from Figure 3. The
components and information shown in Figure 5 are based
on an analysis of responses to questions from Sections I
and II of the survey questionnaire, interviews with five
SHAs, and references from the literature.

Process for Developing and

BASIS FOR LETTING PROGRAM

Planning is the stage in the PDP that establishes the multi-
year, long-range plan of viable projects, as shown in Figure
5. This plan is based on the combined inputs from SHAs,
MPOs, local government agencies (LGAs), and the public
with regard to current and forecasted long-range transpor-
tation needs. A critical needs list can be developed with
possible solutions or viable projects to satisfy these needs.
This effort is guided by state agency procedures and federal
requirements. The multiyear program is formalized as a
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Statewide Transportation Plan (STP) with a time frame of at
least 20 years. Both the Georgia and Pennsylvania depart-
ments of transportation (DOTs) use a 25-year planning win-
dow. The STP is normally not fiscally constrained. This multi-
year, long-range plan is not considered part of statewide let-
ting program management and only serves as a source of in-
put or a basis for developing the SHA letting program.

Viable projects are then prioritized and authorized for
development consistent with the STP. This is accomplished
through the programming phase of the PDP. Once a project
is authorized, the advanced planning and preliminary de-
sign phase of the PDP can commence for that specific pro-
ject. A group of authorized projects is considered the
SHA’s Authorized Program (see Figure 5). This program,
according to questionnaire responses, is typically tied to a
specific and briefer period such as 12 years or less. For the
Texas DOT (TxDOT) this plan covers a 10-year period and
is known as the Unified Transportation Program. The
Washington State DOT (WSDOT) refers to its plan as the
Capital Plan. It covers 10 years. The Georgia DOT has a 6-
year Construction Work Program. The New York and Penn-
sylvania DOTs have 12-year transportation programs. The
preparation of the authorized program initiates the devel-
opment of the SHA letting program process for purposes
of this synthesis in Figure 5 (see bracket on left side of the
diagram). The next component in this process is the devel-
opment of the STIP. The final component considered in the
letting program process is the identification of the pool of
projects, often referred to as the annual letting program.
Each of these three components has a different planning
horizon. The horizon for each component decreases start-
ing with the 12-year authorized program. Once a project is
authorized for development, a project identifier is fre-
quently assigned to that project so it can be entered into a
comprehensive database for tracking, such as the Project
Support System used by the New York State DOT
(NYSDOT) or the Design and Construction Information
System (DCIS) used by the TxDOT. Some states, such as
Connecticut, assign a planned letting date (month and year)
for projects included in their authorized programs.

POOL OF PROJECTS CONSTITUTES THE LETTING
PROGRAM

As shown in Figure 5, the focal point when developing a
letting program is the STIP. Projects from the first 3 years
of the authorized program usually form the basis for the
STIP. Projects included in the STIP incorporate those pro-
jects from the TIP. The TIP is developed by MPOs with in-
put from LGAs, the public, and, in many cases, the SHA
districts, regions, or central offices.

The TIP and STIP are federal requirements. The STIP
includes the TIP and additional projects outside of the met-
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ropolitan areas, sometimes called rural TIPs. Both the TIP
and the STIP are financially constrained. The STIP may
include funds for project phases other than construction. In
any case, a project phase must be included in the STIP to
be eligible for federal funds. Projects in the STIP consid-
ered ready for final design to support the construction
phase are projected to have their PS&Es completed within
the next 3 years. In some states, the STIP consists of only
federal-aid projects. The STIP may include projects that
are federally funded but performed by other agencies, that
is, projects not in the SHA letting program. The STIP for
the NYSDOT would include such projects. Other state-
funded projects (100% state funds) may be considered,
which are not directly incorporated into the STIP, as illus-
trated in Figure 5 (see also Figure 2).

Generally, the projects in the STIP are the first 3 years
of the SHA’s current authorized program. Some agencies,
such as the Delaware DOT, use a time frame that is longer
than 3 years. The Delaware DOT reported that

A project is scheduled for funding in the 6 Year Capital
Transportation Program (CTP). The first fiscal year of this
program is the Department of Transportation Annual Capital
Budget legislated in the State Bond Bill and signed into law by
the Governor. The Bond Bill authorizes the use of the
necessary funds to move forward on the scheduled projects.

The CTP also acts as the State Transportation Improvement
Plan (STIP), which is approved by the Federal Highway
Administration (FHWA) and Federal Transit Administration
(FTA) and authorizes the use of federal funds on the projects
presented in the STIP.

The actual obligation of federal funds and commitment of
state funds are done on a per project basis.

Similarly, Georgia stated that “The yearly letting pro-
gram is the first year of our 6-year Construction Work Pro-
gram (CWP). The STIP is the first 3 years of the CWP”

Other SHAs, such as the TxDOT and Pennsylvania DOT
(PennDOT), tend to focus only on 3 years—the minimum
time required for the STIP. The TxDOT stated that, “Our 25
district offices are contacted in late spring and requested to
provide projects to schedule in the next three fiscal years
through an automated process.” The automated process is
TxDOT’s DCIS, which tracks the status of projects as they
move through the PDP. Input is controlled through a central
division office but districts can input data as a project moves
into the letting program pool of projects. The STIP must be
updated at least every 2 years according to federal require-
ments. However, some SHAs update the STIP annually.

As Figure 5 indicates, a number of groups provide input
for developing the STIP. MPOs develop the TIPs within
their jurisdictions. Input from the public and other LGAs is
considered in developing the TIP as well as SHA requests
for specific projects at all levels including central office,
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regions, and districts. Once approved by the MPOs, the TIP
is then incorporated into the STIP.

There are a number of general factors that influence the
priority of projects in the STIP; however, the condition of
the existing facility and safety issues related to the facility
are perhaps the most influential driving factors that would
give a resurfacing, restoration, rehabilitation, and recon-
struction project a high priority. Furthermore, average daily
traffic volumes, both current and projected, are considered
when work to a specific existing facility is prioritized.
Consistency with long-range plans and cost-effectiveness
are also important factors, especially for new construction.
In addition, budgetary considerations are carefully consid-
ered in the prioritization process, because the STIP is fis-
cally constrained. Finally, input from SHA regions, divi-
sions, or districts can influence the priority of projects in
the STIP.

Because the STIP is a dynamic program, projects that
are closest to design completion will have the highest pri-
ority with regard to moving the project into the letting pro-
gram pool of projects. Therefore, as shown on Figure 5, a
projected PS&E completion date for the project, as deter-
mined by the status of final design within the PDP, is
needed for all high-priority projects. The status of final
PS&E approval is monitored closely by the SHAs. The
Georgia DOT illustrated the linkage between the STIP and
the letting program as follows:

Every October, the department’s top management begins to
develop the annual program for the next fiscal year, which
starts the following June. The yearly transportation program is
developed by the department’s top management from projects
contained in the 6-year Construction Work Program based on
objective areawide estimates of transportation needs, design
capability, district construction workload, and congressional
district fund balancing as required by state law. In urbanized
areas, the MPO sets the priorities for their area, based on
expected funding and project status information provided by
the GDOT [Georgia DOT]. This annual element is approved
by [the] GDOT Board as part of the STIP. For projects funded
for construction in the first year of the STIP, the
Preconstruction Division has monthly project review meetings
to ensure that projects will be ready for contract let in the
assigned month.

In general, an SHA will prioritize projects in the STIP
and match project cost with budgets allocated during the
upcoming 3 fiscal years. A federal-aid project must be in-
cluded in the STIP. The FHWA will review the STIP to en-
sure that the projects in the STIP are eligible for federal
funds. A projection of when final design of construction
projects will be completed is necessary to compile the pro-
jects in the STIP. The STIP is approved and forms the basis
for establishing the pool of projects. Interviews with re-
spondents reveal that the first year of the STIP is most
closely related to the pool of projects. Many SHAs con-
sider this pool of projects as an annual letting program.

According to the questionnaire responses, there are a
number of perspectives on how projects are included in the
letting program. Several factors considered are the first
year of the STIP, potential for project delivery (i.e., when
PS&Es will be complete), status of ROW acquisition and
utility adjustments, and environmental clearances. Fur-
thermore, program funds allocated for the current fiscal
year for projects, federal-state funding split, and congru-
ence with department and district, region, and division
goals are key drivers that move a project into the SHA let-
ting program. The Connecticut DOT identified the follow-
ing three factors that influence what projects are selected
for its letting program:

¢ Departmental goals that, in part, address identified
capacity and safety needs and a target number of
bridges to be rehabilitated and lane-miles resurfaced;

* Order in which designs are completed for projects
that can be funded through reasonable estimates of
available resources; and

¢ Use of various reports to monitor design progress and
construction funding requirements.

During the interview process for this synthesis report,
the Connecticut DOT confirmed that the letting program is
directly related to the first year of the STIP. Thus, projects
are selected for initiation in cooperation with regional
planning organizations, local officials, and the public. As
previously discussed, this input is reflected in those pro-
jects included in the metropolitan TIP. Again, the TIP is in-
corporated into the STIP.

The Idaho DOT stated that a “balanced process based
on readiness (extent of design completion) and funding
available” is used to move projects into the letting program.
Delaware employs a pipeline process that allows any per-
son the opportunity to request a transportation improve-
ment throughout the state. The project is assigned to a pool
in which the project is prioritized on a statewide basis
along with similar projects. The highest ranked projects are
selected for the letting program. The WSDOT “uses a pri-
oritization process based on getting the greatest change in
program performance for the Highway System Plan objec-
tive per dollar spent.” New York’s approach to how projects
are included in the state letting program from a broader
perspective is described as follows:

Within the program and fiscal parameters established by ex-
ecutive management, the Director of each of the Department’s
11 Regional Offices selects projects for his/her region based
upon established transportation goals, emphasis areas, and
Commissioner initiatives,

* an annual capital program target for lettings plus or-

ders-on-contract,
* a federal-state funding split, and
* abreakdown of federal funds by type and amount.

The New Jersey DOT described the approach it follows
to match funds to available projects:



First, a pool of projects that have a high probability of going to
construction is promulgated by the bureau of capital program
development. Next, these projects are divided into a number of
project lists according to funding category. The projects within
funding categories are then prioritized based on each project’s
benefit to the state transportation system [known as the capital
investment strategy (CIS)]. The annual program of projects
that are to go under construction that particular fiscal year will
number as many as there is available funding within each
funding category.

Finally, the Maryland DOT described its letting program

as a yearly endeavor:

wa

In the Spring of every year all projects in the Consolidated
Transportation Program (CTP) have their cost estimates up-
dated. These estimates include estimated costs for Project
Planning (PP), Preliminary Engineering (PE), Right-of-Way
acquisition (RW) and Construction phases of a proposed pro-
ject. Based upon these updated costs the cash flows for those
project phases that are funded are updated or revised. For
those project phases that are not funded these estimates are
used to establish our unfunded project need levels. From this
information a Draft CTP is developed. Based upon available
funds it is determined which projects to propose additional
phases of project development to be funded and which pro-
jects to propose being added to the program. In the fall of
every year the Department takes the Draft CTP “on tour” to
the 23 counties and the city of Baltimore to discuss the Draft
CTP and what priorities each jurisdiction has. After all tour
meetings the Final CTP is put together. This Final CTP is
submitted to the legislature in mid-January every year for ap-
proval.

As SHAs develop their letting programs, various tactics
are considered to determine the number of projects in-
cluded in the letting program. It is important to ensure that
there will be sufficient projects with completed PS&E to
use all available funds. One tactic often identified by SHAs
as a means of achieving this goal is to ensure that there are
projects available with their “plans on the shelf.”” Designs
for these projects are essentially complete or 100% com-
plete. Such projects can be incorporated into the letting
program if and when funds become available. For example,
the WSDOT develops a list of “Advance Engineered”
projects that can be substituted for any project delayed
during the project development phase or in the event of
additional spending as a result of low bids or increased
spending authority from the state legislature.

Some states also referred to this tactic as overprogram-
ming. The percentage of projects that are overprogrammed
ranged from a low of 5% to a high of 20%. These projects
are not necessarily included in the STIP, because the STIP
is fiscally constrained. However, projects can be added to
the STIP by an amendment if other projects will not be suf-
ficiently developed to meet the proposed target letting date.
SHAs that specifically referred to this tactic included
Georgia, Louisiana, Minnesota, and Texas. For example,
Georgia stated that, “Our annual programs are developed
based on a budget that equals 100% of our appropriation
from FHWA. Usually, our obligation authority equals
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between 80 to 90% of our appropriation. Therefore, we are
usually over programmed by about 10%.” The Minnesota
DOT indicated that its program is overprogrammed by 6% to
9%. In the interview with the TxDOT, staff there reported that
the letting capacity for each district is overprogrammed by
20%. However, when the district reaches 80% of its letting
capacity, it submits remaining projects for review, or projects
on the shelf, in hopes of having additional funds to carry some
of those projects forward to letting.

Most other SHAS stressed that there were always suffi-
cient projects to meet current capital budgets. Therefore,
from these agencies’ perspectives overprogramming was
not necessary. These SHAs noted that they can always
complete sufficient PS&Es for projects in their letting pro-
gram to use available funds. For example, the California
DOT (Caltrans) stated, “There is never a shortage of pro-
jects. Occasionally, there is a shortage of funds, in which
case we wait until the next state budget cycle.” The New
Hampshire DOT indicated that having projects close to
completion and overprogramming can work together:
“We first check the Status of Funds report from the
FHWA. We then use ‘on shelf list’—{a] list of projects that
are readily available if money appears. We have typically
overprogrammed our project list so using funds is not a
problem.”

PennDOT attempted to develop a manual that was re-
lated to the interaction between the PDP and the transpor-
tation program. A particular focus was on processes that
involve funds management. A draft document, Letting Ca-
pacity Enterprise-Wide Gap Closure (2002), was devel-
oped that captures these processes.

PennDOT recognized the need to make efficient use of
limited resources by improving the overall project and
funds management process, as well as clarifying associated
policies and procedures to minimize the risk of shutting off
new lettings or being unable to pay bills. Gap closure
teams consisting of staff representing highway operations,
fiscal services, and planning and programming at the dis-
trict and central office levels were assembled. Their as-
signment was to develop an integrated, consistent letting
capacity process aligned with department goals and linked
to the overall transportation program (Letting Capacity . . .
2002). The 10 functions proposed in the manual were (1)
Pennsylvania’s transportation program, (2) obligation plan,
(3) multimodal project management systems (MPMS) cash
flow, (4) district project management checkbook, (5) com-
monwealth budget, (6) district project monitoring, (7) ac-
crued unbilled costs, (8) capital budget, (9) let schedule,
and (10) data management. Each function was described
according to actions, by whom, when, rules, measures of
success, key players, and reports. An example of one func-
tion is shown in Table 3.



16

TABLE 3

PENNSYLVANIA’S TRANPORTATION PROGRAM (from Letting Capacity Enterprise-Wide Gap Closure 2002)

Action

By Whom

When

Determine available federal and state capital funding for next
Transportation Program update; work with Planning Partners to
develop Program Financial Guidance

Issue overall Program Update Guidance to Planning
Partners and Districts

Public input via State Transportation Commission/Planning
Partner public hearings

Develop preliminary draft regional TIPs

Provide PennDOT comments on preliminary draft TIPs

Air quality conformity analyses, public comment periods, other
federal transportation programming requirements
(environmental justice)

Adopt TIPs

Approve 12-year program

Submit recommended program (STIP) to FHWA, FTA, and EPA

Approve STIP and air quality analysis

Begin to implement projects

Program Center
Fiscal Management

Program Center

State Transportation Commission,
MPOs, LDDs, Independent
Counties

MPOs, LDDs, Independent
Counties, Districts, Program
Center

Program Center

MPOs, LDDs, Independent Counties

MPOs, LDDs, Independent Counties
State Transportation Commission
Program Center

FHWA, FTA, and EPA

Districts

July 31, odd numbered years

August 31, odd numbered years

November 15, odd numbered
years

February 1, even numbered years

March 31, even numbered years
June 30, even numbered years

July 15, even numbered years

August 15, even numbered years

August 15, even numbered years

September 30, even numbered
years

October 1, even numbered years

Rules

TIPs must be fiscally constrained by year based on the levels of funding and the types of funding. Federal funding for the TIPs and the STIP is
based on the level of federal funding authorized in the most recent federal surface transportation act. The level of state funding is based on
state revenue projections and the resulting budget projections developed by the Bureau of Fiscal Management.

Project cost estimates and schedules in MPMS must be current and accurate for each project phase.

Program adjustments must be approved by PMC and the MPO/LDD/independent county in accordance with established operating rules. These
operating rules are adopted locally by the MPO, LDD, or independent county. The Department is an active participant in that process and a
member of the MPO, LDD, and independent county transportation program governing body.

Program adjustments must be consistent with the amount and types of funding available. When Districts and planning regions have difficulty in
balancing funding types within TIPs, the Districts may solicit the assistance of the Program Center to attempt to make the adjustments with

other regions and Districts on a statewide basis.

Measures of Success
Program development guidance is developed on time
STIP approved by September 30 of even numbered years

Minimal need for TIP changes in October due to project slippage from the TIP approved in June/July to that which takes effect on October 1

Key Players

Program Center

District Planning & Programming Manager
Assistant District Engineer—Design
District Engineer/Administrator

District Portfolio Manager

Fiscal Management

Reports

MPMS TIP 200 report—single line listing of project phases and costs by year for the TIP selected.
MPMS TIP 222 report—a multi-line listing of project phases and costs by year for the TIP which is selected

Customized reports
Appropriation 185 letting capacity cash flow analysis

Notes: MPO = metropolitan planning organization; LDD = local development district; TIP = Transportation Improvement Program; STIP = Statewide
Transportation Improvement Program; EPA = U.S. Environmental Protection Agency; MPMS = multimodal project management systems.

SUMMARY

The development of the letting program is complex. Many
agencies and the general public are involved in the letting
program process and provide input as to which projects are
included in the STIP and their priority. Key factors that in-
fluence the priority of projects in the STIP include safety,
level of traffic (average daily traffic), and condition of the
existing facility. Development of the STIP is closely tied to

the PDP with respect to the status of design completion.
The first year of the STIP is the primary determinant of
which projects are included in the pool of projects. How-
ever, there are many different ways in which SHAs select
specific projects for inclusion in their letting program.
There appear to be some dominant factors that influence
this decision, such as delivery status of the project, project
priority established by SHA districts and divisions with in-
put from the FHWA, and availability of funding.
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MANAGEMENT OF LETTING PROGRAMS

INTRODUCTION

Once the letting program pool of projects is developed, the
management of the letting program begins. The compo-
nents and information required to manage the statewide
highway letting program are shown in Figure 6, which pro-
vides a detailed representation of the process followed to
manage the letting program, as extracted from Figure 3 in
chapter two. The components and information shown in
this figure are based on the analysis of responses to

questions from Sections I through V of the questionnaire,
interviews with five SHAs, and references from the litera-
ture.

LETTING PROGRAM AS THE BASIS FOR THE LETTING
SCHEDULE

A major action in letting program management is to estab-
lish the letting schedule. Typical information on the letting
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FIGURE 6 Management of a letting program.
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TABLE 4

FACTORS CONSIDERED FOR SCHEDULING PROJECTS FOR LETTING

Category

Factor

Design completion

Funding Availability

Constraints

Design nearing completion and/or production ready (approved for
letting); also includes status of right-of-way acquisition, utility
adjustments, and environmental clearance

Construction needs—sequencing and timing of project, seasonal
considerations, pricing issues

Balanced lettings—number of projects, type of projects

Addenda required—time needed to process

Priority—consistent with state annual program

Location—in which region or district project is located

Safety issues—concern for accidents

Project complexity—type, cost, difficulty, duration

Contractor request—volume, pricing

schedule could include the location of the project, respon-
sibility for the project (e.g., district), brief description of
the project, target letting date, and cost range (e.g., see
PennDOT website in Appendix B). The letting schedule
may simply identify dates (month and day) when project
lettings will be conducted, together with a brief description
of the projects to be let on those dates. Most often, more
specific information concerning projects to be let is pro-
vided in supplemental documents, such as letting informa-
tion for progressing projects and the notice to contractors
(e.g., see Georgia DOT website in Appendix B). These let-
ting schedules cover different time frames, such as Arkan-
sas’s l-year moving schedule or PennDOT’s 6-month
schedule, which is updated at the end of each month. Most
SHAs post letting information on their websites.

As shown in Figure 6, there are three main categories or
drivers that influence when a project is placed on the let-
ting schedule: (1) status of design completion, (2) funding
available, and (3) constraints. These three categories cover
a number of different issues considered when selecting
projects for the letting schedule and confirming the target
letting date assigned to that project. They act as filters in
regard to placing a project onto the letting schedule. Table
4 shows key factors considered when placing projects onto
the letting schedule.

As reflected in Table 4, the status of design completion
is the initial consideration. According to the interviews
with SHAs, this may be the most important filter that a
project must pass through to move onto the letting sched-
ule. Design completion is reflected in Figure 6 as flowing
through the filter of design status. Design completion cov-
ers all facets of PS&E development, including ROW acqui-
sition, utility adjustments, and environmental clearance.
Extensive advanced planning is required to ensure that the
letting schedule reflects the best target dates for each pro-
ject letting, consistent with the status of design completion.
If the design is not sufficiently complete, the project will

remain in the pool of projects for future consideration (Fig-
ure 6).

Once the project is deemed ready, there are two other
filters it must pass through before being placed on the let-
ting schedule (see Figure 6): funding availability and con-
straints. Funding depends on the source, current cash flow,
and future projections. For federal-aid projects, funding re-
quirements must follow the guidelines set by the FHWA
(“Financing Federal-Aid Highways” 1999). In addition to
having funds allocated by the FHWA, the state’s portion of
the project funds must also be available for the project.
This determination is based on both current cash flow (i.c.,
expenditures in the current fiscal year) and projections for
the remaining years in which the project will be under con-
struction.

As shown in Figure 6 and identified in Table 4, certain
constraints also act as a filter. These constraints could be
related to policy and administrative issues, geographical
distribution, project types, and priority. SHAs identified
specific factors they consider when determining if a pro-
ject is ready to move onto the letting schedule (see Table
4). Other factors that might be considered are bidding vol-
ume, availability of contractors, and time of year (season).

The availability of sufficient funds and satisfying the
applicable constraints allow a project to move on to the let-
ting schedule. As shown in Figure 6, if a project does not
satisfy the requirements posed by these two filters then the
project would not be scheduled for letting and would re-
main in the pool of projects. Most SHAs consider a combi-
nation of factors from the three categories of status of de-
sign completion, funding available, and other constraints.
The following are some specific examples:

* Arizona—projects are scheduled based on an
extensive planning process, geographical (seasonal)
issues, as well as funding availability.



* Arkansas—projects are assigned to lettings based on
location and need, availability of funds, project prior-
ity, design status, safety considerations, status of
permits and agreements, and ROW availability.

* Kansas—once the program year is set, the letting
month is determined by considering project devel-
opment time constraints and construction sequencing
or timing. The number of construction seasons re-
quired for the project is minimized whenever possi-
ble.

* Louisiana—when design is complete and funds are
available.

* Maine—a combination of departmental priorities
among projects that are ready to proceed and funding
availability.

* Minnesota—we try to “balance” lettings over the year
so that all projects are not let in the spring.

As indicated from these examples, certain factors have
greater importance than others when placing projects on
letting schedules. The NYSDOT provided this comprehen-
sive explanation:

Central Office tries to let projects on the letting dates re-
quested by the Regions. These are based upon scheduled
PS&E completion (which allows design work to begin on the
next project on schedule) and scheduled completion of the
construction work. For example, projects that can be com-
pleted in a single season need to be let in a particular time
frame or they may be delayed until the following year to avoid
becoming a two-season job.

In addition to the letting date requested by the Regional
Office, Central Office considers:

¢ timely completion of PS&E so that bid documents can be pre-
pared and made available when needed;

¢ funding availability (annual state funding is frequently made
available in half or quarter year increments, delays in state
budget approval);

¢ number of projects in a letting (staff limitations keep this to
25-30 per letting);

* is additional time needed for an amendment(s);

¢ contractor wishes (bids are sometimes delayed to accommo-
date contractor’s request for delay if reasonable, for example,
letting conflicts with an industry conference, several large pro-
jects are scheduled to be let in too close a proximity);

* uncertainty in another part of the statewide letting program
(e.g., a project scheduled by one Region that might not make
the end of year cutoff may cause us to schedule an equivalent
amount of supplemental letting to assure annual statewide let-
ting total is reached);

¢ uncertainty over the amount of orders-on-contract (OOC). The
Department is given a combined letting/OOC limit. If OOCs
are more or less than expected, the amount of lettings must be
adjusted.

Finally, as shown in Table 5, states have different frequen-
cies for lettings. The “Other” category in Table 5 would in-
clude approaches such as having 20 lettings per year.
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TABLE 5
FREQUENCY OF PROJECT LETTINGS

Frequency No. of States
Monthly 11
Bi-weekly 4
Weekly 8
Other 5
Total 28

CHANGE IN LETTING SCHEDULES

As discussed in the previous section, SHAs have letting
schedules that are typically based on a calendar time frame
such as a year, 9 months, or some other duration. This let-
ting schedule is often revolving, with new projects being
added while other projects are removed. Projects that are
removed from the letting schedule most often have been let
and awarded for construction. However, some projects are
removed from the letting schedule owing to circumstances
or events that would prevent the project from meeting its
specified letting date. The letting schedule is often modi-
fied to reflect the impact of these circumstances or events.
These modifications can occur as frequently as monthly.
Decision makers must manage the impact that change has
on project letting dates, especially when the project cannot
be rescheduled within a short period for letting.

SHAs were asked to identify major factors that bring
about change in the letting schedule. Factors identified by
respondents were summarized and grouped into 11 differ-
ent areas. These 11 areas are shown in Table 6, in addition
to the frequency with which each area was cited as a factor
that changed the letting schedule.

For each factor area shown in Table 6, the respondents
identified the causes of change. Actions taken to mitigate
the impact of change as related to projects on the letting
schedule were also specified. Table 7 highlights the major
causes of change for the four highest cited factor areas;
that is, funding or cost, environmental clearance, ROW, and
project scope. Typical actions taken by SHAs to mitigate
the impact of change are also shown. Inspection of Table 7
shows that many of the causes cited are shared among the
other factor areas.

The causes of change appear to be associated with two
categories of issues: those in which the SHA may have
some control over the cause of change and those that are
perhaps beyond SHA control.

Issues where the SHA may have some control over the
cause of change in the letting schedule are related to man-
aging design modifications that affect funds or require ad-
ditional work. Another issue is the impact resulting from not
meeting deadlines or being too optimistic about achieving
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TABLE 6
TYPICAL FACTORS THAT CREATE CHANGE IN LETTING PROGRAM
Factor Area Times Cited Typical Factors Cited
Funding and/or Cost 21 Budget shortfall or lack of funds, cash flow uncertainty, changes in state budgets, cost creep,
changes in matching funds
Environmental Clearance 14 Obtaining timely permits because of readiness, clearance, new regulations
Right-of-Way 12 Difficulty in acquiring ROW, delays, readiness
Project Scope 8 Changes in specifications, program changes in TIP/STIP, changes directed by executive
office, changes in demographics or traffic patterns in project area, changing site conditions
Utilities 6 Coordination on federal projects, relocation not complete, clearance not acquired
Design Completion 6 Delays in design progress with plans not ready to go, conflicts with ROW and utilities,

Schedule Constraints

Project Priority

Interagency Coordination

Plan Accuracy
Projects Status

addenda during bidding, workforce shortages, work overload
Slippage as a result of not meeting deadlines, late information, lack of timely and clear

Shift in priorities from legislature, emergency projects push others out of schedule
Agreements not signed, cost too high, impact of third party involvement

6
PS&Es
5
4
3 Mistakes, clarifications, processing errors
3 Project not required; clearing non-lets

Notes: ROW = right-of-way; TIP = Transportation Improvement Program; STIP = Statewide Transportation Improvement Program; PS&E = plans, specifications,

and estimates.

TABLE 7

TOP FOUR FACTORS CAUSING CHANGE IN LETTING PROGRAM

Factor Area

Main Causes

Typical Actions

Funding and/or Cost

Environmental
Clearance

Right-of-Way

Project Scope

Lack of resources to fund projects; overruns of other projects;
trying to let too many projects; changes in funding type;
lagging schedules shifted funds to other projects;
additions/reductions in program allocations; increased
spending in congestion relief through transfer of funds;
more complete information; poor initial estimates;
government bodies such as state legislatures modify funding
levels; design changes increasing cost; costs associated with
schedule delays; changes dictated by field actions

Delay in obtaining federal approval of environmental
documents; lack of staff/high workload; process delays or
too late in process; lack of training; simply not meeting
deadlines; process/coordination takes longer than
anticipated; unforeseen problems related to endangered or
threatened species, archeology, Native American, historical
features

Delay by relocatees; condemnations and legal issues
obtaining property; not 100% ready to certify by FHWA
representatives; late design changes; schedule delays do not
leave adequate time to purchase land; increase cost of ROW;
late land surveys; too optimistic in timing of acquiring
ROW; lack of permits; lack of trained staff

Demographic/traffic pattern changes result in adjustments in
design requirements; community input or public process;
unforeseen problems such as changed site conditions;
changes in specific designs such as pavement or traffic
control; design team decision to modify scope; modification
to design standards

Reschedule projects (move to next fiscal year or
bring projects into current fiscal year);
overprogram to use all available funds; change
funding source or obtain additional funds; develop
better early estimates of project cost; better
manage cash flow to balance dollars; modify
project scope by adjusting limits; minimize
changes; select from committed projects or
projects on reserve; tapering of federal funds, that
is, use federal funds first; monitor large projects
that may slip; hold lettings to minimum target but
maintain contingency

Move effort to earlier in project development
process; improve process of obtaining permits;
closer coordination with agencies may be through
meetings; hire additional staff; place project on
hold (move back to pool of projects)

Reschedule projects; shelve projects; move effort to
earlier in project development process; conditional
certifications of ROW; restrictive clause to limit
contractor access; improve coordination schedule
between design and management; closer
coordination with agencies; improve project
management process and provide new tools

Reschedule projects; process changes in timely
manner; limit late scope changes in final design

Notes: ROW = right-of-way.

certain project milestones that are critical to a project’s
meeting the letting date. Some issues in which the SHA

may not have substantial control over the cause of change
could include directives from state legislatures (more or Actions taken in the four critical factor areas shown in
less funds available), delays from lack of federal approvals =~ Table 7 can be generally categorized as preventive or reac-
of design or environmental-related documents, delays in  tive. A preventive action would likely be a response to

acquiring ROW owing to legal requirements, and changing
demographics or traffic patterns.



those causes of change that may be within the control of
the SHA decision maker who is involved with managing
the letting schedule. For example, if additional funds be-
come available for project work because project bids are
lower than the engineer’s estimate, then overprogramming
may be one action that will ensure that these funds can be
used. One example of overprogramming is having projects
“on the shelf,” which can quickly be moved onto the letting
schedule and assigned a specific letting date. Conversely, a
reactive action would more likely respond to causes where
the SHA decision maker has little or no control over the
situation, such as legal issues related to ROW that might
delay a letting. The action taken in such a situation would
be to reschedule the project. This action may move the pro-
ject to a later letting date within the fiscal year or to an-
other fiscal year, or it may lead to the project’s removal
from the letting schedule completely. Table 8 provides
similar information on causes and actions for the remain-
ing seven factor areas.

The causes and actions taken as listed in Tables 7 and 8
lead to several general impacts to the overall letting pro-
gram. The primary impact is reshuffling of projects to en-
sure that allocated funds are used. Thus, SHAs will move
projects into and out of their letting programs. Also, spe-
cific letting dates are modified, with some project lettings
delayed while others are maintained. In a specific case, the
NYSDOT uses a tapering concept (federal funds first) with
federal-aid projects to ensure that the more costly federal-
aid projects are let on schedule. SHAs also have to exercise
caution in the number of projects included in any one let-
ting, because a higher number of projects let at the same
time can result in higher bid prices.
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The challenge appears to be in maintaining consistency
in letting projects. Meeting that challenge requires monitoring
of letting goals. The New Mexico Department of Transporta-
tion Department (NMDOT) uses as a tool a document that
helps everyone in the agency assess how well the department
is delivering services and products to its customers (“Compass
2nd Quarter” 2002). One section of NMDOT’s tool provides
performance data related to the STIP. Graphs and charts are
used to show performance in the following areas:

*  Number of programmed projects let,

* Dollar amount of programmed projects let,

* Actual bids versus programmed amounts,

* Bid amount within 10% of engineer’s estimate,
¢ Actual cost versus low bid amount, and

* Programmed cost versus actual cost.

The data contained in this tool are updated every quar-
ter. Appendix D provides examples of these graphs and
charts. NMDOT management can monitor these graphs for
improvement or to identify problems that require corrective
action, to meet specified performance targets.

Change may result in movement of a project’s letting
date within the letting schedule, and it may return the pro-
ject to the pool of projects. Most agencies revise their let-
ting schedules frequently. As previously stated, some SHAs
use a moving 12-month schedule, whereas others use a 6-
month schedule that is updated monthly.

Interviews with SHAs indicated that regular meetings
are a typical technique used to manage the letting program
and schedules—monthly by the NYSDOT and weekly by the

TABLE 8
OTHER MAJOR FACTORS CAUSING CHANGE IN LETTING PROGRAM
Factor Area Main Causes Typical Actions
Utilities Lack of obtaining permits in timely manner; lack of Reschedule projects; shelve project

Design Completion

Schedule Constraints

Project Priority
Interagency
Coordination

Plan Accuracy
Projects Status

agreements for utility relocation including funding;
advanced utility relocations not complete;
coordination slow

Schedule is too optimistic—cost, complexity;
addenda due to late design changes/cost increases

Design team not meeting schedule or deadlines;
inadequate resources; inadequate information
provided by field not providing timely input;
unrealistic schedule; inability to meet advertising
requirements

Competing priorities; changes needed;
accommodation of emergency project (pushes
project to lower priority)

Coordination with other agencies slow process; last
minute changes to obtain required authorizations or
third party agreements; railroad coordination delays

Design flaws; unexpected subsurface conditions

Traffic patterns change and/or other projects in
vicinity corrected problem; small projects
swallowed up by other projects

Delay project; find ways to maintain schedule; use
consultants; overtime for staff processing
PS&Es; cease all amendments

Adjust letting schedule; start project earlier;
provide more realistic deadlines by using
scheduling software; dedicate more resources or
work overtime; use special lettings; minimize
changes that impact schedule

Use consultants; adjust letting schedule

Increase early involvement with agencies

Process addenda; redesign
Overprogram, that is, have projects on the shelf

Notes: PS&E = plans, specifications, and estimates.
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TABLE 9
TYPICAL STATE BIDDING PROCESSES

State

Bidding Process

California

Delaware

documents are executed by the Department.
Maryland

opening.

valid State of Maryland Construction License.

given for commencement of work.
Texas

reviewed as necessary.

Projects are advertised to the public and plans and specifications are available for purchase for 4 weeks prior to bid opening
(shorter for emergencies & longer for large complex projects). Bids are opened on Tuesdays and Wednesdays in Northern
California and on Thursdays in Southern California (so that local contractors don’t have to travel several hundred miles
north to Sacramento). Bids are publicly opened and read; then they are mathematically verified. The proposal books are
then checked for completeness, contractor’s licenses are checked for proper category and currentness. The public and other
Department personnel are then notified of the results.

In basic terms, without a pre-bid meeting, a project is processed as follows: advertised for two consecutive weeks; 30 days
between ad date and bid opening; documents available to bidders for a minimum of three weeks; questions are entertained
during this time period; questions can result in addenda depending on the nature; bids are opened on Tuesdays; bid
documents reviewed for compliance and completeness; bid tabs are prepared and sent to the originating section for
recommendation on award; if recommended for award, finance prepares the obligatory funds; agreement and bonds are sent
to successful bidder; the successful bidder must return the agreement and bonds within 20 calendar days; after return, the

*Contract solicitations are formally advertised a minimum of 20 days prior to bid opening. A Notice to Contractors is placed
in the Maryland Contract Weekly, The Daily Record, and The Afro-American. Some projects are preadvertised, making
advance copies of nonfinalized plans available on CD-ROM for review and comment (but not for bidding purposes).

*Pre-Bid conferences are not required and when they are held attendance cannot be made mandatory. Procurements in excess
of $100,000 require that a written record of the conference must be sent to all prospective bidders.

* Addenda must be issued to give bidders sufficient time to prepare and receipt of all addenda must be received prior to bid

*Bids for $100,000 or more must be accompanied with a bid security of 5% of the total bid amount. This can be in the form
of a Bid Bond, Certified Check, Cashier’s Check, or Cash.
*All successful bidders must be registered with the Maryland State Department of Assessments and Taxation and possess a

*All bids are verified through AASHTO’s Trnseport System and the project is awarded approximately 30 days after the bid
opening. During this 30 day period, an Experience & Equipment form and the Affirmative Action Plan, if necessary, is
submitted by the low bidder and approved by the State. If the bid is 10% over or 15% under, the design engineer must
prepare a Justification letter for the procurement officer’s signature.

* After award, legal binding Contract Documents are issued to the low bidder for execution of the affidavit and of the Payment
& Performance Bonds for 100% of the contract price. After obtaining all low bid and SHA signatures, Notice to Proceed is

Prospective bidders request bid documents from the department. Bid documents are sent to bidders meeting the pre-
qualification requirements. Bid proposals are sent out approximately 21 days prior to the bid opening date. Electronic
proposal plan and bid item data are posted to the Internet at this time. Bidder’s list data, etc., are also uploaded. Project
addenda information is mailed to prospective bidders and posted on the Internet on Tuesday, the week before the bid
opening. Bids are received and opened on the bid opening date. The bids are tabulated and the results are posted on the
Internet. Subsequent to the bid opening, the bids are evaluated and recommendations for award or rejection are prepared and

Arkansas DOT. Various reports are used to provide key in-
formation about the status of projects as they progress
through the letting process. Computer-based tracking sys-
tems provide much of the information needed, such as the
Project Support System used by the NYSDOT or the DCIS
used by the TxDOT. Other tools are used to manage money
(Financial Management Information System) or schedule
(Primavera). Databases are often used for letting schedule
management. The Connecticut DOT described funds man-
agement this way:

The Bureau of Engineering and Highway Operations maintain
a Capital Construction Program Schedule for projects without
federal participation and a Working Schedule of Federal-Aid
Obligations for project phases with federal participation.
These two lists are used as agendas at a monthly Project Status
Review meeting to update project cost estimates and sched-
ules. The resulting constantly changing project lists are the ba-
sis for the Department’s programming of available funds. Si-
multaneously, the Department maintains state bond listings
that identify the bond authorization to be used to fund the non-
federal share of upcoming projects. This process allows fre-
quent input from the various offices involved that may impact
the letting schedules.

IMPACT OF AWARD CONSIDERATIONS ON SPECIFIC
LETTINGS

Although the steps covered in the bidding process are simi-
lar among SHAs, there are variations that are apparent and,
hence, the bidding process is customized to reflect SHA
practice. Some examples of this process are shown in Table
9.

Most bid lettings lead to successful award of contracts.
However, there is certain information that SHAs examine
to ensure that the award is properly made to the lowest re-
sponsive and responsible bidder. Approximately 70% of the
survey respondents stated that their agencies may not al-
ways award the contract to the low bidder. Otherwise, if the
project is awarded, it is awarded to the lowest bidder. Table
10 provides typical reasons why the lowest bidder would
not be awarded the bid.

Several issues identified in Table 10 are addressed dur-
ing bid analysis in a number of ways. Bid analyses may result



TABLE 10
TYPICAL REASONS FOR REJECTING BIDS
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State Reasons for Rejecting Bid

Ohio Failure to submit an intact bid proposal; to submit a bid guaranty; to sign the bid; to include addendum; to

Maryland

advertise the project.
Nevada

Texas
contractor.

include a supplemental questionnaire; to sign and notarize the supplemental questionnaire; to sign the
bid bond; omission of unit price of lump sum; not pre-qualified; over pre-qualify dollar amount.
Maryland will not award a contract to the Low Bidder if the firm does not submit a responsive and
responsible invitation for bids package; if the firm does not submit, enclosed in the sealed bid, a
responsive and responsible 5.00% bid security; if the vendor wants to withdraw and has adequate proof
and documentation of its bid error; if the vendor is not formally registered with the Department of
Assessment & Taxations; or whenever it is not in the best interest of the State. If and when these
scenarios arise we may award the contract to the next lowest responsive and responsible bidder or re-

If bidder’s preference applies (state-funded contracts only) and the low bidder’s bid is less than 5% of the
next bidder’s bid and the bidder does not qualify for the preference, we will award to the second bidder
provided his bid is not unbalanced or over 7% of the engineer’s estimate.

If documents required in the bid, that is, bid bond, anti-collusion affidavit, or subcontractor listings are
missing. If DBE goal or good faith effort is not attained. Protests on contractor licensing for prime
contractor or subcontractors are received.

Unbalanced bidding, total bid price too high, inadequate bidder competition, and error in bid by

Notes: DBE = Disadvantaged Business Enterprise.

in rejection of the bid. For example, 78% of the respondents
stated that their agencies have criteria for rejecting bids
that overrun or underrun the engineer’s estimate. Several
states use a single percentage, such as 5%, 7%, or 10%
over the engineer’s estimate. Other states use ranges ex-
pressed by both under and over the engineer’s estimate,
such as 20% below and 10% above or 15% under or 10%
over. If the project is outside the specified range, then jus-
tification for the award must be provided. For example, the
Maryland DOT noted that

Bids 10% over or 15% under the engineer’s estimate require a
written justification, which must be approved and signed by
the procurement officer. If the bid is substantially above the
10% allowance, the design office may write a justification let-
ter, requesting all bids be rejected. The letter, including a de-
tailed explanation of the discrepancy, must be approved by the
Assistant Attorney General’s Office and the procurement officer.
When a bid is rejected, notification is distributed to all bidders.

In some states, state law dictates the percentage and re-
sulting actions; for example, in Ohio, “Pursuant to Ohio
Revised Code 5525.10, ODOT [Ohio DOT] may not award
a contract for a sum greater than 5% over the estimate.”
The Kansas DOT follows another approach, which is not
directly tied to a percentage over or under the engineer’s
estimate:

We do not automatically reject bids that are over the estimate.
If a bid is over the estimate we handle the review on a case by
case basis. There may be cases where the estimate was too low
due to conditions that were not known at the time the estimate
was prepared. There may be other factors. We look at the bids
and if we decide it is to the state’s advantage to award rather
than reject and relet, we will do that. One bid does not cause
that bid to be automatically rejected. Since we have the esti-
mate, we can use that for comparison of the bid.

Another area of concern in bid analysis and award is
unbalanced bids. Most agencies surveyed (26 of 28 states

responding) conduct some level of analysis when bids ap-
pear to be unbalanced. Eight states use a computer pro-
gram, such as the AASHTO Trnseport software, to support
this analysis. The Maryland DOT reported that it

... utilizes AASHTO’s Trnseport System, DSS Module (De-
cision Support System). This software is used to create a graph
and listing of the bids compared to the engineer’s estimate and to
each other. We can also utilize the system to create reports on past
bidding history, market prices, price differential in geographical
locations, etc. Maryland has a BAMS (Bid Analysis Management
System) team, which is made up of individuals from several disci-
plines, such as, [the] Construction, Bridge, Highway, Design,
and Information Technology divisions. The team is to meet on
a regular basis to review the graph and listing of pertinent
Maryland projects. In addition to the team’s review, the ad-
ministering design office also reviews the same materials.
Recommendations are made and documented as needed.

The TxDOT takes a slightly different approach:

We have developed a computer program that analyzes certain
items in the bid to determine if unbalancing may have oc-
curred. If the program indicates that unbalancing did occur,
further analysis is done using [the computer program] Prima-
vera. The schedule developed by the department to estimate
the job is used with the contractor’s unit bid prices. The net
present value of the cash flows is calculated. If the cash flows
reveal that the second bidder may be lower, we give the low
bidder the chance to present their case using their construction
schedule. If the cash flows still favor the second bidder, the
bid is rejected.

Other states use procedures that require manual calcula-
tions when analyzing unbalanced bids. These procedures are
typically documented in PDP manuals (New York and Penn-
sylvania) or referenced in FHWA publications (Pennsylvania):

New York—Draft Manual of Administration Procedures
(MAP 7.1-5), Comparison and Evaluation of the Low Bid
with the Department’s Construction Cost Estimate.
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Publication 408—*“Specifications,” Section 102.13
(website same as Design Manual Part 1); Also see Contract
Administration Core Curriculum Participants Manual and
Reference Guide 2000 at www.thwa.dot.gov/infrastructure/
progadmin/contracts/index.htm.

Collusion is another area of concern. Of the states
responding to the questionnaire, one-half reported that they
have a procedure to identify whether or not collusion might
be present in the bidding process. States that had a proce-
dure as well as those that did not reported that contractors
were required to sign a statement or affidavit certifying
under penalty of perjury that there was no collusion in the
preparation of their bid. This is an FHWA requirement for
federal-aid projects. A specific form is included in the bid
package. Several states use the AASHTO Trnseport soft-
ware to help analyze bids for collusion (Decision Support
System) or the reports from the Bid Evaluation and Line
Item Profile.

Each state was asked to describe how its agency deter-
mines if a bid is not complete and/or nonresponsive. Gen-
erally, SHA staff will review every bid submittal and will
check for required signatures and documents included with
the bid. Some specific items considered include the com-
pany seal on the signature page, attachments and inclusions
of all addenda issued, proper bid security, and complete
schedule of prices. Caltrans considers bids to be nonre-
sponsive if they have one or more of the following prob-
lems:

* The unit price and the extended price for any particu-
lar bid item are left blank.

* The terms and conditions of the bid are modified or
qualified by the bidder.

* An acceptable bidders security is not present with the
bid.

* The bid itself is unsigned.

All other statements and certifications in the proposal can
be made or corrected after bid opening, at the discretion of
the department.

The Kansas DOT considers bids incomplete or nonre-
sponsive if one of the required forms is not completed,
signed, and/or notarized. These forms include the Proposal,
Bid Bond, Certification of Noncollusion, Certification of
Prequalified Financial Amount, Certification of Contrac-
tual Services with a Current Legislator’s Firm, Declaration
Limitations on Use of Federal Funds for Lobbying, Disad-
vantaged Business Enterprise Contract Goals, and if any of
the Unit Prices are not included, or if a unit price is not
changed correctly (in ink with the initials of the person
making the change). The standard specification states that
we (Kansas DOT) use the unit price as the intent of the
contractor.

Many SHAs also referenced specifications that list
those requirements for bid acceptance. These specifications
can often be found on websites (e.g., Georgia; see Appen-
dix B).

Additionally, SHAs were requested to explain their poli-
cies on errors in bids. In general, it was noted that staff and
legal counsel review bid mistakes, as appropriate. Minor
errors are often waived, but material errors may not be
waived. Depending on the error, the bid may be declared
irregular. If it is an error that can be fixed, the contractor
may be allowed to correct it. If the error is of a nature that
did not provide an unfair competitive advantage to the bid-
der and is not detrimental to the state, the contract may be
awarded. Otherwise, the bid could be rejected. Specific
comments included the following from Wisconsin:

The foundation for decisions will continue to be based upon
the State of Wisconsin Department of Transportation Standard
Specification for Highway and Structure Construction Sup-
plemental Specifications 2001 Edition sec. 102.6, 102.7, and
103.1 and the State of Wisconsin Statutes sec. 66.0901(5).
Each situation is considered a unique situation and will be
evaluated on a case-by-case basis as to how it relates to these
specific specifications and statutes as well as any other appli-
cable specification and statutes.

As a supplement to the above evaluation, past decision on bid-
ding issues will be revisited in order to ensure that a consistent
and equitable decision will be made. Past situations where
bidders have been allowed to withdraw their bids without loss
of proposal guarantee include:

a) A decimal point error made in a unit bid price where
the bidder is able to provide clear and convincing evi-
dence of both the mistake and the intended bid; and is
able to demonstrate that the magnitude of the mistake
would have significant impact on their ability to per-
form the work.

b) Transposing or offsetting unit bid prices on multiple
lines of the schedule of prices where the bidder is able
to provide clear and convincing evidence of both the
mistake and the intended bid; and is able to demon-
strate that the magnitude of the mistake would have
significant impact on their ability to perform the work.

Many other DOTs similarly referred to standard specifica-
tions that address the issue of errors in bids.

PRACTICES IN DATA SHARING OF LETTING PROGRAM
INFORMATION

One premise of this synthesis is related to data sharing of
letting program information among SHAs. This premise
basically suggests that such data sharing would be benefi-
cial for SHAs. The questionnaire attempted to assess the
validity of this premise. As respondents indicated, data
sharing of letting program information was not considered
to be very important, with 50% viewing it as moderately
important. Another 25% considered data sharing of letting
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DATA COLLECTED REGARDING LETTING PROGRAM MANAGEMENT

State

Types of Data Collected

Arkansas

Florida

New York

Washington

The Department uses Trnseport software to collect and store data on a number of items, including the
items requested in this question (bid unit prices, low bid unit prices, volume of work contracted by
the contractor, or work remaining to be completed by project or contractor). In addition, our
Construction Division uses Microsoft Access to link to data on the Trnseport file server to analyze
work on the jobs by contractor, resident engineer, surety, and highway department district. This
analysis includes time charges, percentage of time of current contract time used, contract amount,
and percentage of payments (work complete) of current total contract amount.

Dollars let; number of projects let; type of funds used (both state and federal); type of construction
(roadway, resurface, bridge, reconstruction, etc.); time and cost overruns for construction; number
of projects planned compared to the actual number let for each year (Performance Report).

Cost by county, fund type, work type, and letting agency; engineer’s estimate versus low bid,;
contractor/vender owners and affiliates; each contractor/vender and their bid unit prices.

Unit bid prices of the three low bidders and the engineer’s estimate for each contract is maintained on
our unit bid analysis and standard item table; complete bid tabulations are maintained indefinitely;
contractors’ bid history; work in progress; engineer's estimate; all contract information related to
cost is maintained in our Construction Contracts Information System—advertise date, bid opening
date, award date, execution date, bid amount, final cost, etc.

TABLE 12

TYPICAL DATA ON PROGRAM MANAGEMENT THAT STATES WOULD LIKE TO COLLECT

State Types of Data Desired from Other States
Iowa Contractor performance.

Maine We would like their (other states) web pages to include at least as much contractual, legal,
specification, prequalification, and award data as ours, so we have access to an immediate and user-
friendly source of information.

New York Share responsibility decisions and pending issues with neighboring states; share letting and award
data with neighboring states; specific issues and items are likely to vary over time. Current issues
would include: contractor and subcontractor data. Data sharing between governmental units within
the state is also desirable.

North Dakota Procedures, methods, or programs they use to detect bid collusion, rigging, unbalancing, fraud, and
SO on.

Pennsylvania Size of program—number of projects and dollars of program; and cycle times: bid opening to award,
award to execution, and execution to notice to proceed.

program information as not important at all. The level of
interest in this concept is not sufficiently high that
SHAs would make a significant effort to exchange let-
ting program management data, a finding confirmed as
just over 50% of respondents reported that they do not
share letting program data with other states. The remaining
SHAs noted that they would share these data, but only if
asked.

Most states collect some data in the letting program
area, primarily related to bidding. Table 11 gives some ex-
amples of this type of data. In addition, most SHAs re-
ported that they are collecting all the data they need for let-
ting program management in the area of bidding, with one
exception. Several states indicated that they would like
more information on how to detect collusion in the bidding
process. When asked what data SHAs would like from
other states, agencies gave varied responses. Table 12
summarizes the responses of several states.

One area in which sharing letting schedule information
might be useful is related to the bidding of large projects.

For example, the Maryland DOT experienced problems
with bids on the Woodrow Wilson Bridge superstructure
contract. Only one bid was received, and that bid was 75%
higher than the engineer’s estimate. An independent review
committee was organized to investigate this situation. The
committee found that another major project was bid about
the same time, making it difficult for the larger contractors
to prepare simultaneous estimates for two mega projects
(“Summary of Independent Review. . .” 2002). Thus, there
was a lack of competition, resulting in higher bid prices
(“Woodrow Wilson . . .” 2002). Sharing of letting informa-
tion might have changed the timing of bids for the Mary-
land project, and better bids might have been obtained.

Most states have websites with some letting information
available, such as bid tabulations of unit prices. These data
are presented in a number of ways, such as by recent pro-
jects let (3-month period) or average bid prices on a state-
wide basis. Most bid prices correspond to detailed sched-
ules of work items. Appendix B provides typical SHA
website addresses where descriptions of this type of infor-
mation can be located.
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SUMMARY

The approach that SHAs follow to manage their letting
programs does not appear to be documented by these agen-
cies. However, of those SHAs that responded, most follow
the generic process shown in Figure 6 in some form. De-
sign completion is likely the most critical consideration
when moving projects onto letting schedules. Matching
funds to available projects is another key requirement to
move projects onto letting schedules. Federal-aid projects
must comply with FHWA requirements for project funding.
States also closely monitor current cash flow and must en-
sure that sufficient funds are available before moving pro-
jects to letting schedules. Other constraints that can influ-
ence which projects are released to the letting schedule
include SHA policy, geographical distribution of projects

to districts or regions, and the priority set for the project
based on the letting program and the STIP. The projected
completion date of the PS&E final approval confirms the
letting date on the schedule.

Letting schedules are constantly changing for many rea-
sons. Managing the impact of change in letting schedules is
critical to using available funds and to ensuring that projects
are awarded for construction as planned. Regular meetings
supported by project information systems that provide status
on projects in the letting program pipeline are common tech-
niques used to manage the letting program. Other factors can
influence the final award of a project for construction, which
when evaluated during bid analysis, may result in delaying
the contract award. Finally, data sharing of letting information
programs was determined to be a low priority item.



CHAPTER FIVE

CONCLUSIONS

This chapter provides key findings in the area of statewide
highway letting program management. In general, state-
wide letting program management can be quite complex.
Many agencies are involved, including both state highway
agencies (SHAs) and external agencies. Within SHAs,
many groups participate in various elements of the letting
program process. It appears that few SHA personnel have a
complete picture of how the total process is conducted
within their agencies.

Funding plays a significant role in statewide letting pro-
gram management. In particular, the Statewide Transporta-
tion Improvement Program (STIP) is fiscally constrained,
which increases the burden of managing funds for projects
within the STIP.

There appears to be no universal definition of a letting
program, the time frame of a letting program (annual or
other), nor when a letting program begins. The letting pro-
gram is, however, closely linked with various stages within
the SHA project development process.

A statewide highway letting program has two major
components: (1) the development of the letting program
and (2) the management of this program. There is currently
no clear picture of how SHAs develop a letting program.
As a result, documented processes were not uncovered that
clearly describe this component. The preparation of an au-
thorized program (6 to 12 years) is likely the first step in
developing the letting program. A major component of the
authorized program is the STIP. The project development
process is closely tied to the STIP through project pro-
gramming and the development of plan, specification, and
estimate design documents for projects included in the
STIP. Projects in the STIP are prioritized based on safety,
existing facility condition, and other needs. This priority
helps determine what projects move to the letting program
or “pool of projects.”

Processes exist for developing the SHA letting program;
however, they are not usually well defined or formally
documented. As with the development of the letting pro-
gram, there appears to be no clear picture of how SHAs
manage their letting programs. There are few documented
processes that clearly and comprehensively describe this
component. However, most SHAs indicated that the man-
agement of the letting program is an integral part of the
project development process. Therefore, aspects of the
management of the SHA letting program are included in
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various manuals on project development and other related
procedures.

The manner in which projects are moved onto the letting
schedule is closely tied to the availability of funds for pro-
jects in which plans, specifications, and estimates are com-
plete or almost complete. This is the key requirement.
Many other factors however can influence which projects
are included on the letting schedule, such as environmental
clearance, timely acquisition of right-of-way, geographical
distribution of projects throughout the state, and policy and
administrative issues.

Letting schedules are constantly changing for many rea-
sons. Managing the impact of this change is critical. Sev-
eral key sources of change are funding or cost, environ-
mental clearance, right-of-way acquisition, and project
scope. In these four areas, there are many causes of change
in letting schedules. Many causes are related to the timeli-
ness of completing design documents, obtaining approvals
from various agencies, and changes in project scope. Ac-
tions taken by SHAs to mitigate the impact of change can
be classified as reactive or preventive. Reactive actions
may include rescheduling projects, shifting projects to
other fiscal years, and moving other projects that are ready
onto the letting schedule. Preventive actions may include
improving the management of project schedules, monitor-
ing cash flow, conducting periodic status meetings, and
evaluating other important information needed to ensure
that projects are let as scheduled.

There are other factors that influence the final award of
construction contracts, such as nonresponsiveness of bid-
ders, overruns and underruns of the engineer’s estimate,
bid errors, unbalanced bids, and evidence of collusion.
SHAs have various policies and practices pertaining to how
these factors are considered in awarding a bid. If a bid is
rejected, then the project is most often rescheduled for a
later letting. However, depending on the problem, such as
significant overruns, the project might require some scope
adjustment and redesign.

Finally, data sharing about letting programs is a low pri-
ority among SHAs. Very few SHAs believe this type of
data sharing would be beneficial.

Overall, statewide highway letting program manage-
ment practices are not well documented. The complexity
and breadth of letting program management make it diffi-
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cult for any one person or group within the SHA to under- ber of tools and techniques available to SHAs to aid them
stand the entire process. There appear to be a limited num-  in statewide highway letting program management.
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APPENDIX A

Survey Questionnaire

NCHRP PROJECT 20-5 SYNTHESIS
Topic 33-09

STATEWIDE HIGHWAY LETTING PROGRAM MANAGEMENT

QUESTIONNAIRE

PURPOSE OF THE SYNTHESIS

State highway agencies (SHAs) have established processes, with varying degrees of complexity, to manage annual highway
letting programs. These processes include tools and techniques used to schedule lettings and award transportation projects
in compliance with certain established criteria. However, the letting process can be volatile, which can cause changes in
planned letting schedules. Understanding the causes behind change and how change is managed with respect to the letting
process is important.

The management of the annual highway letting programs is a critical component of successful project delivery and the

achievement of metropolitan planning organization, state, and national goals. The purpose of this synthesis is to summarize
available information and document how SHAs manage their annual letting programs.

RESPONDING AGENCY INFORMATION
Please complete the following request for information to aid in processing this questionnaire:

Agency:
Address:

City: State: Zip:

Questionnaire completed by:

Current position/title:

Date: E-mail:

Telephone: Fax:

Agency contact (if different from above):

Telephone: E-mail:

PLEASE RETURN THE COMPLETED QUESTIONNAIRE BY AUGUST 2, 2002.

To: Stuart D. Anderson
Department of Civil Engineering

3136 TAMU Telephone: 979-845-2407
Texas A&M University Fax: 979-845-6554
College Station, Texas 77843-3136 E-mail: s-andersonS@tamu.edu

Please contact Stuart Anderson if you have questions.
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OBJECTIVES

This synthesis will identify the processes used by SHAs for highway letting program management. Specific objectives of
the synthesis are:

* Describe letting program management structures,

* Evaluate how change influences the annual letting program process,

* Identify issues with contract award, and

* Assess data sharing initiatives.
SYNTHESIS LIMITS
The scope of this synthesis covers the preparation and administration of the annual letting program through
construction contract award.
INSTRUCTIONS
Please be concise with your answers. Because many questions are open-ended, follow-up telephone interviews will likely
be necessary to confirm or enhance the understanding of the responses. Please be sure you provide us with a contact person

for this purpose.

Please enclose any information you believe is relevant to the answers provided in the questionnaire, including applicable
procedures, policies, or other information that might be of interest to other state highway agencies.

THANK YOU IN ADVANCE FOR YOUR HELP AND COOPERATION WITH THIS PROJECT!
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I. PROJECT DEVELOPMENT AND LETTING PROGRAM

1. List the main phases (or steps) in your agency’s project development process (from project need identification to
construction contract award).

2. At what phase (or step) in the project development process (question 1) is a project included in the annual letting
program?

3. Are state/local-funded projects administered differently from federal-aid projects?

Yes No

If yes, briefly describe the differences.

4. What process is used to ensure that there are sufficient projects to fully utilize available funds?

Il. LETTING PROGRAM

5. Please describe the process your agency follows for developing your annual letting program.

Is this process documented? Yes No

If yes, is this document located on your website? Yes No
If yes, what is the website address and how can the document be located (i.e., under what categories, sections, etc.)?

If no, can you send a hard copy or advise how to obtain a hard copy?

6. Who in your agency is responsible for managing the annual letting program? If different then the name(s) on page 1,
please provide this person’s name, address, telephone number, and e-mail address below.

7. How does your agency select the projects to be included in the annual letting program?
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8. How frequently are projects let for construction bidding? (Check dominant one.)

Monthly

Bi-monthly

Quarterly
Semi-annually

Other (please specify)

9. How does your agency select projects for specific lettings?

10. What letting program steps (or activities) are mandated by state law? (Check those that apply.)

a. Bid advertising
b. Bid requirements (length of time, location, etc.)
c. Treatment of out-of-state contractors

d. Prequalification of contractors

e. Electronic submission (e-mail)

f. Internet submission through website

g. Other—Please list

What are requirements for those steps (or activities) that are affected by state law?

11.  What letting program steps (or activities) are mandated by federal law? (Check those that apply. )

a. Bid advertising
b. Bid requirements (length of time, location, etc.)
c. Treatment of out-of-state contractors

d. Prequalification of contractors

e. Electronic submission (e-mail)

f. Internet submission through website

g. Other—Please List
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What are requirements for those steps (or activities) that are affected by federal law?

12.  What other agencies are involved in the annual letting program process? What is their role?

lll. VOLATILITY IN LETTING PROGRAM

13a. Identify the top five major factors that have resulted in changes to the projects included in your annual letting
program.

1.

2.

5.
13b. What were the main causes of these changes?
1.

2.



13c. What actions did you take when trying to manage the impacts that resulted from these changes?
1.

2.

4.
5.

13d. How did these changes impact the annual letting program?
1.

2.

IV. CONTRACT AWARD CONSIDERATIONS

14a. Please complete the following Table

Used by
Construction Agency
Procurement (Check) Impact on Letting Process

Traditional

Design—build

Prequalify

Stand-by

Emergency

Advanced procurement

Work order

Job order contracting

15. Does your agency always award the contract to the low bidder if the contract is to be awarded?

Yes No If no, what are reasons for not doing so?

16. Describe your agency’s bidding process.
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17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

Does your agency have criteria for rejecting bids that overrun the engineer’s estimate?

Yes No If yes, please list them.

Does your agency analyze bids that appear to be unbalanced?

Yes No If yes, briefly describe how this analysis is performed (especially note if a computer program

is used).

Does your agency have a procedure to identify whether or not collusion is possibly present in the bidding process?

Yes No If yes, briefly describe how this procedure is performed.

How does your agency determine if a bid is not complete and/or non-responsive?

What policies do you follow if there are errors in bids?

Does your agency permit submission of electronic bids?  Yes

If yes, how do you maintain security?

Does your agency conduct pre-bid conferences? Yes

If yes, what are the conditions/criteria for conducting this conference?

No

No



24.
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Is 100 percent clearance of the following areas required before letting a project?

Utilities Yes____No If no, what is typical percent of area cleared %
Right-of-way Yes___ No If no, what is typical percent of area cleared %
Permits Yes No If no, what is typical percent of area cleared %

Other please specify:_

V. DATA SHARING

25.

26.

27.

28.

29.

What types of data does your agency collect with respect to your annual letting program (for example, bid unit
prices, low bid unit prices, volume of work contracted by the contractor, or work remaining to be completed by
project or contractor)?

Are there data you would like to collect but are not currently collecting?

Yes No If yes, what data would you like to collect?

Does your agency share data with other state highway agencies with respect to letting program information?

Yes No If yes, what types of data do you share? With which states do you share these data?

What data would you want other SHASs to share with you?

How important would data sharing of letting program information be to your agency?

Very important
Important
Moderately important
Not Important



38

30. Does your agency use any of the following AASHTO Trnseport System Programs?

Cost Estimating System (CES) Yes_  No__
Proposal and Estimating System (PES) Yes__ No____
Letting and Awards System (LAS) Yes_ No__
Expedite (Electronic Bid Letting) Yes_  No__

Please provide comments on the use of any of these systems.

THANK YOU AGAIN FOR PARTICIPATING IN THIS SYNTHESIS STUDY!



APPENDIX B

State Highway Agency Websites

This appendix presents illustrations from selected SHA
websites that provide information relevant to the subject
matter discussed and referenced in the body of the synthe-
sis. In general, most state highway agencies have similar
information on their websites. Because websites are con-
tinually updated and modified, the specific information
cited in this appendix may change over time.

Arkansas State Highway and Transportation Department

The general website address for the Arkansas State Highway
and Transportation Department is ArkansasHighways.com.
The user can click on “Contracts” and then “Construction
Contract Information” to find the latest STIP for a 3-year
period. By clicking on the STIP icon, the user can access a
1-page summary of the current STIP. Other information
can be reviewed in this same area, such as a letting
schedule, which in this case gives the dates (month/day).
Bid data can also be accessed in this same area.

Georgia Department of Transportation

The Georgia DOT provided the following website address
for information: www.dot.state.ga.us/dot/administration/
financialmgmt/index.shtml. This specific address, under
the Office of Financial Management, offers information on
the Project Selection Process and the Federal Funding
Process. This website also contains information about the
STIP development process and the Plan Development
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Process. Sort descriptions of these areas are also provided.
Additional information can be retrieved by clicking on
“Plans and Programs.” Finally, by clicking on “Business
Opportunities,” the user can obtain letting schedule
information.

Pennsylvania Department of Transportation

The general website address for the Pennsylvania DOT is
www.dot.state.pa.us. The user can click on “Doing Busi-
ness with PENNDOT,” then “Select EBS/ECMS;,” and then
click on “ECMS.” In the ECMS section, the user can find
letting information by clicking on “Electronic Bidding”
and then “Letting Schedule.” Successfully click on “Refer-
ences,” “Highway Related Pubs,” and “Publication 10—
Transportation Project Development Process” to find out
about program management. If the user clicks on
“PennDOT Systems” and “MPMS,” information can be
found about the STIP.

Washington State Department of Transportation

The Washington State DOT provided the following website
address for information on its Capital Improvement Pro-
gram Process (CIPP): www.wsdot.wa.gov/projects/cipp/.
This website contains a description and discussion of the
Capital Improvement and Preservation Program. Informa-
tion relevant to the synthesis can be found by clicking on
different icons such as “Program Summary” for highways.


http://www.dot.state.ga.us/dot/administration/financialmgmt/index.shtml
http://www.dot.state.ga.us/dot/administration/financialmgmt/index.shtml
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APPENDIX C

Telephone Interview Protocol

NCHRP PROJECT 20-5 TOPIC 33-09

STATEWIDE HIGHWAY LETTING PROGRAM MANAGEMENT

Telephone Interview Protocol

Purpose

To gain a better understanding of how state highway agen-
cies develop the letting program and then manage this pro-
gram.

Target States

Small—Connecticut, Delaware, and Maryland
Medium—Arkansas, Kansas, and Washington
Large—California, New York, Pennsylvania, and Texas

Interview Framework

Generic process flowchart with questions based on flow-
chart and state agency responses from written question-
naire [see overall flowchart (Figure 3) in the report and
more detail on portion of overall flow chart (Figure 6) in
the report].

Interview Setup

Make contact and obtain agreement for interview,

Send framework graphic and potential question areas, and
Set interview time.

Interviews

Provide brief overview of generic process;

Clarify key definitions—annual letting program, etc.; and
Ask questions.

Questions
General
1. Does the generic process flowchart in Figure 3 generally

fit the approach your state follows to develop and man-
age your letting program? If not, what part of the proc-

ess would be different or what part would you modify to
fit your state’s approach? Explain.

Process for Developing Letting Program

1. Discuss, in general, how you develop your State Trans-
portation Improvement Program (STIP) (see Figure 3).

2. How do you prioritize projects included in your STIP?
What factors do you consider in this prioritization proc-
ess?

3. Approximately how many projects would be included in
your STIP? Approximately how many total projects are
under development at any one time (including those in
the STIP)?

4. What term do you use to describe the “pool of projects”
shown on Figure 3?

5. What key factors would determine when a project enters
the pool of projects that collectively comprise a letting pro-
gram; for example, status of plans, specifications, and es-
timates percent complete and so on (see Figure 3)?

Management of Letting Program
1. How do you track which projects are ready to go into
the pool of projects? What tools do you use for this

tracking?

2. What factors are key to moving a project from the “pool
of projects” to the letting schedule (see Figure 3)?

3. What is the typical time period that is covered on your let-
ting schedule (e.g., projects let within 6 months, one year)?

4. How do you prioritize projects for your letting schedule?

5. How do available funds influence when projects are in-
cluded on the letting schedule? What tools do you use to



determine the source and amount of funds available for
these projects?

. What other factors do you consider when moving pro-
jects onto your letting schedule, such as bidding volume
in a given geographical region; availability of contrac-
tors; type of projects; or district, division, region re-
quests?
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7. What techniques and tools do you use to monitor the

letting schedule to ensure that a specific project is let
according to this schedule?

. What will change your letting schedule (e.g., environ-

mental approval, funding modifications, cash flow re-
strictions, political directives, etc.)? How do you man-
age this change? What tools do you use?
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APPENDIX D

NMDOT Letting Schedule Tracking lllustrations

Result 15: Stable letting schedule to better manage
limited resources in order to meet more of
our customer's needs.

Result Driver: Charlie Trujillo

The department’s Letting Schedule is an important tool to ensure full utilization of both
Federal and State funding; it reflects the stability of the department’s Statewide
Transportation Improvement Program and its long-term plans. The Letting Schedule
serves as a managing/planning guide for Engineering/Design resource needs; and it also
provides mid-range project letting information to the general public, as well as highway
construction contractors. A stable Letting Schedule is an indicator of the department’s
ability and commitment to manage the funding and human resources necessary to
accomplish the department’s Vision.
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15a. Percentage of projects let as scheduled three months

previously.

Measurement Driver: Chris Ortega
Measurement Team: Kenny Lujéan Sr.

Revised: Friday, July 12, 2002

Purpose

This measurement provides one indication of how well the
Department is doing in planning and managing the project
development process and projecting anticipated project
letting dates. An accurate letting schedule allows the
Department to efficiently utilize design resources and
contractors to make financial management decisions to
plan their resources.

Data Collection
The Letting Schedule lists the highway construction
projects to be let each month by the department for the

next 12 months. The total number of projects let on schedule, (as
projected) for a quarter is divided by the number of projects
listed in the schedule for that quarter.

Measurement
A higher percent indicates increased accuracy of projected
letting dates in the Letting Schedule.

Improvement

By increasing the accuracy of the Letting Schedule, the
department is improving its planning and performance to better
apply our resources and to better serve our customers.
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15b. Percentage of projects let as scheduled six months previously.

Measurement Driver: Chris Ortega
Measurement Team: Kenny Lujén Sr.

Revised: Friday, Tuly 12, 2002

Purpose

This measurement provides one indication of how well the
Department is doing in planning and managing the project
development process and projecting anticipated project
letting dates. An accurate letting schedule allows the
Department to efficiently utilize design resources and
contractors to make financial management decisions to
plan their resources.

Data Collection

The Letting Schedule lists the highway construction
projects to be let each month by the department for the
next 12 months. The total number of projects let on
schedule, (as projected) for six months is divided by the

number of projects listed in the schedule for that six month
period.

Measurement
A higher percent indicates increased accuracy of projected
letting dates in the Letting Schedule.

Improvement

By increasing the accuracy of the Letting Schedule, the
department is improving its planning and performance to
better apply our resources and to better serve our customers.
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15c. Percentage of projects let as scheduled one year previously.

Measurement Driver: Chris Ortega
Measurement Team: Kenny Lujan Sr.

Revised: Friday, July 12, 2002

Purpose Measurement

This quantitative measurement provides A higher measurement indicates increased accuracy of the Letting Schedule.
a clear indication of how well the Improvement

department is planning and managing its By increasing the accuracy of the Letting Schedule, the department is
limited resources. A stable letting improving its planning and management performance to better serve its
schedule allows contractors to make customers.

financial management decisions and plan

their resources. Contractors depend on a
monthly letting schedule to continue their Projects Let as Scheduled - One Year
working operations.
60.00%
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15d. Federal-Aid Program Federal Limitation, Cumulative Average
Limitation, and Cumulative Obligation.

Measurement Driver: Chris Ortega
Measurement Team: Arthur R. Gurulé

Revised: 7/12/02

Purpose

Federal funds are a major component of the
Department’s construction program. The Department
authorizes Federal funds for project lettings and
construction related activities. This measurement
reflects the ability of the Department to commit and
meet the Federal-Aid Program. Federal funds are
authorized at least a month before a project is let.

Data Collection

The letting schedule is a tool used to time the letting of
construction projects and utilize the Department's
Federal-Aid Obligation Authority. The Department’s
goal is to meet each year's Federal-Aid Program.

To measure performance, data is collected from the
Federal Obligation Report. The value reported is the
monthly Cumulative Obligation (CO), which is the
value of projects that have been authorized by FHWA
for Federal reimbursement.

Once a Transportation Bill becomes law, FHWA sets
Fiscal Year Federal Limitations, which are the
maximum Federal funds available for reim-bursement
to the Department. The Cumulative Average Limitation
(CAL) is a straight-line spread of the FY 02 Federal
Limitation.

Measurement

The CO measurement provides a clear indication of
how the Department is obligating Federal funds. Also,
the department is able to adjust the monthly letting
schedule to meet the CAL.

The CO line is flatter at the beginning of the Fiscal
Year due to the Department only having Continuing
Resolutions to obligate until late December 2001.
Although the CO line has steepened, it is still below the
CAL partially due to the Debt Service not being fully
obligated at this point. It is expected that by the end of
the Fiscal Year all the Federal-Aid Limitation will be
obligated. The Department met the goal using all of the
Federal-Aid Limitation in FY 2001.
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15e. State Program: Cumulative Average Budget and Cumulative

Obligation.

Measurement Driver: Chris Ortega
Measurement Team:  Arthur R. Gurulé

Revised 7/12/02
Purpose

The Department’s letting schedule is an important
tool to ensure full utilization of the State Highway
Program. The letting schedule is constrained by
the available budget and can be adjusted to match
cash flow needs. It reflects the ability of the
department to commit and meet the state program
within available financial resources.

Data Collection

The letting schedule is a tool used to time the
letting of construction projects in order to
maximize the Department's State Highway
Program. The Department’s goal is to meet each
year's State Program. To measure performance,
data is collected from the projects that have been
let and encumbered, plus activity from prior year
projects that affects the current budget.

Measurement

The Cumulative Obligation measurement provides
a clear indication of how the Department is doing
managing the State Program. The Department is
able to adjust the monthly letting schedule to
match available budget and cash resources.

Throughout the fiscal year the Department
generated budget / cash savings and applied the
savings to the 100% State program in order to
contract pavement preservation projects. The
letting schedule was modified to utilize the budget
/ cash savings and the projects were let in May
and encumbered in June. Several projects were
also awarded through existing State Price
Agreements.
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Abbreviations used without definition in TRB Publications:

AASHO
AASHTO
APTA
ASCE
ASME
ASTM
CTAA
CTBSSP
FAA
FHWA
FMCSA
FRA
FTA
IEEE
ITE
NCHRP
NCTRP
NHTSA
NTSB
SAE
TCRP
TRB
u.S.DOT

American Association of State Highway Officials
American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials
American Public Transportation Association

American Society of Civil Engineers

American Society of Mechanical Engineers

American Society for Testing and Materials
Community Transportation Association of America
Commercial Truck and Bus Safety Synthesis Program
Federal Aviation Administration

Federal Highway Administration

Federal Motor Carrier Safety Administration

Federal Railroad Administration

Federal Transit Administration

Institute of Electrical and Electronics Engineers
Institute of Transportation Engineers

National Cooperative Highway Research Program
National Cooperative Transit Research and Development Program
National Highway Traffic Safety Administration
National Transportation Safety Board

Society of Automotive Engineers

Transit Cooperative Research Program
Transportation Research Board

United States Department of Transportation
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