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Two critical factors that contribute to 

inefficiencies in the highway project 

development process are the lack of 

accurate, complete information about 

utility facilities that might be in 

conflict with the project and the 

resolution and overall management of 

those conflicts. When utility relocation 

is involved, construction generally 

takes longer and costs more.  

Charles Taylor 

SHRP2 R15 Special Consultant 

 

Chapter 1 Utility Coordination on Projects Delivered by 
Alternative Contracting Methods 

 

1.0 Introduction to the Guidelines 
1.0.1 Purpose and Audience 
The purpose of this guidelines is to assist public agencies in managing utility coordination on 

highway construction projects that are delivered using alternative contracting methods (ACMs). 

It may also provide insight for users managing projects with traditional delivery. The goal 

associated with using these guidelines is to aid agencies in identifying and evaluating 

opportunities that measurably reduce the levels of utility coordination uncertainty for both the 

owner and the competing industry partners, where possible, before project advertisement and 

award, as well as equitably distribute the remaining risk 

between the parties during contract execution so that 

there is a positive impact on project cost and schedule.  

 

The intended audience for these guidelines is public 

agencies that are responsible for managing utility 

coordination on highway construction projects that are 

delivered using ACMs.  

 

1.0.2 Alternative Contracting Methods  
This document features AASHTO effective practices 

guidance for the execution of utility coordination in 

various types of ACMs, including specific task 

assignments of responsibility based on the type of contracting method and means of project 

execution. ACMs described herein include design-build, public private partnerships, construction 

management/general contractor, and alternative technical concepts are defined per FHWA 

guidance: 

 Design-Build (DB): “The design-build project delivery method combines a project’s 

design and construction phases in one contract, allowing the contractor flexibility to choose 

design, materials and construction methods while assuming the risk and responsibility for 

both design and construction. This can accelerate project delivery, lower costs and improve 

quality.” 

 Public Private Partnerships (P3): “Public-private partnerships are contractual agreements 

formed between a public agency and a private sector entity that allow for greater private 

sector participation in the delivery and financing of transportation projects.” 

 Construction Manager/General Contractor (CMGC): “In the construction 

manager/general contractor project delivery process, the project owner hires a contractor to 

provide feedback during the design phase on issues such as innovation use, cost and time 

savings, and constructability. This helps the project owner make better decisions and 

manage projects with accelerated construction schedules and greater cost certainty.” 

 Alternative Technical Concepts (ATC): “The use of alternative technical concepts gives 

contractors the opportunity to propose innovative, cost-effective solutions that are equal to 

or better than the contracting agency’s design and construction criteria for a project. This 
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contracting approach promotes competition and enables highway agencies to choose design 

and construction solutions that offer the best value.” 

 

1.0.3 Key Terminology Defined  
The term “contractor” needs to be defined for purposes of this guidelines. Since the full spectrum 

of AMCs is covered, the document can become quite confusing if the various technical terms and 

common jargon used for the holder of the prime project delivery contract are utilized. The 2016 

Oxford Dictionary defines the term “contractor” as an entity “that performs services under 

contract.” By this definition, an engineering design consultant that holds a design contract with a 

project owner or public agency is in fact a “contractor.” Therefore, this report will use the term 

“contractor” to describe the entity with which the agency executes the prime contract to deliver 

the project, regardless of delivery method. To further clarify, the following is a description of the 

prime contractor in each ACM: 

 Design-Bid-Build (DBB): The entity that performs the construction work under contract 

to the agency. Also, called the “construction contractor.” 

 Construction Manager General Contractor (CMGC): The entity that performs the 

preconstruction services contract; once design is complete and a price is agreed, the entity 

that performs the construction work. Commonly called the “CMGC”, “CM-at-Risk”, or 

the “CMGC contractor.”  

 Design-Build (DB): The entity that performs the design and construction work under a 

DB contract to the agency. Commonly called the “design-builder.” 

 Public-Private Partnership (P3): The entity that provides the financing, design, and 

construction work, as well as post-construction operations and maintenance of the 

constructed facility, if applicable, under a P3 concession or development agreement. 

Often called the “concessionaire” or “developer.” 

 
1.1 The Business Case for ACM Use in Utility Coordination 
1.1.1 Utility Coordination in ACMs 
To avoid utility conflicts that can halt project progress, issues must be resolved as early in the 

project development process as possible. ACMs provide contractual tools for addressing 

complex utility issues and managing associated risks by accelerating the work due to early 

contractor involvement during the procurement process. Major project performance benefits 

potentially associated with ACMs that support the business case include:  

 Utility conflict mitigation or elimination 

 Utility protection measures usage 

 Efficiency of overall project design process  

 Efficiency of overall construction process 

 Mitigation of overall project cost overruns 

 Mitigation of overall project schedule delays 

 

Each ACM brings contractor involvement into the utility issue resolution process at a different 

point in the project development process (as illustrated in Figure 1.1), giving the agency a full 

spectrum of tools that can be applied based on the requirements of a given project. 
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“In comparing the ATC cost 

benefits to the stipends paid, 

Caltrans achieved a return on 

investment of 156:1, meaning 

$156 of ATCs incorporated or 

made available to Caltrans for 

every dollar spent on stipends” 

Ray Tritt, PE 

2013 

Figure 1.1 Contractor Design Involvement via Alternative Contracting Method Model 

 

The following list synopsizes the primary value of each ACM with respect to utilities as found in 

agency policy documents and research reports:  

 Design-Bid-Build with Alternative Technical 

Concepts: Requesting utility-related ATCs on a DBB 

project permits the agency to leverage longstanding 

business relationships that utility companies have with 

their local contractors on projects where the utility 

coordination is key to the project’s expeditious 

completion. 

 Construction Manager General Contractor: This 

ACM allows the agency to assign the CMGC contractor 

responsibility for the utility coordination effort in its preconstruction services contract 

during the design phase to include the excavation of test holes to physically locate them 

and support the SUE survey. 

 Design-Build: This ACM creates an opportunity for the agency to assess multiple 

solutions to the same utility-related design problem. When the agency includes evaluation 

criteria on competing proposals’ ability to optimize the utility strategy with the proposed 

design, the agency can compare various approaches for satisfying the utility coordination 

performance criterion. If utility-related ATCs are requested, the agency can receive utility 

solutions that it did not contemplate when preparing the DB request for proposal (RFP).  

Design-Build

Construction Manager/
General Contractor

Public Private Partnership

Design Construction MaintenancePlanning

Design-Bid-Build

Design-Bid-Build w/ATCs

Project Development/Delivery Phase

Point at which construction contractor becomes involved with design
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Because of the project acceleration that is always 

associated with ACMs, they have the potential to either 

benefit or harm the utility coordination efforts conducted 

prior to the start of construction. However, ACMs also 

allow the DOT to shift some of the responsibility for 

completing the subsurface investigations necessary to 

support the design after the award of the DB or CMGC 

contract. This creates a different risk profile than when 

the project owner has full responsibility for design in a 

traditional DBB project. A Strategic Highway Research 

Program 2 (SHRP2) R01 project brief succinctly 

describes the issue as follows: 

“Current technologies and tools can only find 80–

90% of existing utilities. Finding the other 10–

20% and successfully managing utility conflicts 

require new tools. When a highway construction 

project is surprised by a utility, the results can 

include redesign costs, delay costs, change orders, 

claims, and damages.” (SHRP2 2012). 

The major issue during the procurement stage of a project 

delivered using ACMs relates to how much utility data is 

available and can be provided to the proposers to allow 

them to submit competitive pricing without excessive 

contingencies to cover the risks of uncertainties. The term 

utility coordination risk evokes different meanings to 

different stakeholders in the transportation engineering 

and construction industry. Many approaches to managing 

this issue have been unsuccessful. ACM project delivery 

creates an opportunity to negotiate the allocation of risk 

between the parties to the contract. As a result, the issue 

becomes one of which party can best management the 

utility coordination risk rather than the classic dispute 

over whether or not an unforeseen utility conflict 

constitutes a differing site condition. 

 Public-Private Partnership: 

Adding private financing and a 

post-construction responsibility 

for operations and maintenance 

(O&M) changes the approach 

to utility issues found in 

projects fully funded by public 

monies that end when 

construction is complete. Not 

only does the P3 concessionaire 

address the financial and 

schedule risks posed by project 

utility issues before deciding 

whether to proceed with its 

proposal but it also adopts a life 

cycle-oriented conceptual 

design methodology, which has 

been shown by research to 

result in adoption of higher 

quality design criteria as a 

future cost risk mitigation 

measure. 

 

1.1.2 Proactive Utility Coordination 
Methodologies  
For traditional and ACM projects, 

utility conflicts must be addressed. 

According to SHRP2-R15B-RW-1 the 

following utility methodologies can 

be used and are defined as follows:  

 “Protect utility in place: 
Implement an engineering 

(protect-in-place) 

countermeasure that does not involve utility relocation or changes to the transportation 

project alignment.”  

 Abandon utility in place: Remove utility from service without physically removing it. 

 Relocate before construction: Change the given utility’s location on the project site 

before the construction contractor is given notice to proceed with its work. 

 Relocate during construction: Change the given utility’s location on the project site 

after the construction contractor is given notice to proceed with its work. 

 Accept an exception to policy: Resolve the utility conflict by permitting a solution that 

not within the state’s utility accommodation policy. 

 Change the horizontal or vertical alignment of the proposed transportation facility: 
Modify the project’s design in a manner that minimizes utility conflicts.” 
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Excluding relocation, each of these methodologies requires consideration and decision-making in 

the planning and design process. The supporting research for this guide found that ACMs create 

a mechanism to gain both early and increased levels of stakeholder collaboration with regard to 

project utility coordination requirements. 

 

1.1.3 Rationale for Using ACMs in Utility Coordination 
ACM project delivery is largely driven by the agency’s need to accelerate the project’s schedule. 

Utility coordination and its resultant adjustments, protective measures, and relocation activities 

generally need to be completed early in the project’s schedule. Therefore, using ACMs as the 

mechanism to maximize constructability of the utility-related work allows the agency to achieve 

early contractor design involvement and provides a viable strategy to address inefficiencies 

induced in the delivery process by utility coordination and location failures. The use of ACMs 

permits the agency to get the contractor personally involved in locating, cataloging, and 

coordinating utilities found within the project limits during the design phase if desired.  

For example, the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) chose CMGC to 

deliver the Fresno 99 project because the ACM allowed it to award an early construction 

package for the CMGC contractor to dig test holes (a practice commonly called “pot holing”) 

and physically locate the utilities during early design. This permitted the Caltrans design team to 

literally design around the existing utilities with a much higher level of confidence, minimize the 

number of utility relocations, and reduce the risk of utility conflicts during construction in this 

urban project site (Caltrans 2014). The Utah Department of Transportation (DOT) reaped similar 

benefits in its Mountain View Corridor CMGC project where the contractor coordinated the 

relocation of major transmission lines and assisted the agency in determining the optimum 

alignment based on locating subsurface utilities during the design phase of the project.  

The Minnesota DOT (MnDOT) used DB to deliver the Hastings Bridge over the 

Mississippi River in 2012. The project had a myriad of subsurface risks that had to be addressed. 

One of the requirements was for the design-builder to develop a plan for managing the 

replacement of utilities that were attached to the existing bridge as well as replace a bridge over a 

railroad. MnDOT included evaluation criteria in the DB procurement that required each 

competing team to submit a conceptual plan for utility coordination and management for 

approval during procurement. To be responsive, each competitor had to have its utility 

management plan approved and incorporated as a preapproved element (PAE) in its final 

proposal. The winning contractor also proposed an innovative approach to dealing with 

subsurface geotechnical conditions as an alternative technical concept (ATC) that also included 

provisions for rapid utility transfer from the existing to the new service. 

 

1.2 Traditional Project Development Process 
This section provides a brief overview of utility issues relative to the traditional project 

development process used in most DBB projects. In general, project development includes a pre-

award stage which includes pre-letting and procurement activities and a post-award stage that 

includes activities related to preliminary engineering, final engineering, construction, project 

close-out and operations and maintenance. The type of ACM selected for the project (and agency 

protocol) will dictate where specific utility coordination activities fall within the project life 

cycle timeline. 
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1.2.1 Overview of a Typical Federal-Aid Project’s Development Process 
The following four issues are of primary concern to all public transportation agencies during 

project development and delivery:  

 Selecting the appropriate project delivery method.  

 Maximizing project cost/time certainty while minimizing disruptions due to disputes. 

 Ensuring proactive project quality management. 

 Creating a safe environment for workers and the traveling public.  

To address these concerns and execute projects, agencies have developed highway construction 

project development phases and associated activities. A typical project development process is 

shown in Table 1.1. 

 

Table 1.1 Typical Project Development Phases and Activities (adapted NCHRP Report 574) 
Development Phase Typical Activities 

Planning Determine purpose and need, consider environmental factors, facilitate public 

involvement, consider interagency conditions 

Programming and 

Preliminary Design 

Conduct environmental analysis, obtain environmental clearance, conduct schematic 

development, hold public hearings, determine right-of-way (ROW) impact, develop 

ROW, determine project economic feasibility, obtain funding authorization, determine 

design criteria and parameters, survey utility locations and drainage, make preliminary 

plans, assign geometry and create bridge layouts 

Final Design Acquire ROW, develop plans, specifications and estimates, finalize pavement and bridge 

design, develop traffic control plans, utility drawings, hydraulics studies/drainage design 

and cost estimates 

Advertise and Bid Prepare contract documents, advertise for bid, hold pre-bid conference, receive and 

analyze bids, determine lowest responsive bidder and initiate contract 

Construction Mobilize, conduct inspection and materials testing, administer contract, control traffic, 

construct bridge, pavement and drainage 

 

1.2.2 Utility Activities that Impact the Project Development Process 
There are a number of utility activities that impact the project development process. The impact 

and timing of these activities and associated roles and responsibilities will vary according to the 

project delivery method being used for a given project. The Indiana DOT (INDOT) has grouped 

the utility coordination activities into eight phases. This guideline has adopted the INDOT model 

and will overlay the typical project development stages unique to each ACM on the following 

phases: 

1. Utility Coordination Initiation Phase: determine scope of work, milestones and risk. 

2. Utility Research Phase: identify utility owners and facility types within the project 

limits. 

3. Utility Initial Notice Phase: provide notice to utility owners, conduct utility strategy 

workshop. 

4. Utility Verification Phase: work with utility owners to verify utilities in place, update 

utility plans. 

5. Utility Conflict Analysis Phase: determine where utilities conflict with project elements 

and review associated risks. 

6. Utility Work Plans Phase: prepare for utility strategy (cost, schedule, quality 

considerations). 

7. Utility Agreement Phase: procure project agreement with utility owners. 

8. Utility Construction Phase: execute utility strategy. 
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In the traditional DBB delivery method, the project development process is linear with its 

various components taking place in a relatively sequential manner. Utility coordination issues are 

often lumped into those activities that deal with right-of-way (ROW) acquisition requirements 

(AASHTO 2004). Often several of these efforts may be delayed until a final project footprint is 

determined, reducing the potential for designing the project in a manner that minimizes utility 

coordination issues and reduces the project delivery team’s ability to address the issues in a 

manner that does not involve relocating those utilities in conflict with the project design.  

 

When an agency diverges from pure DBB project delivery and uses ACMs, this allows more 

outsourcing of tasks and facilitates contractor involvement with the utility issue resolution 

process at earlier stages of project development where design and construction tasks are often 

concurrent. In the traditional system, the execution of utility coordination tasks is driven by the 

outcome of the design rather than driving the design outcome.  
 

 

1.2.3 Utility Coordination in the Project Development Process by Delivery Method 
Table 1.2 shows a general structure for utility coordination phases and tasks related to project 

stage (pre-letting, procurement or post-award) as influenced by the delivery methods. It also 

shows the general assignment of responsibility for specific tasks. 
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Table 1.2 Utility Coordination Tasks Related to Project Stage by Delivery Method 

Activity Description 
K
e
y St

ag
e

 Pre-Letting 1 
agency responsible for Utility Coordination 

2 
CMGC contractor/design-builder/P3 developer responsible for Utility Coordination 

Procurement 

Post-Award 

Project Delivery Method DBB CMGC DB P3 

Utility Coordination Phase (INDOT 2016) 1 
DOT 

1 
DOT 

2 
Cont 

1 
DOT 

2 
Cont 

1 
DOT 

2 
Cont 

1. Utility Coordination Initiation Phase.        

Determine administrative project details 

 Project identification numbers, major/minor classification, etc. 

 
      

Determine description of project scope        

Determine conceptual project limits        

Determine proposed ready for contracts date        

Determine proposed letting dates        

Determine project funding source for reimbursable relocations        

  Determine Milestone date objectives for utility coordination deliverables  

       Work plans to be approved. 

 Agreements to be signed. 

 Utilities to be out of conflict. 

 Road to be open to traffic. 

Coordinate utility input to project development schedule with designer        

Prepare risk evaluation of utility coordination deliverables        

2. Utility Research Phase. DBB CMGC DB P3 
Determine facilities in the area by researching permit files        

Determine facilities in the area by reviewing plan files        

Determine facilities in the area by investigating field conditions        

Determine facilities in the area by reviewing information from other databases        

Determine facilities in the area by contacting local government agencies        

Determine owners for traffic signals, interconnects, etc.        

Determine owners for lighting, private signage, etc.        

Prepare list summarizing findings from research phase for designer        

Update project plans with utility owner names, facility types, etc.        

Prepare a register of utility names, facility types, authorized representative 
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3. Utility Initial Notice Phase DBB CMGC DB P3 
Send letter initial notice to each utility         
Schedule initial coordination workshop meeting with all utility representatives. Determine the 

following as a minimum: 
 

      

 agency participation in obtaining 

easements.  

 Basis for reimbursement for the 

utility, if any. 

 Conceptual estimate for cost to 

relocate the utility facilities. 

 Conceptual schedule to relocate utility if 

necessary 

 Where utilities will be relocated if required. 

 Potential to design to avoid each utility. 

 Plan for completing the relocation work. 

 Utility elevations for their facilities, if available. 

 Need for subsurface utility engineering (SUE). 

Receive written response to initial notice from each utility:  

      
 Determine those in the project’s 

conceptual limits.  

 Determine designated representative. 

 Conceptual estimate for the cost of relocation.  

 Determine which are reimbursable and on what 

basis. 

Consolidate responses to initial notice         
Develop list of all reimbursable expenses and estimated cost         
Review project funding for reimbursable relocations        
Review risk evaluation of utility coordination deliverables        
Notify appropriate agencies to have utility facilities marked in the field        
Notify owner of signals to have buried wires marked in the field        
Measure and record the location of field markings and facilities        
Designer include utility facility information on plan sheets        

4. Utility Verification Phase DBB CMGC DB P3 
Upload utility plans into system        
Provide geotechnical report to each utility        
Send verification plans to each utility        
Receive letter response to verification request from each utility        
Forward letter response to verification request to designer        
Update plan sheets with verification information from each utility        
Send revised plans from verification response to utilities        
Conduct constructability review with RE        
Attend preliminary field check and obtain input from utilities on project        
Develop right of way acquisition plan to address needs of utilities        
Review project funding for reimbursable relocations 

 

 

 

       



 

10 
 

5. Utility Conflict Analysis Phase DBB CMGC DB P3 
Send letter request conflict analysis to each utility         

Receive response to letter request conflict analysis from each utility        

Forward response to request conflict analysis to designer        

Review recommended changes and implement where appropriate        

Prepare and send letters with comments on recommended changes to utilities        

Review project funding for reimbursable relocations        

Conduct constructability review with RE        

Review risk evaluation of utility coordination deliverables        

6. Utility Work Plans Phase DBB CMGC DB P3 
Upload preliminary final plans into system        

Send preliminary final plans to each utility         

Send letter request work plan to each utility         

Conduct constructability review with RE        

Receive response to letter request work plan from each utility 

        Work plan narrative 

 Relocation drawing 

 Cost estimate 

 Easement documents 

Provide quality control review of work plan for compliance        

Coordinate with utility to amend work plan as needed        

Develop and route acceptable work plan         

Provide quality assurance review of work plan for compliance        

Provide comments from quality assurance review        

Coordinate with utility to amend work plan as needed        

Distribute revised work plan as required.        

Prepare memo request permission to be in limited access right of way        

Prepare schedule of utility facility relocations and coordinate as required        

Prepare and distribute master utility relocation drawing        

Record permit numbers and dates permits are issued        

Send signed letter work plan approved to the utility        

Review project funding for reimbursable relocations        

Review risk evaluation of utility coordination deliverables        

Send approved work plan to the designer        

Prepare utility special provisions and send to designer for review        

Designer upload utility coordination certificate into system        

Designer upload utility protection/relocation drawings into system        



 

11 
 

7. Utility Agreement Phase DBB CMGC DB P3 
Receive letter from utility requesting an agreement for reimbursement        

Review basis for reimbursement        

Forward agreement and cover letter for review and signature        

Review risk evaluation of utility coordination deliverables        

Send signed cover letter and agreement to utility        

Receive agreement signed by utility and exhibits from utility        

Review agreement signed by utility and exhibits        

Forward signed agreement and exhibits for review and processing        

Prepare routing memo and obtain PM signature        

Forward agreement to legal for further processing        

Receive fully executed agreement from Contract section        

Send letter return agreement and copy of fully signed agreement to Utility        

Recapitulate cost allocation for work in contract agreements        

8. Utility Construction Phase DBB CMGC DB P3 
Prepare, sign and send notice to proceed to each utility        

Attend final field check meeting        

Review risk evaluation of utility coordination deliverables        

Receive and distribute to utilities right of way certificate        

Provide periodic reports on utility protection/relocation construction        

Review request for work plan revision from utility        

Work plan revision sent to PM for review and approval        

  Prepare letter permit addendum for work plan revision  

       Describe what has changed.  

 State how much it costs. 

 Identify who is paying for this cost.  

 Describe the impact to the proposed schedule. 

Update system for permit addendum        

Send signed letter permit addendum to the utility        

Review shop drawings for agency contract and assess impact on utilities        

Prepare and distribute master utility protection/relocation plan        

Synchronize utility work with agency contractor schedule        

Attend pre-construction meeting        

Periodically conduct field visits to verify utility construction and schedule        

Prepare, sign and send letter work complete and invoice to each utility         

Meet with RE for constructability review mid-construction        

Meet with RE for constructability review post construction        
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1.3 Alternative Contracting Method Selection Decision 
Selection of an appropriate delivery method for a given project is based on the project’s 

characteristics. The progressive use of alternative project delivery methods has caused project 

issues, such as utility coordination, to become a project management challenge for DOTs. Not 

only do ACM projects allow concurrent design and construction, but they also move at a faster 

pace, demanding a much higher degree of both integration and active collaboration between 

project stakeholders to meet the demands of an aggressive schedule.  This section presents an 

overview of a selection process and provides utility-related issues and red flags that must be 

considered when determining the appropriate delivery method for a given project. 

 

1.3.1 ACM Selection Process using the Colorado Decision Tool 
The Colorado DOT (CDOT) uses a formal process for determining highway project delivery 

selection that is delivered via workshop and facilitated by forms and checklists. It is presented in 

this guide to provide an overview of a selection approach. The process culminates in the 

development of a Project Delivery Selection Report that communicates the dominant or optimal 

choice of delivery method for a given project. The process consists of three stages, as 

summarized:  

 Stage I - Project Attributes, Goals, and Constraints: determine which delivery 

methods to consider and evaluate alignment of each method with the project-specific 

attributes, goals, constraints and risks. 

 Stage II – Primary Factor Evaluation: assess primary project factors that have the most 

influence on delivery method selection, including project complexity and innovation, 

delivery schedule, cost considerations and level of design; perform a risk assessment for 

the optimal method (or for all options if the optimal choice is unclear). 

 Stage III – Secondary Factor Evaluation: consider other factors to ensure that they are 

not relevant to the selection, including staff experience/availability (agency), level of 

oversight and control, and competition and contractor experience. 

 

The risk assessment specifically addresses the impact of utilities and provides recommendations 

for mitigating utility-related risks for a given method. 

 
1.3.2 Utility Issues that Influence Project Delivery Method Selection  
Utility coordination requirements are prioritized in decisions that support use of ACMs to satisfy 

the need to expeditiously resolve utility conflicts early in the project development process. The 

following list provides the relative influence of utility-related issues on choosing ACM project 

delivery versus traditional DBB. Issues are listed in descending priority, with schedule-related 

and complexity issues being the most influential: 

 Aggressive project delivery schedule 

 Time available to coordinate utility protection measures/relocations 

 Scale and complexity of projected utility relocations 

 Influence of projected utility protection measures/relocations on maintenance of traffic 

 Ability to pay for protection measures/relocations by ACM contractor 

 Complexity of projected utility protection measures 

 Desire to assign utility coordination responsibility to the ACM contractor 

 Availability of agency utility coordination staff 

 Statutory constraints on utility options 
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 Number of different utility companies involved 

 Past experience with utility companies in the project footprint 

 Number of projected utility relocations 

 Number of utility protection measures 

 Scale and complexity of projected utility relocations 

 Quality of as-built documents and historical utility location information 

 Need to physically complete preconstruction utility location during design (i.e. test holes) 

 Local permit processing time requirements 

 

1.3.3 Utility Issue Considerations in ACM Solicitation and Delivery 
There are six categories related to solicitation and delivery that are considered to support 

achievement of utility coordination goals in ACMs: 

1. Utility information provided in the solicitation. 

2. Utility content of the project evaluation plan. 

3. Proposal phase utility interactivity. 

4. Utility-related performance criteria. 

5. Utility-related contract mechanisms. 

6. Post-award contractor utility roles and responsibilities. 

 

Each category is driven by a specific motivation and has associated actions that will assist 

agencies with utility coordination objectives, as listed in Table 1.3. 

 

Table 1.3 ACM Solicitation and Delivery Considerations for Utility Coordination 
Category Motivation Actions 

Utility 

information 

provided in the 

solicitation 

To sensitize competing contractors 

to the utility issues that will need 

to be resolved after award of 

contract as a means to influence 

the content of the proposals. 

 Include necessary utility data in ACM solicitation 

documents to sensitize the competitors to the 

potential impact of utility coordination requirement 

to project success.  

 Consider those aspects of the utility coordination 

process that might be better handled by the design-

builder than the preliminary engineering consultant 

and include them in DB and P3 solicitation 

documents as appropriate.  

 Develop and implement the use of a standard utility 

information report prepared during planning and 

updated throughout the project development and 

delivery process as a contract document in ACM 

contracts to enhance the consistency of utility issue 

resolution process and reduce the possibility that 

key information might be unintentionally omitted 

from the solicitation. 

Utility content of 

the project 

evaluation plan 

To influence competing proposers 

to craft proposals in a manner that 

not only makes it fully responsive 

to the request for proposals (RFP) 

but also to maximize their potential 

evaluation score by providing 

emphasis on those specific factors 

that carry the highest weight in the 

evaluation plan. 

 Include utility considerations in ACM evaluation 

plans and assign appropriate weight to them. 
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Table 1.3 (continued) ACM Solicitation and Delivery Considerations for Utility Coordination 
Category Motivation Actions 

Proposal phase 

utility 

interactivity 

 

To enhance communications 

during the procurement process for 

the purpose of reducing errors, 

omissions, and ambiguities before 

the contract is awarded and these 

issues become potential 

compensable changes. 

 Encourage utility-related information interaction 

during procurement process via requests for 

information (RFIs) and/or ATCs. 

 

 

Utility-related 

performance 

criteria 

 

To influence ACM proposals to 

achieve project goals for 

addressing utility objectives. 

 Consider utility-related incentives where 

appropriate. 

 Use performance verification and measurement 

methods (e.g. SUE) 

Utility-related 

contract 

mechanisms 

To reduce probability of poor 

utility coordination that results in 

post-award cost and schedule 

growth. 

 Encourage utility-related ATCs during the 

procurement process. 

 Provide a contractual definition for a utility-related 

differing conditions in the contract DSC to clarify 

the utility risk profile for both parties to the contract. 

Post-award 

contractor utility 

roles and 

responsibilities 

To reduce the levels of utility 

coordination uncertainty for the 

owner and equitably distribute risk 

between the parties during contract 

execution so that there is a positive 

impact on project cost and 

schedule. 

 Leverage the DB and P3 teams’ control over design 

process to reduce utility relocations. 

 Leverage the CMGC contractors’ existing 

relationships with utility companies to expedite the 

utility coordination and permitting process. 

 

1.3.4 Utility Red Flags that Trigger Reconsideration of ACM Delivery 
There are advantages and disadvantages (“red flags”) associated with each ACM in the context 

of utility coordination, which may indicate when use of an ACM is or is not appropriate for a 

project with given conditions. This section presents these considerations. 

 

DBB-ATC: This ACM has a strong potential to be applied specifically to enhance the utility 

coordination and relocation aspects of transportation projects. Utility companies often have 

longstanding business relationships with 

contractors that work in their local service 

areas. These intact relationships can possibly 

be leveraged to the agency’s benefit if utility 

related ATCs are requested on DBB projects 

where the utility coordination is key to the 

project’s expeditious completion. Table 1.4 

shows the major advantages and 

disadvantages of using DBB with ATCs for 

utility coordination.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
   The use of ATCs with DBB projects has been very 

limited. The Missouri DOT has the most experience 

having completed nearly 15 projects of varying size. The 

Michigan DOT has experimented with the approach but 

limited ATCs to non-design related elements of work, 

specifically maintenance of traffic plans and temporary 

construction structures. 
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Table 1.4 DBB with ATCs: Advantages and Disadvantages for Utility Coordination 
Advantage Utility Context 

Early contractor design input 

 Creates opportunity for optimizing means and methods with utility 

coordination strategy. 

 Allows contractor to propose alternatives to relocation. 

Confidential one-on-one meetings 

 Allows contractors to clarify ambiguities with regard to utilities before 

award. 

 Permits errors and omissions with respect to utilities to be corrected before 

award. 

Control competing contractors’ 

perception of risk through pre-

award dialog 

 Allows agency to debunk inaccurate perceptions of utility risks. 

  Allows contractors to validate their perception of utility in a confidential 

setting. 

Disadvantage  

Design liability issues 

 agency may have to prepare multiple design alternatives to avoid 

transferring utility strategy design liability. 

 Incorporating contractor-furnished design obscures chain of utility-related 

design responsibility. 

Design coordination issues 
 Incorporating contractor-furnished design potentially creates changes in 

utility design coordination. 

Environmental permit changes 
 agency may need to delay project start to verify that utility ATCs do not 

violate permit commitments. 

 

CMGC: This ACM permits the agency to assign 

utility coordination responsibilities to the 

construction contractor and have it complete the 

required locating, cataloging, and coordinating 

utilities as part of its preconstruction services 

contract during the design phase.  The CMGC 

preconstruction services contract is the greatest 

advantage to the utility coordination program. 

Because the contractor is not committed to a specific 

construction price during the preconstruction phase, 

the agency can negotiate the allocation of various 

utility risks during design (West et al. 2012). The assignment of utility coordination 

responsibility to the contractor in preconstruction greatly diminishes the risk of utility conflict 

delay claims because the CMGC contractor is given control over most of those variables.  

 

The second major advantage is the ability to develop the project sequence of design and 

construction work with input from the construction contractor. This aspect can also be highly 

leveraged with regard to utility coordination and construction tasks. Since the contractor decides 

what means and methods will be used on the project, the utility protection and relocation designs 

can be incorporated into the overall sequence of work at an early stage of design development 

and the geometric aspects of the project can be optimized with the utility conflicts present on the 

 
   Caltrans specifically chose CMGC to deliver 

the Fresno 99 project because the ACM 

facilitated an award of an early construction 

package for the CMGC contractor to dig test 

holes and physically locate the utilities during 

early design in support of the SUE consultant. 

Hence, the Caltrans design team literally 

developed the design around the existing 

utilities with a much higher level of 

confidence. This carried over into the 

construction price negotiations, permitting the 

CMGC contractor to minimize contingencies 

for unforeseen utility conflicts during 

construction. 
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site. Table 1.5 shows the major advantages and disadvantages of using CMGC for utility 

coordination.  

 

 

 

Table 1.5 CMGC: Advantages and Disadvantages for Utility Coordination 
Advantage Utility Context 

Early contractor design input 

 Creates opportunity for optimizing means and methods with utility 

coordination strategy. 

 Allows contractor to propose alternatives to relocation. 

Negotiate risk during 

preconstruction 

 Creates opportunity for optimizing utility coordination strategy risk 

management. 

 Allows contractor to propose priced options for utility coordination 

alternatives during preconstruction. 

Flexibility during 

design/construction 

 Sequence of work can be optimized with project utility coordination 

strategy. 

 Work packaging and work phases can be developed for utility 

coordination requirements. 

 Early start possible for utility relocations. 

Third party coordination 

facilitated 

 Contractor can be assigned utility coordination responsibilities. 

 Allows contractor to conduct utility location activities (like test holes) 

during preconstruction. 

 Provides construction capacity to support SUE. 

Disadvantage  

Negotiated construction cost 

 Utility costs are negotiated instead of bid, making value for money harder 

to demonstrate. 

 Reduced competition for utility related tasks. 

Design liability issues 

 Contractor proposed changes to utility-related design features could 

potentially alter the chain of design responsibility. 

 Early utility related work packages may trigger differing site conditions 

claims. 

 

DB: This ACM creates a single point of 

responsibility for design and construction, 

integrating the DB team through its internal 

contractual arrangements. It also permits the 

owner to evaluate the merits of multiple 

design solutions to the same design problem 

(Koch et al. 2010). If the agency indicates a 

specific desire to optimize the utility strategy 

with the proposed design, it will potentially 

receive proposals from the competing DB 

teams that provide more than one approach 

for satisfying that performance criterion.  

 

If ATCs are included in the procurement, the agency can also consider options regarding utility 

solutions that it did not contemplate when preparing the DB request for proposals (RFP). Table 

1.6 shows the major advantages and disadvantages of using DB for utility coordination.  

 

 

 
  Minnesota DOT took advantage of ATCs in the DB 

project delivery on the Hastings Bridge DB project. 

Not only did it receive an ATC that changed the 

foundation design but the same design-builder also 

proposed an innovative plan for the rapid utility 

transfer from the existing to the new service that 

significantly reduced the construction schedule. All 

told, the Hastings Bridge DB ATCs significantly 

reduced the cost of the project, amply demonstrating 

the potential for leveraging this particular ACM to 

benefit the DOT by gaining early contractor 

involvement in the design during the 

procurement.process. 
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Table 1.6 DB: Advantages and Disadvantages for Utility Coordination 
Advantage Utility Context 

Single point of responsibility for 

both design and construction 

 Integrating utility strategy into the project strategy facilitated by DB 

internal structure. 

 Reduced potential for utility related delays. 

 DB team can conduct SUE, plus utility coordination. 

Contractor design input 

 Creates opportunity for optimizing means and methods with utility 

coordination strategy. 

 Allows DB team to evaluate alternatives to relocation after award, before 

final design. 

Fast-tracking supported 

 Sequence of work can be optimized with project utility coordination 

strategy. 

 Work packaging and work phases can be developed for utility 

coordination requirements. 

 Early start possible for utility relocations. 

Compete different design 

solutions 

 Creates opportunity for optimizing DB teams’ preferred means and 

methods with utility coordination strategy. 

 Allows competing DB teams to propose alternatives to relocation. 

 Competing proposals can be evaluated for innovative utility strategies. 

Disadvantage  

Large contingencies for risk 

 Incomplete utility coordination strategy forces DB team to build 

contingencies for utility conflicts that might not be realized. 

 The contingencies are reduced if ATCs are used to create a pre-award 

dialog on utility risk. 

Loss of checks and balances 

 Frequently creates a subcontractor relationship for the designer which 

may make cost considerations after award more important than utility 

quality or optimal locations for future DOT projects. 

 Puts the GC between the owner and the designer reducing the designer’s 

ability to be the owner’s advocate on utility matters. 

 

P3: The distinguishing feature of this ACM is the inclusion of private financing into the project 

delivery process. In some cases, P3 projects also have post-construction operations and 

maintenance provisions as well. Both features shift the traditional set of roles and responsibilities 

for utility coordination. The result is to open up potential alternatives that are not available to the 

agency alone. One example is the ability to reimburse utility companies for completing their 

relocation work in a manner that facilitates the construction schedule. Public agencies are bound 

by statute regarding their ability to reimburse utilities. When private financing is available, the 

constraining statutes may not apply, giving the P3 concessionaire the ability to pay for things that 

the agency cannot to expedite the overall completion of the construction. 

 

The second advantage comes from the pro forma financial analysis conducted by the potential 

concessionaire prior to making the decision to pursue the project. These analyses are conducted 

to determine if an attractive return on investment is possible from the project and include a 

detailed evaluation of third party impacts to the design and construction. The utility risk analysis 

is always a major factor with an emphasis to the risk that the necessary agreements and 
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subsequent utility 

construction/relocation activities can 

be achieved in a timely manner. The 

result is the development of a detailed 

utility strategy at a much earlier point 

in the process than in all other ACMs. 

Thus, the potential to implement a 

utility plan that is optimized with the 

design and that minimizes relocations 

is much higher. Lastly, the utility 

owners are usually made aware of and 

sensitized to the details of their scope 

of work far earlier in the project 

development process than in any other 

delivery method.  

 

Finally, in P3 projects involving post-construction operations and maintenance (O&M), the very 

fact that the concessionaire has a fiduciary interest in minimizing life cycle costs of the 

constructed facility will drive most, if not all, design decisions to the lowest life cycle cost 

option.  

 

Table 1.7 shows the major advantages and disadvantages of using P3 for utility coordination.  

 

Table 1.7 P3: Advantages and Disadvantages for Utility Coordination 
Advantage Utility Context 

Concessionaire has more options 

to deal with utility owners than a 

public agency. 

 Use of private capital releases many components of P3 project utility 

coordination strategy from statutory constraints. 

 Allows concessionaire to work directly with utility owners to evaluate 

alternatives to relocation much earlier than other ACMs. 

Single point of responsibility for 

both design, construction, 

operations and maintenance 

 Integrating utility strategy into project strategy facilitated by P3 internal 

structure. 

 Reduced potential for utility related delays during construction due 

increased integration. 

 Concessionaire can conduct SUE, plus utility coordination. 

Risks are fully appraised during 

pro forma analysis 

 The pro forma financial analysis necessary to give the concessionaire the 

financial return on investment data necessary to decide to compete 

demands that utility risks be quantified before design commences. 

 Concessionaire will conduct SUE, plus utility coordination tasks during 

pro forma analysis. 

Post-construction operations and 

maintenance drives life cycle 

considerations in design. 

 Concessionaire will tend to choose higher quality utility design solutions 

if they reduce life cycle costs. 

 Reduced utility life cycle cost risk is extremely important to achieving pro 

forma returns on investment. 

Disadvantage  

Limited competition 

 P3 concessionaire will incur higher transaction costs on utility tasks 

because of the need to generate hard numbers at the earliest possible time. 

 Requires large, sophisticated private companies to acquire the necessary 

financing. 

Loss of agency control 
 Concessionaire essentially owns the infrastructure and the agency’s 

ability to influence utility transactions is greatly reduced. 

 

  A recent example occurred in a Pennsylvania DOT P3 project 

to replace and maintain 558 rural bridges over a concession 

period of 25 years. That P3 project was compared to a Missouri 

DOT DB project to replace 554 similar rural bridges and it was 

found that the concessionaire chose to use 100-year design 

criteria as compared to the 50-year criteria used in Missouri 
where the design-builder had no post-construction maintenance 

responsibilities. While this is not directly related to utilities, it is 

indicative of the paradigm shift that occurs when the 

contracting team must also maintain the constructed facility. 

The operating principle relates to the difference in risk 

evaluated in the pro forma financial analysis for P3 projects. 

Spending more today to build a higher quality facility is less 

risky than gambling on the uncertainty of the potential future 

repair and maintenance costs, reducing the overall uncertainty 

of the computed return on the P3 project’s capital investment. 
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 Reduced influence means P3 projects could generate utility coordination 

solutions that are inconsistent with agency policy, potentially impacting 

agency-utility company relationships on non-P3 projects. 

 

Cost Plus Time (A+B) Bidding and Lane Rental: These ACMs have roughly the same impact 

on the utility aspects of highway construction projects. According to Anderson and Damnjanovic 

(2008), the “major advantage [of cost plus time bidding] is acceleration of the construction 

schedule… [which] often improved through the use of incentive schemes along with this 

method.” The same study reports that the major disadvantage is the difficulty developing realistic 

road user costs. “Other disadvantages may include increased attention to agency decision making 

when possible changes are uncovered, such as utility conflicts, and ensuring that quality is not 

compromised in pursuit of incentives when incentives are used in conjunction with AB 

bidding.” Unlike cost plus time bidding’s incentive approach to minimizing road user costs, lane 

rental relies on a disincentive approach by “charging” the contractor for disrupting traffic during 

construction. This twist creates an environment where previously unknown site conditions like 

unexpected utility conflicts will be perceived to be more impactful than normal because of the 

direct day-by-day charge until a given lane can be reopened to traffic. Table 1.8 shows the major 

advantages and disadvantages of using these methods for utility coordination. 

 

Table 1.8 Cost Plus Time (A+B) Bidding and Lane Rental* Advantages and Disadvantages for 

Utilities 
Advantage Utility Context 

Incentivizes early completion 

 Creates a sense of urgency with regard to utility coordination by the 

contractor. 

 Reduced user delay cost due to utility work. 

Provides a realistic schedule 
 Contractor profit motive drives a detailed analysis of utility tasks to arrive at 

schedule. 

Disadvantage  

Computing value time  Value of time number might artificially inflate the cost of utility relocations. 

Utility conflict delays are 

amplified 

 Any discontinuity in the completion of utility related work activities will 

negatively impact the contractor’s target profit and trigger differing site 

condition delay claims. 

Urgency in delivery 
 Increases potential for short-term solutions to utility issues that may not be 

the best decisions in the long-term. 

 

 

1.4 Utility Strategies and Tools in Alternative Contracting Methods 
1.4.1 Development of Utility Strategies and Tools for ACM Projects 
Six strategies and thirty-one tools for implementing the principles of utility coordination on 

ACM projects were identified as a result of four research instruments: agency surveys, case 

studies, comprehensive document review and comprehensive literature review. The resultant 

information has been synthesized and categorized in three groups: methods, strategies and tools, 

in accordance with the definitions proposed by Anderson et al. (2006) for NCHRP Report 574. 

The definitions are as follows: 

“A strategy is a plan of action intended on accomplishing a specific goal. Strategies typically 

address a specific problem and are formulated to address a problem’s root cause… The 

strategy is implemented through a method. A method is a means or manner of procedure, 

especially a regular and systematic way of accomplishing something… A method is then 
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implemented using a tool. A tool is something used in the performance of an operation” 

(Anderson et al. 2006).  

 

In the context of coordinating utility requirements on ACM 

projects, the “method” is the ACM in which the strategy 

applies, and the “tools” are the practices found to be 

effective based on the analysis of the data collected by the 

four research instruments. The following list of major 

factors for which “strategies” were developed to resolve 

common issues is not intended to be comprehensive but 

rather to be general enough to apply to most, if not all, 

ACM project delivery environments: 

 Delays due to utility coordination and location 

failures. 

 Delays due to untimely actions by third party 

stakeholders and utility companies. 

 Inefficiencies in the project delivery process due to 

failure to include salient utility issues in the 

procurement process. 

 Lost opportunities to avoid utility conflicts. 

 Claims due to utility-related differing site conditions. 

 Poor quality utility work. 

 

1.4.2 Overview of the Utility Strategies and Tools for ACM Projects 
The following utility coordination strategies and associated benefits are described in this section 

and can be implemented using the tools listed in the following tables for utility coordination on 

ACM projects: 

1. Early contractor design involvement: Implement early contractor design involvement 

as appropriate for each given ACM project. 

2. Use ACMs to address utility company timeliness: Involve third party stakeholders as 

early as practical in project development and delivery. 

3. Raise the visibility of utility-related issues in ACM projects: Ensure competing 

contractor teams understand the level of criticality on each project. 

4. Promote utility avoidance: Avoiding utilities is the preferred solution to utility conflicts. 

5. Avoid utility-related claims: Avoid claims through enhanced contract mechanisms that 

are designed specifically to address utility issues. 

6. Promote life-cycle decision-making: Create an atmosphere of life cycle-based design 

and construction decision-making on ACM projects. 

 

A complete definition of each tool is contained in Appendix B. 

 

Strategy 1, Methods and Tools: Implementing early contractor design involvement provides 

a viable strategy to address inefficiencies induced in the project delivery process by utility 

coordination and location failures. Table 1.9 shows the methods and tools for implementing this 

strategy: 

 

Survey data was collected 

from a population that 

included a total of 29 state 

DOTs and the District of 

Columbia (a response rate of 

58%) and 7 case studies were 

conducted on ACM projects 

using each ACM of interest. 

The formal content analysis 

included 73 requests for 

qualifications (RFQ) and/or 

requests for proposals (RFP) 

for CMGC and DB projects 

worth a total of $15.2 billion 

in 27 states. SHRP2 and other 

relevant reports were 

reviewed.  
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Table 1.9 Strategy 1 - Early Contractor Design Involvement 
Method Tool 

ATCs  Request of utility-related ATCs on DBB projects 

 Utility-related information interaction during procurement (RFIs/Confidential meetings) 

 Utility-related incentives/disincentives 

DB  Request of utility-related ATCs  

 Responsive utility Preapproved Elements (PAE) 

 Assign contractor responsibility for utility coordination 

 Evaluate utility avoidance approach in proposal 

 Utility-related information interaction during procurement (RFIs/Confidential meetings) 

 Utility-related incentives/disincentives 

CMGC  Assign contractor responsibility for utility coordination 

 Include contractor support to SUE/utility engineering effort in CMGC preconstruction contract 

 Utility-related information interaction during procurement (RFIs/Confidential meetings) 

 Utility-related incentives/disincentives 

P3  Requesting of utility-related ATCs  

 Responsive utility PAE 

 Leverage P3 contractor’s pro forma financial analysis regarding utility risk 

 Assign contractor responsibility for utility coordination 

 Evaluate utility avoidance approach in proposal 

 Utility-related information interaction during procurement (RFIs/Confidential meetings) 

 Utility-related incentives/disincentives 

 

Strategy 2, Methods and Tools: Using ACMs can enhance utility company timeliness by 

improving the communications process between the agency, its contractors, and the utility 

companies, providing an opportunity to decrease potential delays due to miscommunication. 

Table 1.10 shows the methods and tools for implementing this strategy. 

 

Table 1.10 Strategy 2 - Use ACMs to Address Utility Company Timeliness 
Method Tool 

ATCs  Stakeholder panels led by the CMGC/DB/P3 contractor to facilitate a utility coordination after 

award  

 Corridor-level master utility conflict matrix 

 Utility-related incentives/disincentives 

 Leverage existing contractor-utility relationships 

DB  Stakeholder panels led by the DB contractor to facilitate a utility coordination after award  

 Contractor authority to pay for utility adjustments 

 Corridor-level master utility conflict matrix 

 Utility-related incentives/disincentives 

 Leverage existing contractor-utility relationships 

CMGC  Stakeholder panels led by the CMGC contractor to facilitate a utility coordination after award  

 Contractor authority to pay for utility adjustments 

 Corridor-level master utility conflict matrix 

 Utility-related incentives/disincentives 

 Leverage existing contractor-utility relationships 
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P3  Stakeholder panels led by the P3 contractor to facilitate a utility coordination after award  

 Contractor authority to pay for utility adjustments 

 Corridor-level master utility conflict matrix 

 Leverage existing contractor-utility relationships 

 

Strategy 3, Methods and Tools: Raise the visibility of utility-related issues in ACM projects 
so that utility-issue resolution becomes a critical project success factor and utility-related risk is 

minimized. ACMs are typically awarded using some form of best value procurement procedures 

where factors other than cost are included in the award decision. Hence, an opportunity arises to 

increase the visibility of the utility-related features of work and their relationship to the baseline 

design as part of the ACM’s solicitation documents. Additionally, this strategy can encourage 

utility planning beyond the bounds of a single project. Complex transportation projects in urban 

areas cannot be properly developed without considering the context in which the project must be 

built. Therefore, this strategy includes not only exploiting ACMs using project-specific tools but 

also enterprise-level tools that facilitate the utility coordination efforts across multiple 

jurisdictions and multiple projects. Table 1.11 shows the methods and tools for implementing 

this strategy. 

 

Table 1.11 Strategy 3 - Raise the Visibility of Utility-Related Issues in ACM Projects 
Method Tool 

ATCs  Request utility-related ATCs on DBB projects 

 Corridor-level master utility conflict matrix 

 Utility-related information interaction during procurement (RFIs/Confidential meetings) 

 Utility-related incentives/disincentives 

 Include statement of utility strategy intent in solicitation 

DB  Request utility-related ATCs  

 Utility-related information interaction during procurement (RFIs/Confidential meetings) 

 Responsive utility PAE 

 Weighted utility-related evaluation criteria 

 Corridor-level master utility conflict matrix 

 Utility-related incentives/disincentives 

 Include statement of utility strategy intent in solicitation 

CMGC  Request utility-related info in interview questions  

 Weighted utility-related evaluation criteria 

 Corridor-level master utility conflict matrix 

 Utility-related incentives/disincentives 

 Include statement of utility strategy intent in solicitation 

 Assign CMGC contractor responsibility to secure final utility agreements 

P3  Request utility-related ATCs  

 Utility-related information interaction during procurement (RFIs/Confidential meetings) 

 Responsive utility PAE 

 Weighted utility-related evaluation criteria 

 Corridor-level master utility conflict matrix 

 Utility-related incentives/disincentives 

 Include statement of utility strategy intent in solicitation 

 

Strategy 4, Methods and Tools: Promote utility avoidance as the preferred alternative to 

utility relocation. Agencies have the ability to bring all options for utility-issue resolution into 

the process by thoughtfully preparing the ACM solicitation documents and using various 
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contractual mechanisms to emphasize their intent to seek utility avoidance as the preferred 

solution where possible. Table 1.12 shows the methods and tools for implementing this strategy. 

 

 

 

 

Table 1.12 Strategy 4 - Promote Utility Avoidance 
Method Tools 

ATCs  Include necessary utility data in ACM solicitation  

 Utility-related incentives/disincentives 

DB  Weighted utility-related evaluation criteria 

 Include necessary utility data in ACM solicitation documents  

 Utility-related incentives/disincentives  

 Include statement of utility strategy intent in solicitation 

CMGC  Weighted utility-related evaluation criteria 

 Include necessary utility data in ACM solicitation 

 Utility-related incentives/disincentives  

 Include statement of utility strategy intent in solicitation 

P3  Weighted utility-related evaluation criteria 

 Include necessary utility data in ACM solicitation 

 Corridor-level master utility conflict matrix 

 Utility-related incentives/disincentives  

 Include statement of utility strategy intent in solicitation 

 

Strategy 5, Methods and Tools: Avoid utility-related claims. Utility-related claims result 

when the utility coordination chain of communications breaks down. ACM projects are normally 

schedule driven and when a discontinuity in the design and/or construction process arises, the 

resulting delay may become a significant emotional event regardless of how well the project 

team is partnered. Conventional wisdom says the best way to handle claims is to avoid them 

entirely. Therefore, this strategy involves developing contract documents that include clear and 

unambiguous guidance regarding utility work. Table 1.13 shows the methods and tools for 

implementing this strategy. 

 

Table 1.13 Strategy 5 - Avoid Utility-Related Claims 
Method Tool 

ATCs  Weighted utility-related evaluation criteria 

 Use a standard utility information report prepared during planning as a contract document 

 Definition of utility-related differing site condition 

DB  Use a standard utility information report prepared during planning as a contract document 

 Definition of utility-related differing site condition 

CMGC  Weighted utility-related evaluation criteria 

 Use a standard utility information report prepared during planning as a contract document 

 Definition of utility-related differing site condition 

P3  Use a standard utility information report prepared during planning as a contract document  

 Definition of utility-related differing site condition 

 

Strategy 6, Methods and Tools: Promote life-cycle decision-making during both the design 

and construction of ACM projects. Since design is where the quality standards for construction 
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are established, it is important that agency expectations for post-construction life cycle 

performance be articulated in the solicitation. Choosing P3 automatically creates the situation 

where the contractor will evaluate the impact of near-term design decisions on capital costs as 

well as their potential impact throughout the concessionaire’s maintenance period. This is not the 

case for other ACMs. Thus, implementing a strategy that encourages competing ACM 

contractors to propose solutions that reduce life cycle cost will have long-term implications. 

Table 1.14 shows the methods and tools for implementing this strategy. 

 

Table 1.14 Strategy 6 - Promote Life-Cycle Decision-Making 
Method Tools 

ATCs  Require Life Cycle Cost info on ATCs 

 Include statement of utility strategy intent in solicitation 

DB  Require Life Cycle Cost info on ATCs 

 Include statement of utility strategy intent in solicitation 

CMGC  Include statement of utility strategy intent in solicitation 

P3  Include post-construction maintenance 

 Require Life Cycle Cost info on ATCs 

 Include statement of utility strategy intent in solicitation 

 
1.5 The ACM Utility Coordination Strategy Workshop 
 
1.5.1 The Workshop’s Purpose 
The Utility Coordination Strategy Workshop can be conducted by the agency to create a project 

utility strategy that will encapsulate the agency’s utility goals and preferred approach to 

achieving them. It will assist participants in identifying project-specific utility coordination 

goals, issues, risks and strategies (as presented in this chapter) to facilitate utility coordination for 

an ACM project. 

 

1.5.2 The Workshop’s Format and Execution 
The format of the workshop is shown in the following outline and figure. The goal is to assist the 

agency in identifying project-specific utility considerations that affect project outcomes and 

facilitate the development of a strategy to achieve desired outcomes. 

 

Step 1 – Describe ACM project characteristics 

 Provide general ACM project description, milestones and obstacles 

 Determine utility coordination goals and issues 

 

Step 2 – Determine and address utility-related risk and mitigation 

 Identify utility-related risks 

 Select utility-risk mitigation measures 

 

Step 3 – Develop ACM project utility strategy 

 Select proactive strategies to resolve utility conflicts 

 Select strategies and tools for utility coordination 

 Assign roles and responsibilities for utility coordination 
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Figure 1.2 ACM Utility Coordination Strategy Workshop Delivery Format 

 

To assist agencies in executing the workshop, a template has been developed (Appendix C). 

Additionally, ACM-specific guidance is found in Chapters 2 – 5. 

 

1.6 How to Use These Guidelines 
These guidelines are organized so that the user can determine utility coordination considerations 

during selection and execution of projects for a given ACM. Chapters 2 – 5 focus on each ACM 

(CMGC, DB, and P3, respectively) and include the following sections:    

 Overview of the ACM: this section provides a detailed description of the ACM and 

describes how it can impact project utility coordination. It also details utility coordination 

tools that can be used to implement utility strategies. Case studies are highlighted. 

 ACM Selection Decision: this section provides the advantages and disadvantages of the 

ACM in the utility coordination context. It also presents the utility risk profile and utility red 

flags associated with project delivery. 

 Utility Coordination Strategy Workshop: this section provides instructions for planning 

and executing the workshop for the project and assigning utility coordination roles and 

responsibilities during design and construction. 

ACM Project 
Scope of Work

Utility
Coordination

Goals and Issues

Utility Risk 
Identification

Utility Risk 
Mitigation 
Measures

Utility 
Coordination 

Roles & 
Responsibilities

Utility 
Coordination 

Tools

Utility Conflict 
Resolution

Step 1
Describe ACM 
Characteristics

Step 2
Address Utility 

Risk

Step 3
Develop ACM 
Project Utility

Strategy



 

26 
 

 Implementing Utility Strategies on Projects: this section describes effective utility 

strategies and tools specific to the ACM and provides instructions on how to apply each tool. 

 

ATCs are discussed in Chapter 5, as well as, the preceding chapters on DB and P3 since it is 

important to differentiate their use in each ACM.  

 

Chapter 6 provides information about ACM Contract Administration and includes the following 

sections: 

 Introduction: this section provides discussion of changes in design and construction contract 

administration in ACM delivery and guidance on contract administration aspects where 

utility coordination strategies can be applied. Partnering, safety, and quality assurance are 

described in the ACM utility coordination context. 

 Utility Identification, Location, and Coordination Contract Components: this section 

describes contract portions that should be reviewed in the utility context for ACM projects, 

differing site conditions clause considerations, reimbursement clause considerations and SUE 

considerations before and after construction. 

 Design, Construction and Maintenance Phases Contract Components: this section 

provides measurement and payment clauses in ACMs, schedule clause considerations and 

quality assurance/control clause considerations. 

 Dispute Avoidance and Resolution: this section provides guidance related to application of 

relational contracting tools to utility-related aspects of ACM projects, utility dispute 

avoidance charter and utility dispute resolution ladders. 

 

The appendices include a glossary, a comprehensive list of methods, strategies and tools related 

to ACMs, a list of case study effective practices, a utility coordination strategy workshop 

template and other resources. 

 

The guidelines’ content was developed to assist the user in framing utility coordination in the 

ACM context by providing specific issues to be considered. Specifically, it provides best 

practices guidance for the execution of utility coordination in various types of alternative 

contracting methods in public transportation construction projects, including specific task 

assignments of responsibility based on the type of contracting method and means of project 

execution.  

 

It is not the intent of the guidelines to instruct the user on how to execute ACMs or how to 

conduct utility coordination. Other resources are available that comprehensively address utility 

issues in highway construction and alternative contracting methods (e.g. SHRP2 projects). 

Appendix D contains a set of tables that provide a list of key research reports and other 

resources. 
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Chapter 2 Utility Coordination on CMGC Projects 

 

2.0 Introduction to CMGC Project Delivery 
 

Construction Manager/General Contractor (CMGC) project delivery is a fully integrated team 

approach to the planning, design, and construction of a highway project, to control schedule and 

budget, and to assure quality for the project owner. The primary objective for employing this 

project delivery method is to engage at-risk construction expertise early in the design process to 

enhance constructability, manage risk, and facilitate concurrent execution of design and 

construction without the owner giving up control over the details of design as it would in a 

design-build project. The team consists of the owner, the designer, (which might be the owner’s 

in-house engineering staff) and a construction contractor (hereafter referred to as the CMGC).   

 

As shown in Figure 2.1, there are two parts to a CMGC contract: preconstruction services and 

construction. During preconstruction, the CMGC and the project’s designer maintain a high 

degree of collaboration and coordination in accordance with each entity’s contract. This is 

especially vital when the agency has assigned the utility coordination efforts to the CMGC, a 

common reason for selecting this ACM. 

 

 
Figure 2.1 CMGC Contract Structure 

 

Additionally, CMGC project delivery provides for negotiating the apportionment of the utility 

coordination risk between the owner and the contractor via the negotiated pricing mechanism. In 

a CMGC project, a guaranteed maximum price (GMP) is established at a point where design is 

sufficiently advanced and the contractor can furnish a price with minimal contingencies. If a 

mutually agreed GMP cannot be reached, the owner can close out the preconstruction services 

contract, complete the construction documents and advertise the construction as a DBB project. 

 

Table 2.1 contains the utility coordination tools that are applicable to CMGC projects to 

implement the six utility strategies discussed in Chapter 1. The agency can use the table to 

develop a utility coordination plan including those tools that are found to be appropriate for the 

specific project’s characteristics. Figures 2.2 and 2.3 provide a flow chart that documents the 

major utility coordination decisions and tasks in CMGC projects. 
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Table 2.1 CMGC Utility Coordination Tools to Implement Each Strategy 
Strategy Tools Remarks 

Early Contractor 

Design 

Involvement 

 Assign contractor responsibility for utility coordination 

 Include contractor support to SUE/utility engineering effort in CMGC 

preconstruction contract 

 Utility-related information interaction during procurement 

(RFIs/Confidential meetings) 

 Utility-related incentives/disincentives 

Implementing this strategy is often the reason CMGC is 

selected. 

Leverage ACM to 

Address Utility 

Company 

Timeliness Issues 

 Stakeholder panels led by the CMGC contractor to facilitate a utility 

coordination after award  

 Contractor authority to pay for utility adjustments 

 Corridor-level master utility conflict matrix 

 Utility-related incentives/disincentives 

 Leverage existing contractor-utility relationships 

Allow the CMGC contractor to start detailed utility 

coordination immediately after award of its 

preconstruction contract. 

Raise Utility Issue 

Visibility During 

Procurement 

 Request utility-related info in interview questions  

 Weighted utility-related evaluation criteria 

 Corridor-level master utility conflict matrix 

 Utility-related incentives/disincentives 

 Include statement of utility strategy intent in solicitation 

 Assign CMGC contractor responsibility to secure final utility agreements 

Asking the competing CMGC contractors to outline 

their proposed utility coordination plans during 

procurement provides an incentive for the competitors to 

not only highlight their utility-related past performance 

but also develop a conceptual utility coordination that is 

responsive to the agency’s project specific utility issues. 

Utility Avoidance 

 Weighted utility-related evaluation criteria 

 Include necessary utility data in ACM solicitation 

 Utility-related incentives/disincentives  

 Include statement of utility strategy intent in solicitation 

If avoidance is the primary strategy, the CMGC 

preconstruction contract and the design contract should 

state that explicitly. By including utility data in both 

solicitations/contracts, both entities will be incentivized 

to minimize the number of relocations. 

Utility Claims 

Avoidance 

 Weighted utility-related evaluation criteria 

 Use a standard utility information report prepared during planning as a 

contract document 

 Definition of utility-related differing site condition 

If the agency chooses to use a utility-related differing 

site condition clause, the terms and conditions can be 

negotiated with the CMGC as a part of the risk 

assignment process during GMP development. 

Promote Life Cycle 

Decision-Making 

 Include statement of utility strategy intent in solicitation If the CMGC is assigned the responsibility for utility 

coordination during preconstruction, language that 

requires it to discuss future expansion and means to 

access utilities in the right of way without the need to 

encroach on traffic can be added to promote design 

decisions that minimize the post-construction life cycle 

costs. 
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Figure 2.2 CMGC Utility Coordination Pre-Letting and Procurement Stages  

Construction Manager/General Contractor Utility Coordination Flow Chart
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Figure 2.3 CMGC Utility Coordination Post-Award Stage  

 

Construction Manager/General Contractor Utility Coordination Flow Chart (continued)
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Both TCRP Report 131 (Touran et al. 

2009) and NCHRP Report 737 

(Minchin et al. 2014) advocate the 

use of CMGC project delivery on 

projects with many third-party 

stakeholders like utilities. 

Figure 2.2 is based on the assumption that the agency will conduct initial utility coordination 

after making the decision to use CMGC project delivery during the pre-letting stage. These 

activities(?) will include an initial workshop with utility company owners in much the same 

manner as they would in DBB project delivery. The result is a “proposed CMGC project utility 

strategy.” This will encapsulate the agency’s utility goals and preferred approach to achieving 

them. It will be carried into the procurement stage and used to evaluate competing contractors’ 

utility coordination qualifications and proposed utility coordination approach. Once the CMGC 

contractor is selected, Figure 2.3 shows a post-award utility workshop in which the initial project 

utility strategy is modified by elements contained in the winning proposal and input from the 

newly selected CMGC contractor. The final utility strategy is then implemented in the 

preconstruction period. 

 

One aspect of CMGC that has been found to be useful is the ability to separate the project into a 

series of work packages with the GMP for each package being negotiated individually and the 

work released for construction upon agreement. Several state DOTs include an “early” package 

which among other tasks includes starting the utility coordination effort to include exploratory 

investigations like test holes. 

 

2.1 Selecting CMGC Project Delivery in the Utility Context 
Every agency should have a procedure in place for 

use when making delivery method selection decision 

for a given project. The agency must consider both 

agency-related and project-specific factors that will 

impact the success of utility coordination. Some 

agency-related factors to consider include:  

 Overall ACM experience, as well as past 

CMGC experience, 

 Current capabilities to complete the required utility coordination with in-house resources,  

 Level of agency utility risk tolerance/aversion, 

 Industry support for CMGC delivery,  

 Statutory restrictions on utility coordination methods, like ability to reimburse utility 

companies.   

 

Some project-specific factors to consider include: 

 Schedule issues, 

 Technical complexity of the project, 

 Project budget control issues, 

 Monetary size of the project, 

 Third party interface issues with the project, 

 Project type (typical agency project vs. non-

typical agency project), 

 Project environmental issues, 

 Project technical content, 

 Project traffic control issues, 

 Project location, 

 Desire to include specific technical 

innovations. 

 

Past research shows that CMGC is most advantageous when:  

 There is a need for immediate improvements to the transportation infrastructure;  
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 Design is technically complex, difficult to define at early stages, subject to change 

and/or has several alternative solutions that require analysis before making a design 

decision;  

 The requirement to coordinate with external agencies is high, making cost over-runs and 

construction schedule a pressing concern;  

 The project is work sequence or schedule sensitive; 

 The agency desires to outsource the utility coordination. 

 

Other reasons that agencies consider when selecting CMGC delivery method include:  

 Encourage constructability, 

 Encourage innovative approaches to 

utility issues, 

 Negotiate the utility coordination risk, 

 Obtain early construction contractor 

design involvement, 

 Adhere to a constrained budget, 

 Resolve third party issues (permits, 

utilities, etc.), 

 Reduce/compress/accelerate project 

delivery period, 

 Address utility work flexibility needs 

during construction, 

 Establish project budget at an early state 

of design development, 

 Provide preconstruction considerations to 

minimize follow-on operations and/or 

maintenance costs, 

 Facilitate value engineering of utility 

design issues, 

 Compete different utility coordination 

solutions through the proposal process, 

 Encourage price competition (bidding 

process), and  

 Utilize innovative financing. 

 

2.1.1 CMGC Utility Risk Profile 
 

CMGC is one of the ACMs that permit the agency to negotiate the utility risk allocation during 

construction before awarding the construction contract. This feature creates the ability for the 

agency to shift most, if not all, of the utility coordination risk to the contractor. The 

preconstruction period can be used to physically dig test holes, if necessary, on those projects 

where the physical location of existing utilities is highly uncertain. Another advantage is to 

leverage the contractor’s existing relationships with affected utility companies to facilitate the 

identification and location of existing utilities. The CMGC contractor can also become involved 

in the SUE efforts, if desired.  

 

While US case law on differing site conditions has proven that the project owner is usually liable 

for compensating the contractor for the costs and schedule impacts of being disrupted by a 

previously unidentified utility, giving the CMGC contractor the responsibility for identifying, 

locating, and coordinating all the utilities on the site during preconstruction shifts nearly all the 

risk away from the agency. The remaining risk can be further mitigated by a mutually agreed 

utility-specific differing site conditions clause based on the preconstruction findings and by 

reducing utility-related contingencies as appropriate risks are retired. 

 

2.1.2 Possible Utility Risk Mitigation Measures Specific to CMGC Projects. 
 

CMGC project delivery affords the agency the greatest flexibility regarding utility coordination 

while retaining the ability to control the details of the design solution reached to achieve the 
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agency’s overall utility strategy for a specific project. Hence, the majority of utility risks are 

mitigated by including them in the CMGC contractor’s preconstruction contract, as well as by 

creating contingencies specific to the utility coordination effort to cover potential cost and 

schedule overruns. Table 2.2 contains a list of common CMGC utility risks, and a suggested 

course of action to mitigate them. 

 

Table 2.2 Utility Risk Mitigation Measures Specific to CMGC Projects. 
CMGC Utility 

Risk 

Project Delivery 

Phase 

Mitigation Measures 

Utility company 

timeliness 
Preconstruction 

 Assign contractor responsibility for utility coordination 

 Begin utility coordination as soon as practical after preconstruction 

contract award. 

 Establish schedule time contingencies for utility coordination 

activities on the critical path. 

 Incentivize timely completion of work performed by utility 

companies. 

Unknown utilities 

in the project 

limits 

Preconstruction 

 Negotiate a utility differing site condition clause to be included in 

the construction contract. 

 Authorize the CMGC contractor to dig test holes and /or 

geophysics locates (QLB) in potential problem areas to expose 

previously unidentified utility systems as a preconstruction 

service. 

 Require an early work package for the CMGC contractor to 

commence grading, drainage and excavation in potential problems. 

 Negotiate an allowance for utilities not discovered in 

preconstruction as part of the GMP. 

Inaccurate utility 

locations 
Construction 

 If the contractor was assigned responsibility for preconstruction 

utility coordination, this risk has been removed from the agency’s 

liability. 

 If not, negotiate line item cost and time contingencies in the GMP 

for this specific risk. 

Utility company 

timeliness 
Construction 

 If the contractor was assigned responsibility for preconstruction 

utility coordination, this risk has been removed from the agency’s 

liability. 

 If not, negotiate line item cost and time contingencies in the GMP 

for this specific risk. 

Undiscovered 

utilities in the 

project limits 

Construction 

 Negotiate a utility differing site condition clause to be included in 

the construction contract. 

 Negotiate line item cost and time contingencies in the GMP for 

this specific risk. 

 

2.2 CMGC Utility Coordination Workshop 
 

Figures 2.2 and 2.3 provide the basis for the content of the CMGC utility coordination workshop. 

Both workshops will follow the format shown in Chapter 1. The major difference is the inclusion 

of information that was part of the winning CMGC proposal. 

The major points that should be covered by the conclusion of the initial pre-award workshop are 

as follows: 
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 Determine whether the CMGC contractor will be given utility coordination 

responsibilities. 

 Identify the primary utility risks for the given project. 

 Determine potential utility risk mitigation tools that could be used after award. 

 Ensure that utility companies understand the sequence of events for a CMGC project and 

how they will relate to the CMGC contractor. 

 Determine major utility coordination milestones that will be included in the solicitation. 

 Determine the appropriate weight, if any, that will be accorded to utility-related 

qualifications and technical aspects of the evaluation plan.  

The major issues that should be included in the post-award CMGC utility coordination workshop 

are as follows: 

 Identify specific utility work included in each work package. 

 Opportunities to avoid relocating utilities included in the initial project utility plan. 

 Utility-related design alternatives that the CMGC preconstruction will price in 

preconstruction and schedule for making final design decisions. 

 Utility coordination activities to be completed by the CMGC contractor. 

 SUE QL-B validation components and schedule. 

 SUE QL-A test hole requirements and schedule. 

 Utility company work tasks schedule. 

 Utility permit schedule milestones. 

 Other items as required by the specific project. 

2.3 Implementing Utility Strategies on CMGC Projects. 
 

The research behind this guideline found that assigning the CMGC contractor the responsibility 

for conducting utility coordination was the most often used and most effective of the tools listed 

in Table 2.1. This tool accrues the following benefits to the agency when it is chosen and used to 

implement the overall CMGC project utility coordination strategy: 

 The majority of the utility coordination risk is shifted from the agency. 

 It permits the CMGC contractor to leverage its previous relationships with affected utility 

companies, which in turn promotes timely completion of utility adjustment work. 

 It ensures that utility issues are considered in preconstruction constructability reviews. 

 It provides a mechanism to conduct investigatory excavations during the utility location 

process. 

 It provides a mechanism for the contractor to quantify the level of effort required to 

complete utility-related construction tasks and price it with greater certainty during GMP 

negotiations. 

 It furnishes a means to split the utility work, if necessary, and coordinate it with greater 

certainty among the various design and construction work packages. This is especially 

valuable if the agency selected CMGC because of the need to phase a project with an 

aggressive schedule. 
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The second tool that was found to be of 

specific value in CMGC projects was 

the development of a utility-specific 

line item contingencies and/or 

allowances during GMP negotiations. 

This tool is particularly useful when the 

agency decides to retain responsibility 

for utility coordination because it 

allows the risk to be quantified and 

included in the construction price. 

These line item contingencies and 

allowances are normally included on 

the basis that the amount is returned to 

the agency if the specific risks related 

to each contingency or allowance are 

not realized during construction. 

 

2.4 CMGC Utility Coordination 
Summary 
 

CMGC project delivery provides the 

agency with flexibility in the utility 

coordination process while maintaining 

direct control of the details of the 

project’s design and that characteristic 

is the primary reason for choosing this 

ACM on a project with complex utility 

coordination requirements. The 

flexibility springs from the simple fact 

that the construction price is 

established by negotiation after the CMGC contractor is selected. This permits the agency to 

require the contractor to price design alternatives during preconstruction. If the overarching 

strategy is utility avoidance, CMGC delivery allows both the owner and the designer to 

understand the cost and schedule consequences of technically viable utility alternatives. As a 

result, a best-for-project decision can be made on a case by case basis as utility identification, 

location, and adjustments are evaluated. 

  

Case Study call out 

 

Utah DOT - Mountain View Corridor CMGC 
Project 
Scope: The Mountain View Corridor (MVC) is a highway, 

transit-way, and trail system in western Salt Lake and 

northwestern Utah Counties that serves 13 municipalities in 

the project area. Initial construction includes building two 

outside lanes in each direction with signalized intersections 

where future interchanges will be located. The new roadway 

required extensive grading and excavation, utility 

adjustments/relocations, new drainage systems, bridges and 

structures. 
Value: $730 million. 
Rationale for ACM Selection: The DOT selected CMGC 

to avoid conflicting another mega-project being delivered 

using DB and because it wanted to control the details of 

design in this extremely complex corridor that included the 

need to coordinate the utility work with an extremely large 

number of third-party stakeholders. 
Utility Coordination Risk Profile: UDOT chose to make 

the CMGC contractor responsible for the utility 

coordination. It had to manage almost 900 separate 

conflicts/impacts including the consolidation of utilities 

where possible into a 300-foot wide power and gas corridor 

reserved for 183 and 345 kilovolt power transmission lines 

and the gas transmission pipelines of two gas companies. 
Utility Coordination Highlights: The initial cost for utility 

relocations was estimated to be $30 million.  
 Preconstruction utility coordination efforts logged 

a savings of $12.5 million in total utility 

adjustments.  

 The project won the FHWA 2011 Excellence in 

Utility Relocation and Accommodation Award. 

Utility Case Study 
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Chapter 3 Utility Coordination on Design-Build Projects 

 

3.0 Introduction to Design-Build Project Delivery 
The design-build (DB) project delivery method consolidates a project’s design and construction 

phases into a single contract, permitting the design-builder to have the flexibility to select the 

design approach, materials, and construction means and methods. The design-builder typically 

assumes the risk and the responsibility for both design and construction. The approach is thought 

to not only accelerate project delivery but also result in improved constructability. The primary 

objective for employing this project delivery method is to achieve an integration of the 

constructor and the designer in the design process to enhance constructability, manage risk, and 

facilitate concurrent execution of design and construction. To achieve these goals requires the 

project owner to hand over control over the details of design to design-builder, reverting to an 

oversight and review role instead of the directive role found in traditional DBB projects. The 

design-builder’s team consists of the designer-of-record and a construction contractor.  The 

contract structure is shown in Figure 3.1. One can see that the owner only has privity of contract 

with the design-builder, who in turn has an internal arrangement for the necessary design and 

construction services. Because the contractor is on-board during design, the agency has the 

option to assign the utility coordination efforts to the design-builder. 

 

OWNER

DESIGNER-OF-
RECORD

GENERAL 
CONTRACTOR

Design 
Subconsultants

Trade 
Subcontractors

DESIGN-
BUILDER

 
Figure 3.1 Design-Build Contract Structure 

 

Utility risk is apportioned in the DB Request for Proposals (RFP) and further delineated by the 

winning proposal and any ATCs or preapproved elements (PAEs) that may have been approved 

during procurement. Table 3.1 contains the utility coordination tools that are applicable to DB 

projects to implement the six utility strategies discussed in Chapter 1. The agency can use the 

table to develop a utility coordination plan including those tools that are found to be appropriate 

for the specific project’s characteristics. Figures 3.2 and 3.3 provide a flow chart that documents 

the major utility coordination decisions and tasks in DB projects. 
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Table 3.1 DB Utility Coordination Tools to Implement Each Strategy 
Strategy Tools Remarks 

Early Contractor 

Design 

Involvement 

 Request of utility-related ATCs  

 Responsive utility PAE 

 Assign contractor responsibility for utility coordination 

 Evaluate utility avoidance approach in proposal 

 Utility-related information interaction during procurement 

(RFIs/Confidential meetings) 

 Utility-related incentives/disincentives 

The inclusion of a responsive utility PAE ensures that 

the winning design-builder has not only considered the 

utility coordination issues in its technical proposal but 

also has adequately priced those issues in its bid price. 

Leverage ACM to 

Address Utility 

Company 

Timeliness Issues 

 Stakeholder panels led by the DB contractor to facilitate a utility 

coordination after award  

 Contractor authority to pay for utility adjustments 

 Corridor-level master utility conflict matrix 

 Utility-related incentives/disincentives 

 Leverage existing contractor-utility relationships 

The presence of a corridor-level master utility conflict 

matrix will permit the competing design-builders to 

reduce the contingencies included in the bid price 

because it clearly demonstrates the agency’s 

commitment to accurately locating utilities on its right 

of way. 

Raise Utility Issue 

Visibility During 

Procurement 

 Request utility-related ATCs  

 Utility-related information interaction during procurement 

(RFIs/Confidential meetings) 

 Responsive utility PAE 

 Weighted utility-related evaluation criteria 

 Corridor-level master utility conflict matrix 

 Utility-related incentives/disincentives 

 Include statement of utility strategy intent in solicitation 

Asking the competing design-builders to outline their 

proposed utility coordination plans during procurement 

provides an incentive for the competitors to not only 

highlight their utility-related past performance but also 

develop a conceptual utility coordination plan that is 

responsive to the agency’s project specific utility issues. 

 

Putting weight on utility-related evaluation criteria 

forces the competitors to account for those issues in both 

their technical and price proposals. 

Utility Avoidance 

 Weighted utility-related evaluation criteria 

 Include necessary utility data in ACM solicitation 

documents  

 Utility-related incentives/disincentives  

 Include statement of utility strategy intent in solicitation 

If avoidance is the primary strategy, the DB RFP should 

state that explicitly. By including utility data in both 

solicitations/contracts, competitors will be incentivized 

to minimize the number of relocations. 

Utility Claims 

Avoidance 

 Use a standard utility information report prepared during planning as a 

contract document 

 Definition of utility-related differing site condition 

The use of a standard utility information report 

transcends the single project and achieves consistency 

between this and subsequent DB projects, which should 

reduce utility-related contingencies included in the bid 

price. 

Promote Life Cycle 

Decision-Making 

 Require LCC info on ATCs 

 Include statement of utility strategy intent in solicitation 

Utility ATCs should include the rationale for the change 

quantified in LCC terms. 
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Figure 3.2 DB Utility Coordination Pre-Letting and Procurement Stages  

Design-Build  Utility Coordination Flow Chart
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Figure 3.3 DB Utility Coordination Post-Award Stage  

 

Design-Build Utility Coordination Flow Chart (continued)
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“The design-build approach has in many 

cases proven to be a successful method 

of accelerating project completion by 

allowing design, roadway and bridge 

construction, right-of-way, utilities, and 

other activities to proceed at the same 

time. Since both design and construction 

are performed under one contract, 

construction can begin before all design 

details are finalized...In the same manner, 

utility relocations can begin at any time 

the contractor desires.” 

Scott 2012 

Figure 3.2 assumes that the agency will conduct initial 

utility coordination after making the decision to use 

DB project delivery during the pre-letting stage. These 

will include an initial workshop with utility company 

owners in much the same manner as they would in 

DBB project delivery. The result is a “proposed DB 

project utility strategy” that delineates the agency’s 

utility-related design and construction objectives and if 

applicable, the preferred approach(es) to achieving 

them. It will be carried into the procurement stage and 

used to evaluate competing contractors’ utility 

coordination qualifications and proposed utility 

coordination approach. Once the design-builder is 

selected, Figure 3.3 shows a post-award utility 

workshop in which the initial project utility strategy is modified by elements contained in the 

winning proposal and input from the newly selected design-builder. The final utility strategy is 

then implemented in the design and construction phases. One aspect of DB that has been found 

to be useful is the ability to separate the project into a series of work packages allowing the 

construction related to the subsurface and the site to commence as soon as the design for those 

features are released for construction.  

 

3.1 Selecting DB Project Delivery in the Utility Context 
The primary issue in selecting DB project delivery is to make the decision as early as practical in 

the project development process to avoid advancing the design past the point where the benefits 

of having a single point of responsibility for both design and construction are no longer 

available. If utility avoidance is the preferred approach for a given DB project, then the agency 

must stop the preliminary engineering effort at a point where detailed project design/footprint 

options are still available for the competing design-builders to consider in their proposals to 

minimize utility adjustments in their proposed design approach. The issue of minimizing the pre-

letting design effort is particularly critical if utility-related technical evaluation criteria carry a 

heavy relative weight. Table 3.2 comes from the research behind this guide and synopsizes the 

contraindications for choosing DB delivery. 

 

Table 3.2 Project Characteristics that Indicate that a Given Project is a Poor Candidate for DB 

Project Delivery Found in the Literature 

Project Characteristic Source 

 High risk of differing site conditions 

 Low probability to be able to expedite design and construction schedule 

 High possibility of change to phases of work 

Blanchard 2007 

 The design must be complete for accurate pricing 

 The design must be complete for permitting, utility, and other third-party issues 

Gransberg et al. 2006 

 Project scope is difficult to define or quantify  

 Project scope has high probability of change in permitting process 

 Missing “sound geotechnical, utility, and environmental data prior to the bid phase” 

Christensen and Meeker 2002 

 “The inability of design-stage investigation to eliminate risks from unknown 

conditions for construction of underground works” 

Hoek and Palmieri 1998 

 Risk-shedding is owner’s primary motivation for using alternative project delivery 

methods. 

Scheepbouwer and 

Humphries 2011 
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When selecting DB delivery, the agency must consider both agency-related and project-specific 

factors that will facilitate the success of utility coordination. Agency-related factors include:  

 Overall ACM experience, as well as past DB experience, 

 Current capabilities to complete the required utility coordination with in-house resources,  

 Level of agency utility risk tolerance/aversion, 

 Agency support for expediting the review of design products that define the level of 

utility adjustment effort through tools like over-the-shoulder-design reviews, use of 

flexible design criteria, acceptance of design deviations, etc. 

 Industry support for DB delivery,  

 Statutory restrictions on utility coordination methods, like ability to reimburse utility 

companies.   

 

Some project-specific factors to consider include: 

 Need for a compressed schedule,  

 Technical complexity of the project, 

 Project budget control issues, 

 Monetary size of the project, 

 Third party interface issues with the project, 

 Project type (typical agency project vs. non-

typical agency project), 

 Impact of other projects that will be built in 

the same period on the available of materials 

and subcontractors. 

 Project environmental issues, 

 Project technical content, 

 Project traffic control issues, 

 Project location, 

 Desire to include specific technical 

innovations, 

 Utility owner support for utility 

protection and other adjustment design 

alternatives. 

 

Past research shows that DB is most advantageous when:  

 There is a need for a single point of responsibility for both design and construction;  

 Design is technically complex and early contractor involvement furnishes an opportunity 

to optimize means and methods with the final design;  

 The agency desires to evaluate different design proposals to solve the same design 

problem;  

 The project is work sequence or schedule sensitive; 

 The agency desires to outsource the utility coordination. 

 

Other reasons that agencies consider when selecting DB delivery method include:  

 Integrating utility strategy into the 

overall project is facilitated by DB 

internal structure. 

 Reduced potential for utility related 

delays. 

 DB team can conduct SUE, plus 

utility coordination, 

 Resolve third party issues (permits, 

utilities, etc.), 

 Reduce/compress/accelerate project 

delivery period, 

 Sequence of work can be optimized with 

project utility coordination strategy. 

 Work packaging and work phases can be 

developed for utility coordination 

requirements. 

 Early start possible for utility relocations. 

 Creates opportunity for optimizing DB 

teams’ preferred means and methods with 

utility coordination strategy. 

 Allows competing DB teams to propose 

alternatives to relocation. 
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 Address utility work flexibility needs 

during construction, 

 Competing proposals can be evaluated for 

innovative utility strategies. 

 

One of the major disadvantages documented with DB delivery is the potential for large 

contingencies for risk associated with requiring a firm fixed price when the design is still 

conceptual. Incomplete and yet unapproved utility coordination strategies force the design-

builder to include contingencies for utility conflicts that might not be realized. These types of 

contingencies can be reduced if ATCs are included in the procurement because the confidential 

one-on-one meetings create an opportunity to discuss utility risks and the potential acceptability 

of the design-builder’s preferred utility strategy. A second concern is the loss of checks and 

balances that are inherent to DBB delivery. Because of the requirement to furnish a performance 

bond, the designer is frequently in a subcontract relationship with the general contractor who 

bonds the project. This creates a concern that cost considerations after award will become more 

important than the technical aspects of utility coordination because the designer is no longer able 

to be the owner’s advocate on utility design decisions. 

 

3.1.1 DB Utility Risk Profile 
The DB utility risk is defined in the solicitation. The DB RFP and the winning proposal 

essentially make up the body of the contract that quantifies the project scope of design and 

construction work. Therefore, the decisions made during the pre-letting stage are extremely 

important to the success of the utility coordination effort. This feature forces the agency to 

clearly allocate the utility coordination risks between itself and the design-builder in the RFP. 

The inclusion of both general design and utility-related ATCs provides an opportunity to adjust 

the utility risk allocation through the ATC evaluation/approval process during the procurement 

stage as well as preserve a modicum of flexibility to seek an improved final utility strategy. 

 

After DB contract award, the design period can be used to physically dig test holes, if necessary, 

on those projects where the physical location of existing utilities is highly uncertain. 

Additionally, the construction contractor may have existing relationships with affected utility 

companies that can be used to facilitate the identification and location of existing utilities. The 

design-builder can also be given the lead on the project SUE.  

 

As previously stated, the research found that US case law on differing site conditions generally 

holds the project owner liable for compensating the contractor for the costs and schedule impacts 

of being disrupted by a previously unidentified utility. However, giving the design-builder the 

full responsibility for identifying, locating, and coordinating all the utilities on the site during the 

design phase mitigates the risk. The remaining risk can be further mitigated by including a 

utility-specific differing site conditions clause and tracking utility-related risks until they are 

retired. 

 

3.1.2 Possible Utility Risk Mitigation Measures Specific to DB Projects. 
DB project delivery requires the agency to release control of the details of the design solution to 

the design-builder. Therefore, it is important that the agency’s overall utility strategy for a 

specific project be clearly expressed in the solicitation and priced in the winning DB bid 

documents. One particularly effective tool shown in Table 3.1 is to require each competing 

proposal to submit its proposed utility strategy during procurement in much the same manner as 
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an ATC. This technique is called a preapproved element (PAE) and gives the agency an 

opportunity to ensure that each competing proposal is fully responsive to the agency’s utility 

strategy before those proposals are evaluated and ensures that the proposed bid price includes the 

scope of work defined in the responsive PAE. Table 3.2 contains a list of common DB utility 

risks, and a suggested course of action to mitigate them. 

 

Table 3.2 Utility Risk Mitigation Measures Specific to DB Projects. 
Design Utility 

Risk 

Project Delivery 

Phase 

Mitigation Measures 

Utility company 

timeliness 
Design 

 Assign design-builder responsibility for utility coordination 

 Begin utility coordination as soon as practical after DB contract 

award. 

 Analyze impact of utility coordination activities on the critical 

path and prioritize utility activity sequence of work. 

 Consider accelerating utility coordination activities whose timely 

completion is essential to timely project completion. 

 Incentivize timely completion of work performed by utility 

companies. 

 Implement SUE 

Unknown utilities 

in the project 

limits 

Design 

 Authorize the DB contractor to dig test holes in potential problem 

areas to expose previously unidentified utility systems as soon as 

practical after DB contract award. 

 Require an early work package for the design-builder to 

commence grading, drainage and excavation in potential problems. 

 Include a conditional allowance for utilities not discovered during 

the design phase as part of bid price to be paid if needed. 

Inaccurate utility 

locations 
Construction 

 If the design-builder was assigned responsibility for 

preconstruction utility coordination, this risk has been removed 

from the agency’s liability. 

 Include a conditional allowance for inaccurately located utilities as 

part of bid price to be paid if needed. 

Utility company 

timeliness 
Construction 

 If the design-builder was assigned responsibility for 

preconstruction utility coordination, this risk has been removed 

from the agency’s liability. 

 If not, require a time contingency in the design-builder’s schedule 

to mitigate this specific risk if it is realized. 

Undiscovered 

utilities in the 

project limits 

Construction 

 Include a utility differing site condition clause to be included in 

the construction contract. 

 Include a conditional allowance for undiscovered utilities as part 

of bid price to be paid if needed. 

 Require a time contingency in the design-builder’s schedule to 

mitigate this specific risk if it is realized. 

 

3.2 DB Utility Coordination Workshop 
Figures 3.2 and 3.3 provide the basis for the content of the DB utility coordination workshop. 

Both workshops will follow the format shown in Chapter 1. The major difference is the inclusion 

of technical design information contained in the winning DB proposal. The major points that 

should be covered by the conclusion of the initial pre-award workshop are as follows: 

 Determine whether the design-builder will be given utility coordination responsibilities. 

 Identify the primary utility risks for the given project. 
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 Determine potential utility risk mitigation tools that could be used after award. 

 Ensure that utility companies understand the sequence of events for a DB project and 

how they will relate to the design-builder’s design and construction team. 

 Determine major utility coordination milestones that will be included in the solicitation. 

 Determine the appropriate weight, if any, that will be accorded to utility-related 

qualifications in the RFQ’s evaluation plan. 

 If applicable, determine how the utility-related qualifications evaluation results will be 

carried over into the evaluation of the technical and price proposals for inclusion in the 

RFP. 

 Determine the appropriate weight, if any, that will be accorded to utility-related technical 

aspects of the RFP’s proposal evaluation plan.  

The major issues that should be included in the post-award DB utility coordination workshop are 

as follows: 

 Identify specific utility work included in each design/construction work package. 

 New opportunities to avoid relocating utilities included in the initial project utility plan. 

 Utility-related design alternatives that the design-builder will be asked to consider before 

making final design decisions. 

 Utility coordination activities to be completed by the design-builder’s staff. 

 The protocols for utility design reviews including both formal and informal over-the-

shoulder reviews. 

 SUE QL-B validation components and schedule. 

 SUE QL-A test hole requirements and schedule. 

 Utility company work tasks schedule. 

 Utility permit schedule milestones. 

 Other items as required by the specific project. 

3.3 Implementing Utility Strategies on DB Projects. 
The research behind this guideline found that, like in CMGC, assigning the DB contractor the 

responsibility for conducting utility coordination was the most often used and most effective of 

the tools listed in Table 3.1. This tool accrues the following benefits to the agency when it is 

chosen and used to implement the overall DB project utility coordination strategy: 

 Utility coordination risk is defined early in the project delivery process and as such, 

becomes understood by all parties. As a result, the risks can often be retired or mitigated 

at a point in design where the agency has the highest degree of technical and schedule 

flexibility. 

 It permits the DB team to leverage its previous relationships with affected utility 

companies, which in turn promotes timely completion of utility adjustment work. 

 It provides a mechanism to conduct investigatory excavations during the utility location 

process. 

Another tool that was found to be of value in DB projects was the inclusion of an ATC process 

during the procurement stage. Not only does it furnish the agency the ability to consider 

innovative solutions to the utility issues on the project, but it can also be extended to a 

requirement to produce a responsive PAE, which ensures that the agency will be satisfied with 

the utility coordination plan contained in the winning proposal. This tool is particularly useful 
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when the agency decides to retain responsibility for utility coordination because it allows the risk 

to be quantified and included in the construction price. If a utility-specific differing site 

conditions clause and conditional allowances for variations in utility locations, the agency will 

have the necessary tools to deal with the inevitable surprises that arise during construction. 

 

 
3.4 DB Utility Coordination Summary 
DB project delivery provides the agency with a single point of responsibility for both design and 

construction, placing much of the risk for timely utility coordination on the design-builder. This 

characteristic requires that the agency release control over the details of the design process, 

including those related to utility work to the design-builder, and assume a design-oversight role 

that is different than the traditional roles found in DBB project delivery. Nevertheless, DB also 

 

 

Minnesota DOT – Hastings Bridge DB Project 
Scope: The Hastings Bridge Replacement Project entailed replacing an existing 2-lane bridge over the 

Mississippi River with a new 4-lane bridge. The main span was a 545-foot tied arch with free-standing, 

trapezoidal steel arch ribs and post-tensioned concrete knuckles and tie girders. 
Value: $120 million. 
Rationale for ACM Selection: The DOT originally developed the project for DBB delivery because it wanted 

to control the details of design on a site with extremely high geotechnical risk and the need to coordinate the 

utility work with many third-party stakeholders. However, MnDOT was directed to use DB by its highway 

commission. Therefore, it crafted the procurement to include as much interactivity as practical during the 

proposal preparation stage through the inclusion of ATCs and PAEs. 
Utility Coordination Risk Profile: MnDOT chose to make the design-builder responsible for the utility 

coordination. It had to manage the relocation of over 50 miles of utilities and coordinate the interruption of 

services as these were removed from the old bridge and reinstalled on the new one. MnDOT furnished copies of 

Master Utility Agreements as attachments to the RFP and gave the contractor the authority to negotiate project-

specific agreements directly with utility owners, as well as the authority to reimburse utility owners for 

completing utility adjustments in a timely manner. This authority came with the caveat that “no Change Order 

shall be issued with respect to… any costs or delays associated with the performance of Incidental Utility Work 

by Contractor or by any Utility Owner.” This feature of the contract has the effect of making the contractor the 

“master of its own destiny” with respect to utility work. 

Utility Coordination Highlights: The DB RFP included documentation developed during preliminary 

engineering that included certified SUE plans and test hole matrices. This served to raise the visibility of the 

utility issues to all competing DB teams. Other tools that were used are as follows: 
 Each competing price proposal was required to include the price for utility coordination as a separate 

line item in the overall price to further enhance the visibility of the utility aspects of the DB project. 

 The RFP utility documentation was titled “Verified Utility Information” and was deemed to be 

“reasonably accurate” with that term defined specifically in the contract’s changes clause. The intent 

was to shift the risk of identifying differences in locations to the early post-award design process. 

While the contractor was not prevented from seeking redress for unforeseen utility conflicts that fell 

outside the definition for reasonable accuracy, the fact that no such claims were made demonstrates that 

this approach worked as intended. 

 The winning design-builder had 9 PAEs approved including two that altered the RFP utility 

coordination requirements. One entailed creating a utility coordination “task force” that met weekly to 

collaborate on short and mid-term phased actions items, and the second to minimize the durations of 

the utility service outages during construction. 

 The overall result of the PAEs was a reduction in the overall construction schedule by the early start of 

utility adjustment activities as soon as agreement was reached on the final design for each adjustment. 

 No utility-related delays or compensable change orders were issued on the project. 

  

Utility Case Study 
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provides a means to begin the construction of utility-related activities and features of work 

before the entire design is complete. If used thoughtfully, this aspect can be leveraged to achieve 

early mitigation and retirement of utility risks and facilitate a final design that was completed 

using actual subsurface information obtained in the early construction packages. 

 

Adding ATCs and PAEs to the DB procurement process, further reduces uncertainty related to 

utilities by affording the agency to specifically ask for utility ATCs that might provide 

previously unconsidered alternatives to project utility issues. More importantly, the ATC process 

creates a forum in which the agency and each competing design-builder can have a dialog that 

will reduce ambiguities in the solicitation and their attendant bid price risk contingencies. 
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P3 project delivery allows: 

 “More utility accommodation and 

coordination. 

 Better utility timelines.” 

Sturgill and Turner 2016 

Analysis of Ohio River Bridges Project 

Chapter 4 Utility Coordination on Public Private Partnership 
Projects 

 

4.0 Introduction to Public Private Partnership Project Delivery 
The distinguishing feature of public private partnership (P3) project delivery is the inclusion of 

private financing into the project delivery process. In some cases, P3 projects also have post-

construction operations and maintenance provisions as well. Both features shift the traditional set 

of roles and responsibilities for utility coordination. The result is potential alternatives that are 

not available on projects funded with public monies alone. One example is the ability to 

reimburse utility companies for completing their relocation work in a manner that facilitates the 

construction schedule. Public agencies are bound by statute regarding their ability to reimburse 

utilities. When private financing is available, statutory constraints may be reduced, giving the P3 

concessionaire the ability to pay for things that the public agency cannot, expediting the overall 

completion of the construction. 

 

The second advantage comes from the pro 

forma financial analysis conducted by the 

potential concessionaire prior to making the 

decision to pursue the project. These analyses 

are conducted to determine if an attractive 

return on investment is possible from the 

project and include a detailed evaluation of 

third party impacts to the design and 

construction. The utility risk analysis is always a major factor with an emphasis to the risk that 

the necessary agreements and subsequent utility construction/relocation activities can be 

achieved in a timely manner. The result is the development of a detailed utility strategy at a 

much earlier point in the process than in all other ACMs. Thus, the potential to implement a 

utility plan that is optimized with the design and that minimizes relocations is much higher. 

Lastly, the utility owners are usually made aware of and sensitized to the details of their scope of 

work far in advance of the time where they would have been in a non-P3 project. Finally, in P3 

projects involving post-construction operations and/or maintenance (O&M), the very fact that the 

concessionaire has a fiduciary interest in minimizing life cycle costs of the constructed facility 

will facilitate design decisions aimed at attaining the lowest life cycle cost.  

 

The contract structure is shown in Figure 4.1. One can see that the owner only has contract 

privity with the developer, who in turn has an internal arrangement for the necessary design and 

construction services like in DB. It also has a financial partner and if there is a post-construction 

phase, the developer normally has an operating company on its team. Since P3 projects typically 

are initiated much earlier in the project development process than other ACMs, the developer is 

often responsible for securing nearly all the required environmental as well as other required 

permits. In most cases, the developer is given full control of the utility coordination process with 

the agency assuming an oversight role to fulfill its 23 CFR due diligence duties. 
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Figure 4.1 P3 Contract Structure 

 

Utility risk is apportioned in the DB Request for Proposals (RFP) and further delineated by the 

winning proposal and any ATCs or PAEs that may have been approved during procurement. 

Table 4.1 contains the utility coordination tools that are applicable to P3 projects to implement 

the six utility strategies discussed in Chapter 1. The agency can use the table to develop a utility 

coordination plan including those tools that are found to be appropriate for the specific project’s 

characteristics. Figures 4.2, 4.3 and 4.4 provide a flow chart that documents the major utility 

coordination decisions and tasks in P3 projects. 
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Table 4.1 P3 Utility Coordination Tools to Implement Each Strategy 
Strategy Tools Remarks 

Early Contractor 

Design 

Involvement 

 Requesting of utility-related ATCs  

 Responsive utility PAE 

 Leverage P3 contractor’s pro forma financial analysis regarding utility risk 

 Assign contractor responsibility for utility coordination 

 Evaluate utility avoidance approach in proposal 

 Utility-related information interaction during procurement 

(RFIs/Confidential meetings) 

 Utility-related incentives/disincentives 

Because of the need to ensure a return on investment to 

its financial partners, P3 developers will usually have 

conducted an in-depth analysis of the utility 

coordination risk which can be used to the agency’s 

benefit because the developer will bring its preferred 

utility strategy to the negotiating table. 

Leverage ACM to 

Address Utility 

Company 

Timeliness Issues 

 Stakeholder panels led by the P3 contractor to facilitate a utility 

coordination after award  

 Contractor authority to pay for utility adjustments 

 Corridor-level master utility conflict matrix 

 Leverage existing contractor-utility relationships 

The presence of private financing may allow the P3 

developer to expedite utility coordination issues as well 

as potentially reimburse utility owners to accelerate 

their work if necessary. 

Raise Utility Issue 

Visibility During 

Procurement 

 Request utility-related ATCs  

 Utility-related information interaction during procurement 

(RFIs/Confidential meetings) 

 Responsive utility PAE 

 Weighted utility-related evaluation criteria 

 Corridor-level master utility conflict matrix 

 Utility-related incentives/disincentives 

 Include statement of utility strategy intent in solicitation 

Including a corridor-level master utility conflict matrix 

in the P3 solicitation permits competing developers to 

base their pro forma analyses on a standard set of input 

variables rather than depending on their own data 

collection process.   

 

Utility Avoidance 

 Weighted utility-related evaluation criteria 

 Include necessary utility data in ACM solicitation 

 Corridor-level master utility conflict matrix 

 Utility-related incentives/disincentives  

 Include statement of utility strategy intent in solicitation 

If avoidance is the primary strategy, the P3 RFP should 

state that explicitly. By including utility data in both 

solicitations/contracts, competitors will be incentivized 

to minimize the number of relocations. 

Utility Claims 

Avoidance 

 Use a standard utility information report prepared during planning as a 

contract document 

 Definition of utility-related differing site condition 

The use of a standard utility information report 

transcends the single project and achieves consistency 

between this and subsequent P3 projects, which should 

reduce utility-related contingencies included in the bid 

price. 

Promote Life Cycle 

Decision-Making 

 Include post-construction maintenance 

 Require LCC info on ATCs 

 Include statement of utility strategy intent in solicitation 

P3 with post-construction alternatives creates a 

situation where the developer has a fiduciary interest in 

designing and building a facility that minimizes LCCs. 
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Figure 4.2 P3 Utility Coordination Pre-Letting Stage  
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Figure 4.3 Utility Coordination Procurement Stage 

Public Private Partnership  Utility Coordination Flow Chart (continued)
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Figure 4.4 Utility Coordination Post-Award Stage  

 

Public Private Partnership  Utility Coordination Flow Chart (continued)
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Figure 4.2 assumes that the agency will conduct initial utility coordination after making the 

decision to use P3 project delivery during the pre-letting stage. These will include an initial 

workshop with utility company owners in much the same manner as they would in DBB project 

delivery. The result is a “proposed P3 project utility strategy” that delineates the agency’s utility-

related design and construction objectives and if applicable, the preferred approach(es) to 

achieving them. It will be carried into the procurement stage and used to evaluate competing 

contractors’ utility coordination qualifications and proposed utility coordination approach. Once 

the design-builder is selected, Figure 3.3 shows a post-award utility workshop in which the initial 

project utility strategy is modified by elements contained in the winning proposal and input from 

the newly selected design-builder. The final utility strategy is then implemented in the design 

and construction phases. 

 

One aspect of P3 that has been found to be useful is the ability to separate the project into a 

series of work packages allowing the construction related to the subsurface and the site to 

commence as soon as the design for those features are released for construction.  

 

4.1 Selecting P3 Project Delivery in the Utility Context 
The decision to select P3 project delivery is usually made because the agency has insufficient 

public funding to be able to complete the project before its desired completion date. Thus, many 

of the project-specific technical considerations that were detailed in previous chapters do not 

impact the P3 delivery decision. Additionally, since the P3 contract is awarded much earlier in 

the project development process than in other ACMs, the agency can mandate the utility 

avoidance strategy in the P3 solicitation and appropriately weight that proposal evaluation 

criterion in the evaluation plan. Then, competing developers can consider alternatives for 

minimizing utility adjustments in their proposed design approach.  

 

The crux of the utility coordination issue in P3 is twofold. First, the agency cannot allow utility 

coordination problems to create a delay to reaching both commercial and financial closure during 

the procurement period because a major delay potentially could invalidate the agency’s pro 

forma financial arrangements making it unable to award the contract. Once the contract is 

awarded, the developer takes over the utility coordination risks and cannot allow utility-related 

delays to threaten the construction completion date upon which it based its pro forma return on 

investment projections. Hence, the utility coordination effort takes on a criticality that is more 

about the P3 financial arrangements than the technical details of design and construction. The 

result is an absolute requirement for the agency to adopt a proactive posture to utility issues 

during procurement and a “hands-off” oversight role in the post-award stage (see the case study 

at the end of this chapter for more details). Table 4.2 contains a list of the major advantages and 

disadvantages associated with P3 found in the supporting research for this guide. 
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Table 4.2 P3 Delivery Advantages and Disadvantages 
Advantage Utility Context 

Concessionaire has more options 

to deal with utility owners than a 

public agency. 

 Use of private capital releases many components of P3 project utility 

coordination strategy from statutory constraints. 

 Allows concessionaire to work directly with utility owners evaluate 

alternatives to relocation much earlier than other ACMs. 

Single point of responsibility for 

both design, construction, 

operations and maintenance 

 Integrating utility strategy into by P3 internal structure. 

 Reduced potential for utility related delays during construction due to 

increased integration. 

 Concessionaire can conduct SUE, plus utility coordination. 

Risks are fully appraised during 

pro forma analysis 

 The pro forma financial analysis necessary to give the concessionaire the 

financial return on investment data necessary to decide to compete 

demands that utility risks be quantified before design commences. 

 Concessionaire will conduct SUE, plus utility coordination tasks during 

pro forma analysis. 

Post-construction operations and 

maintenance drives life cycle 

considerations in design. 

 Concessionaire will tend to choose higher quality utility design solutions if 

they reduce life cycle costs. 

 Reduced utility life cycle cost risk is extremely important to achieving pro 

forma returns on investment. 

Disadvantage Utility Context 

Limited competition 

 P3 concessionaire will incur higher transaction costs on utility tasks 

because of the need to generate hard numbers at the earliest possible time. 

 Requires large, sophisticated private companies to acquire the necessary 

financing. 

Loss of agency control 

 Concessionaire essentially owns the infrastructure and the agency’s ability 

to influence utility transactions is greatly reduced. 

 Reduced influence means P3 projects could generate utility coordination 

solutions that are inconsistent with agency policy, potentially impacting 

DOT-utility company relationships on non-P3 projects. 

 

While the financial angle is the overriding factor in P3 delivery, the agency must still consider 

both agency-related and project-specific factors that will facilitate the success of utility 

coordination before it selects P3 delivery. Agency-related factors are as follows:  

 Overall ACM experience, as well as past P3 experience, 

 Availability of potential P3 developers, 

 Level of agency utility risk tolerance/aversion, 

 Agency support for expediting the review of design products that define the level of 

utility adjustment efforts through tools like over-the-shoulder-design reviews, use of 

flexible design criteria, acceptance of design deviations, etc. 

 Statutory restrictions on utility coordination methods, such as the agency’s ability to 

reimburse utility companies. 

 Opportunities to release statutory constraints on utility coordination methods due to the 

presence of private capital.   

 

Project-specific considerations include the following: 

 Public support for P3 delivery, 

 Level of complexity of the projected utility coordination effort, 

 Need for an aggressive schedule to achieve financial projections, 

 Probability of unforeseen utility-related site conditions. 
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Primary utility-related goals of the PennDOT 

Rapid Bridge Replacement P3 project. 

 “Promote bridge design and construction 

alternatives that minimize the need for 

relocations. 

 …minimize relocation costs for all utility 

owners. 

 Early utility mapping and verification to 

allow utility owners more time for 

preparing utility relocation engineering and 

agreement packages.  

 Perform necessary relocations prior to 

construction, when possible, to minimize 

schedule impacts.  

 Qualify multiple subcontractors to reduce 

schedule risks due to field adjustments.” 

Plenary Walsh Keystone Partners 

2014 

4.1.1 P3 Utility Risk Profile 
The P3 utility risk, as previously discussed, can have serious financial consequences. 

Additionally, one must keep in mind that a P3 project is NOT awarded on a basis of competitive 

bids. P3s are awarded on a basis of competitive negotiations, and as a result, the utility risk 

profile can literally be negotiated with the winning developer during the procurement stage. On 

one hand the agency does not have to have all the details of the preferred project utility strategy 

nailed down before advertising, but on the other, it must ensure that it articulates all the statutory 

requirements, as well as agency preferences clearly in the P3 solicitation.  

 

Two of the tools found in the supporting 

research are particularly useful for achieving 

this goal. The provision of a standard agency 

utility information report that was developed 

during planning and a corridor-level utility 

conflict matrix in the solicitation both serve to 

enhance the communication of the level of 

technical complexity and the required level of 

utility coordination effort to competing 

developers. Additionally, including both 

general design and utility-related ATCs will 

provide an opportunity to adjust the utility risk 

allocation through the ATC 

evaluation/approval process during the 

procurement stage. The supporting research 

found that the P3 ATC process is an important 

practice that effectively facilitates the 

negotiations necessary to reach both 

commercial and financial closure.  

 

After contract award, the developer is generally assigned full responsibility for all utility 

coordination and typically uses the design period to identify and locate existing utilities. 

Additionally, the developer’s construction contractor may have existing relationships with 

affected utility companies than can be used to facilitate the identification and location of existing 

utilities. The developer is often required to conduct all SUE activities both before and after 

construction. 

 

There is little case law regarding utility-related differing site conditions on P3 projects because 

the size and scale of most P3s means there are relatively few projects compared to other ACMs. 

Differing site conditions risk can be addressed by negotiating a utility-specific differing site 

conditions clause and tracking utility-related risks until they are retired. 

 

4.1.2 Possible Utility Risk Mitigation Measures Specific to P3 Projects. 
P3 project delivery requires the agency to release control of the details of the design solution to 

the developer. Therefore, it is important that the agency’s overall utility strategy for a specific 

project be clearly expressed in the solicitation and priced in the final agreement. As previously 

stated for CMGC and DB, requiring each competing proposal to submit its proposed utility 
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strategy during procurement as a preapproved element (PAE) gives the agency the ability to 

ensure that each competing proposal is fully responsive to the agency’s utility strategy before 

those proposals are evaluated. It also ensures that the proposed price includes the scope of work 

defined in the responsive PAE. Table 4.3 contains a list of common P3 utility risks, and a 

suggested course of action to mitigate them. 

 

Table 4.3 Utility Risk Mitigation Measures Specific to P3 Projects. 
Utility Risk Project Delivery 

Phase 

Mitigation Measures 

Utility company 

timeliness 
Procurement 

 Assign P3 developer responsibility for utility coordination 

 Begin preliminary utility coordination as part of the procurement 

process. 

Unknown utilities 

in the project 

limits 

Procurement 

 Authorize the P3 contractor to dig test holes in potential problem 

areas to expose previously unidentified utility systems during 

proposal preparation. 

 Require a responsive utility plan as a PAE in each competing 

proposal. 

Utility company 

timeliness 
Design 

 Assign P3 developer responsibility for utility coordination 

 Begin utility coordination as soon as practical after P3 contract 

award. 

 Analyze impact of utility coordination activities on the critical 

path and prioritize utility activity sequence of work. 

 Consider accelerating utility coordination activities whose timely 

completion is essential to timely project completion. 

 Incentivize timely completion of work performed by utility 

companies. 

Unknown utilities 

in the project 

limits 

Design 

 Authorize the P3 contractor to dig test holes in potential problem 

areas to expose previously unidentified utility systems as soon as 

practical after contract award. 

 Require an early work package for the P3 developer to commence 

grading, drainage and excavation in potential problems. 

 Include a management reserve allowance for inaccurately located 

utilities as part of contract to be paid if needed. 

Inaccurate utility 

locations 
Construction 

 If the P3 developer was assigned responsibility for preconstruction 

utility coordination, this risk has been removed from the agency’s 

liability. 

 Include a management reserve allowance for inaccurately located 

utilities as part of contract to be paid if needed. 

Utility company 

timeliness 
Construction 

 If the P3 developer was assigned responsibility for preconstruction 

utility coordination, this risk has been removed from the agency’s 

liability. 

 If not, require a time contingency in the developer’s schedule to 

mitigate this specific risk if it is realized. 

Undiscovered 

utilities in the 

project limits 

Construction 

 Include a utility differing site condition clause to be included in 

the construction contract. 

  Include a management reserve allowance for inaccurately located 

utilities as part of contract to be paid if needed  

 Require a time contingency in the developer’s schedule to mitigate 

this specific risk if it is realized. 
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4.2 P3 Utility Coordination Workshop 
Figures 4.2, 4.3 and 4.4 provide the basis for the content of the P3 utility coordination 

workshops. All three workshops will follow the format shown in Chapter 1. The difference in P3 

versus other ACMs is the inclusion of a workshop during the procurement stage of project 

delivery. The first workshop’s focus is on developing an inventory of all affected utilities. The 

second provides an opportunity for each competing developer to interface with those utility 

companies and obtain the details necessary to move forward in the procurement process.  As a 

result, the procurement stage workshop is often conducted as a series of confidential one-on-one 

meetings where each competing P3 team has its own workshop with the agency and the utilities. 

The final workshop revolves around the technical details of the winning developer’s design and 

construction concepts. 

 

The major points that should be covered by the conclusion of the initial pre-award workshop are 

as follows: 

 Determine how the P3 developer will be accorded utility coordination responsibilities. 

 Identify the primary utility risks for the given project. 

 Determine potential utility risk mitigation tools that could be used after award. 

 Ensure that utility companies understand the sequence of events for a P3 project and how 

they will relate to the developer’s design, construction, and maintenance teams. 

 Determine major utility coordination milestones that will be included in the solicitation. 

 Determine the appropriate weight, if any, that will be accorded to utility-related 

qualifications in the RFQ’s evaluation plan. 

 If applicable, determine how the utility-related qualifications evaluation results will be 

carried over into the evaluation of the technical and price proposals for inclusion in the 

RFP. 

 Determine the appropriate weight, if any, that will be accorded to utility-related technical 

aspects of the RFP’s proposal evaluation plan.  

The major issues that should be included in the P3 procurement stage utility coordination 

workshop are as follows: 

 Provide information requested by each competing team for each affected utility. 

 Discuss the P3 developer’s conceptual schedule for utility-related activities. 

 Exchange ideas for minimizing utility relocations. 

 Articulate utility company lead time requirements for adjustments and relocations. 

 Discuss the details of the reimbursement process, if required. 

 Other items as requested by each competing team. 

The major issues that should be included in the post-award P3 utility coordination workshop are 

as follows: 

 Identify specific utility work included in each design/construction work package. 

 New opportunities to avoid relocating utilities included in the initial project utility plan. 

 Utility-related design alternatives that the developer will be asked to consider before 

making final design decisions. 

 Utility coordination activities to be completed by the developer’s staff. 

 The protocols for utility design reviews including both formal and informal over-the-

shoulder reviews. 
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 SUE QL-B validation components and schedule. 

 SUE QL-A test hole requirements and schedule. 

 Utility company work tasks schedule. 

 Utility permit schedule milestones. 

 Other items as required by the specific project. 

4.3 Implementing Utility Strategies on P3 Projects. 
The research behind this guideline found that the P3 developer was assigned the responsibility 

for conducting utility coordination in virtually every case. This tool accrues the following 

benefits to the agency when it is chosen and used to implement the overall project utility 

coordination strategy: 

 Utility coordination risk is defined early in the project delivery process and as such, 

becomes understood by all parties. As a result, the risks can often be retired or mitigated 

at a point in design where the agency has the highest degree of technical and schedule 

flexibility. 

 It permits the P3 developer’s team to leverage its previous relationships with affected 

utility companies, which in turn promotes timely completion of utility adjustment work. 

 It provides a mechanism to conduct investigatory excavations during the utility location 

process.  

The inclusion of an ATC process during the procurement stage was also found to be valuable in 

P3 projects. The ATCs are typically discussed at confidential one-on-one meetings and give the 

agency an opportunity to review each developers’ approach to the utility issues on the P3 project. 

On utility coordination-intensive projects the process can be used to negotiate a responsive utility 

coordination plan as a PAE ensuring that the agency and other stakeholders will be satisfied with 

the utility coordination plan contained in the winning proposal. If a differing site conditions is 

included in the final agreement (not commonly done), then negotiating its content with regard to 

utilities during procurement is also useful.  

 

3.4 P3 Utility Coordination Summary 
P3 project delivery provides the agency with a single point of responsibility for design, 

construction and maintenance, if desired. This arrangement shifts nearly all the risk for timely 

utility coordination to the P3 developer and its team. As is required in DB, the agency must turn 

over the control of the details of the design process, including those related to utility work, to the 

developer, and provide a design-oversight to fulfill its 23 CFR 636 due diligence responsibilities. 

The utility coordination process is open to be negotiated during the procurement stage of project 

delivery and doing so, permits the winning developer to commence utility coordination activities 

immediately upon selection and to start utility-related construction as soon as commercial 

closure is achieved. 
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Georgia DOT – I-285/SR 400 Improvements DBF (P3) Project 
Scope: The I-285/SR 400 Improvements DBF Project will improve 4.3 miles of I-285 and 6.2 miles along 

SR 400. The project adds new flyover ramps, new collector-distributor lanes and other facilities to aid east-

west travel along I-285 and north-south travel along SR 400, as well as, 33 bridges of varying sizes. 

Value: $800 million. 
Rationale for ACM Selection: GDOT determined that the growth of traffic in the Atlanta metroplex 

exceeded the agency’s projected budget for increasing capacity of the area freeways and major arterials. 

Thus, it chose DBF as the vehicle to bring private financing to the table and permit GDOT to begin the 

expansions before the public funding would become available.  
Utility Coordination Risk Profile: DBF creates a post-construction period in which the State must retire the 

contractor-financed debt using toll revenues. While this administrative burden does not change the project’s 

technical aspects, it does create a situation where delays during design and construction threaten GDOT’s pro 

forma financial model and making it potentially impossible to amortize the debt on time, making timely 

utility coordination critical to project success. GDOT chose to make the developer responsible for the utility 

coordination. work. Because the project’s schedule is so tight and the utility coordination is so complex, the 

P3 developer was required to provide a utility coordination consultant and given responsibility for the effort.  

Utility Coordination Highlights: Before issuing the RFP, GDOT engaged in wide-scale early outreach to 

utility companies. A specific effort was made to identify critical utility issues that might impact a major 

hospital located adjacent to the project ROW. GDOT adopted an “over-the-shoulder” oversight and 

assistance posture. The decision to adopt a hands-off approach to directing the developer’s utility 

coordination work reduces the risk to the developer by removing one layer of administrative friction between 

it and the utility companies. 

 The RFP contained verbiage that made minimizing utility relocations a key success factor, which 

was evaluated in the plan to identify the best value awardee. 

 and a GDOT utility engineer is co-located with the consultant in the P3 developer’s project offices 

on-site 

 The GDOT State Office of Utilities is fully engaged in the preconstruction effort and the developer 

is employing the state-of-the-art in SUE and other utility identification and location services.  

 GDOT requires that all professional personnel involved in the utility coordination activities be 

prequalified in accordance with the Area Class 5.08 SUE.  

 It also includes utility-specific topics in its training program for design and construction personnel. 

 GDOT took full advantage of the P3 developer’s pro forma analysis which included an evaluation of 

utility conflict risk and the scope of utility coordination efforts.   

Utility Case Study 
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“Any question that may arise 

regarding conducting an 

‘apples to apples’ 

comparison of proposals is 

resolved by requiring the ATC 

to meet the ‘equal or better’ 

standard”  

Washington State DOT 

2010 

Chapter 5 Utility Coordination Alternative Technical Concepts 

 

5.0 Introduction to Alternative Technical Concepts 
The FHWA defines an ATC as “a request by a proposer to modify a contract requirement, 

specifically for that proposer’s use in gaining competitive benefit during the bidding or proposal 

process…[and] must provide a solution that is equal to or better than the owner’s base design 

requirements in the invitation for bid (IFB for DBB) or request for proposal (RFP for DB) 

document.”  The Missouri DOT proved that obtaining early contractor involvement to achieve 

integrated project delivery is possible on traditional low bid highway projects. In doing so, the 

agency accrued verifiable time and cost savings while enjoying the support of its local design 

and construction industry partners. In the words of one Missouri contractor, “we elected to 

pursue ATCs because we felt we could derive a solution that would be more economical for us to 

build than the baseline design.” 

 

ATCs are not a project delivery method but rather a variation that can be added to all project 

delivery methods from DBB to P3 to provide the agency a means to receive, evaluate, and 

approve alterations to the baseline design embodied in the project’s solicitation documents. 

While similar in purpose, ATCs are NOT value engineering because the agency receives 100% 

of any savings in the winning contractor’s proposed price. The contractor is allowed to gain a 

competitive edge by being permitted to bid its approved ATCs. The preapproved element (PAE) 

is similar to an ATC in that it is submitted, evaluated, and approved during the procurement 

stage. However, a PAE is actually a requirement for responsiveness and the options open to 

competing teams may be limited. For example, one of the effective practices identified in the 

supporting research was a requirement for competing teams to submit their utility management 

plan and have it preapproved in order to be considered responsive in the final proposal. This tool 

can be used to reduce the risk that competing contractors will have underestimated the scope of 

the utility work and ensures that the agency is satisfied with the winning proposal’s utility 

approach, which in turn, permits utility coordination efforts to commence as soon as the contract 

is awarded. 

 

The major concern with ATCs is that by allowing each 

competitor to essentially bid its own altered baseline design 

that the comparison is no longer level. While this appears to 

be a violation of the longstanding “apples to apples” 

standard, the fact that in order to be approved the ATC must 

be equal to or better than the baseline prevents competitors 

from merely cutting scope to reduce its bid. Combined with 

the fact that ATCs have been included in DB projects since 

2002 without any negative legal actions makes the concern 

hypothetical rather than factual. NCHRP Synthesis 455: Alternative Technical Concepts for 

Contract Delivery Methods conducted a comprehensive review of construction case law on this 

issue and found no cases that directly related to the use of ATCs. It did uncover one ATC-related 

protest of award that was denied with the court finding that all competitors had an equal 

opportunity to submit and benefit from ATCs (it must be noted that the basis of the protest was a 

challenge to the agency’s best-value award process, not merely the ATC). 
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“Because ATCs often revise the 

design to be more compatible 

with a given contractor’s means, 

methods, and equipment, 

schedule and performance risk 

appear to be reduced.” 

NCHRP Synthesis 455 

2014 

5.1 Selecting ATCs in the Utility Context 
The decision to include an ATC component in an ACM 

procurement is typically based on the potential for 

benefitting from previously unconceived solutions to the 

utility scope of work, in particular, undiscovered 

possibilities to maximize utility avoidance or protection 

measures. Specifically requesting that competing teams 

consider utility-related ATCs or requiring utility PAEs 

further focuses the competitive proposal preparation 

effort to achieve the agency’s ACM project utility 

coordination objectives articulated in the solicitation. The 

effect is to enhance value analysis during proposal preparation. Value analysis is one of the two 

major concepts found in the literature that apply directly to ATC reviews. The other is termed 

“integrated design”. ATCs are indeed an integration tool because they become a means to bring 

the owner, designer, and contractor together to investigate potential ideas to improve overall 

project technical, cost, and schedule performance before setting the project’s price. The “core 

principles of integrated design” are: 

 “Strong client [owner/agency] leadership by establishing clear goals and objectives; 

 A multi-disciplinary approach involving active participation of [the project stakeholders]  

 … Continual learning to address all design issues flowing from the objectives; 

 Whole system thinking and whole lifecycle costing are priorities; 

 The… team effort is invested in the early stage of the project.” 
1
 

 

While the typical ATC does not involve the complete redesign of a given project, taking the 

fundamentals of value analysis and integrated design together and focusing them on the specific 

alternative concept for changing the baseline utility scope of work provides a framework from 

which the management of utility-related ATC design reviews can be conducted. 

 

When the agency has chosen to use utility-related ATCs as part of the ACM project delivery 

process, it must then publish the process by which they will be reviewed and approved. NCHRP 

Synthesis 455 found that a two-step process was used by many DOTs as shown in Figure 5.1. 

The first step is to entertain conceptual ATCs (CATC) and give the competitors an indication of 

whether their concept has the chance to win approval. If it does, then a full-blown ATC is 

submitted for review and evaluation by the agency. Confidential one-on-one meetings are held in 

conjunction with both the submission of the CATC and the final ATC and these provide an 

opportunity for both the agency and the competing contractor to discuss issues, ambiguities, and 

preferences without disclosing the nature of the ATC to the other competitors. Figure 5.2 is taken 

from the Missouri DOT’s Mississippi River Bridge I-70 Interchange Solicitation and provides an 

example of the type of verbiage required to describe the ATC evaluation and approval process. 

 

 

 

                                                 
1
 Forgues D. and Koskela, L., “Can Procurement Affect Design Performance?” Journal of Construction Procurement, Vol. 

14(2), 2008, pp. 130-142. 
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Figure 5.1 ATC Process Flow Chart 
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Figure 5.2 ATC Evaluation System from Mississippi River Bridge I-70 Interchange Solicitation 

(adapted from MoDOT 2010). 

 

5.1.1 ATC Utility Risk Profile 
 

Utility risk is apportioned in the DBB invitation for bids (IFB) or the DB or P3 Request for 

Proposals (RFP) and further delineated by the winning proposal and any ATCs or PAEs that may 

have been approved during procurement. Table 5.1 contains the utility coordination tools that are 

applicable to ACM projects using ATCs to implement the six utility strategies discussed in 

Chapter 1. The agency can use the table to develop a utility coordination plan including those 

tools that are found to be appropriate for the specific project’s characteristics.  

 

 

 

 

 

5.0 Evaluation of Alternate Technical Concepts. 
5.1 Alternate technical concepts (ATC) will be evaluated on a pass/fail basis. ATCs that 
meet the minimum requirements will pass and be considered for bid. ATCs that do not 
meet the minimum requirements will fail and not be considered for bid. 
5.2 Alternate Technical Concepts will be evaluated using the following criteria. If any of the 
following criteria are not met, the ATC request fails. 

(a) The ATC meets or exceeds the minimum requirements and engineering standards 
of the general conditions. 
(b) The ATC does not adversely affect the overall completion date. 
(c) The ATC does not adversely affect the long-term maintenance of the project. 
(d) The ATC re-design costs to the Commission; do not adversely affect the cost of the 
overall project. The Commission will determine the re-design cost. 
(e) The ATC is consistent with the overall project goals, which include but are not 
limited to the following: Deliver the project on budget, Deliver the project on time. 
Minimize public impact by keeping regional and local traffic flowing efficiently and 
safely through the impacted area. Incorporate innovative design including faster/better 
construction techniques and inspection. Coordinate with all partners and the local 
community resulting in a project that is viewed as successful. Demonstrate quality 
construction, encourage green techniques and provide a long-lasting facility that 
complies to ADA requirements. 
(f) The ATC is equal to or better than the original design proposal. No decrease in 
engineering standard from the original design for any safety related item will be 
allowed, including but not limited to: narrower shoulders, narrower lane width, 
decreased sight distance, sharper horizontal curves, decreased design speed, 
decreased clear zone, reduction in clear distance to piers and/or abutments, vertical 
clearance, or reduced traffic control performance, etc. To be considered for approval, 
all safety related elements of the ATC must meet or exceed the MoDOT design. New 
design exceptions will be considered if they meet the requirements of Section 3.1.2. 
(g) Direct or secondary cost and/or delay related to utility conflicts. 
(h) Each contractor will only be allowed to submit three (3) ATCs per job. 
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Table 5.1 ATC Utility Coordination Tools to Implement Each Strategy 
Strategy Tools Remarks 

Early Contractor 

Design 

Involvement 

 Request of utility-related ATCs on 

DBB projects 

 Utility-related information interaction 

during procurement 

(RFIs/Confidential meetings) 

 Utility-related incentives/disincentives 

While not widely used, including utility-

related ATCs on DBB projects furnish the 

only mechanism to get contractor input on a 

competitive basis in traditional low bid 

delivery. 

Leverage ACM to 

Address Utility 

Company 

Timeliness Issues 

 Stakeholder panels led by the 

CMGC/DB/P3 contractor to facilitate 

a utility coordination after award  

 Corridor-level master utility conflict 

matrix 

 Utility-related incentives/disincentives 

 Leverage existing contractor-utility 

relationships 

The use of a utility stakeholder panel can be 

implemented during procurement to perform 

the technical evaluation of utility-related 

ATCs 

Raise Utility Issue 

Visibility During 

Procurement 

 Request utility-related ATCs on DBB 

projects 

 Joint development of utility risk 

management plan. 

 Corridor-level master utility conflict 

matrix 

 Utility-related information interaction 

during procurement 

(RFIs/Confidential meetings) 

 Utility-related incentives/disincentives 

 Include statement of utility strategy 

intent in solicitation 

The ability for competing contractors to ask 

questions and clarify potential ambiguities in 

the solicitation documents reduces the risk of 

utility-related delays after award.   

 

Utility Avoidance 

 Include necessary utility data in ACM 

solicitation  

 Utility-related incentives/disincentives 

ATC specifically addressing competing 

contractors’ plan for implementing a utility 

avoidance strategy provides increased 

certainty that the winning proposal has 

considered this approach to the extent 

practical. 

Utility Claims 

Avoidance 

 Weighted utility-related evaluation 

criteria 

 Use a standard utility information 

report prepared during planning as a 

contract document 

 Definition of utility-related differing 

site condition 

The ATC one-on-one meetings can be used to 

discuss utility risk and exchange views of 

what might constitute a differing condition 

allowing competing contractors to 

competitively price this risk in their proposals. 

Promote Life Cycle 

Decision-Making 

 Require LCC info on ATCs 

 Include statement of utility strategy 

intent in solicitation 

Requiring LCC information on utility-related 

ATCs will assist the agency in making the 

“equal to or better than” decision on an 

objective basis. 

 

As with all ACMs, ATCs have both advantages and disadvantages. Table 5.2 provides a matrix 

of both with an explanation of how each advantage or disadvantage is related specifically in the 

utility context. One can see that all the advantages are related to the way the project’s 

stakeholders communicate with each other; whereas, the disadvantages are primarily of a 

contractual nature. The disparity reinforces the concept presented previously that ATCs furnish a 
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mechanism to receive enhanced integration during the design process through the value analysis 

activities that take place to produce an approvable ATC or PAE. 

 

Table 5.2 ATCs Advantages and Disadvantages 
Advantage Utility Context 

Early contractor design input 

 Creates opportunity for optimizing means and methods with 

utility coordination strategy. 

 Allows contractor to propose alternatives to relocation. 

Confidential one-on-one meetings 

 Allows contractors to clarify ambiguities with regard to utilities 

before award. 

 Permits errors and omissions with respect to utilities to be 

corrected before award. 

Control competing contractors’ perception 

of risk through pre-award dialog 

 Allows DOT to debunk inaccurate perceptions of utility risks 

 Allows contractors to validate their perception of utility in a 

confidential setting. 

Disadvantage  

Design liability issues 

 DOT may have to prepare multiple design alternatives to avoid 

transferring utility strategy design liability. 

 Incorporating contractor-furnished design obscures chain of 

utility-related design responsibility. 

Design coordination issues 
 Incorporating contractor-furnished design potentially creates 

changes in utility design coordination. 

Environmental permit changes 
 DOT may need to delay project start to verify that utility ATCs 

do not violate permit commitments. 

 

The research found a paper that argued that design consultants “should be involved more in risk 

management because design is a very significant risk source in a construction project. Currently, 

risk management is not a part of consultants’ assignment in traditional contracts” 
2
. Since risk 

and construction price are directly related, mitigating construction risk through pre-award 

innovation in the form of ATCs is a means to involve designers in construction risk management. 

Another author argues that the “extension of the preliminary design stage by producing a more 

complete design could also minimize the designer’s risk exposure in subsequent phases.” 
3
 The 

use of ATCs as the means to produce a more “complete design” may therefore reduce overall 

risk regardless of the project delivery method. The above discussion leads to the conclusion that 

there seem to be no barriers to implementing ATCs from the design consultant sector.  

 

There is little case law regarding utility-related differing site conditions on P3 projects because 

the size and scale of most P3s means there are relatively few projects compared to other ACMs. 

Differing site conditions risk can be addressed by negotiating a utility-specific differing site 

conditions clause and tracking utility-related risks until they are retired. 

                                                 
2
 Osipova, E. and Eriksson, P.E. "How procurement options influence risk management in construction projects." Construction 

Management and Economics Vol. 29(11) 2011, pp. 1149-1158. 
3
 Scheepbouwer, E., and Humphries, A. B. “Transition in Adopting Project Delivery Method with Early Contractor 

Involvement.” Transportation Research Record: Journal of the Transportation Research Board, No. 2228 Transportation 

Research Board of the National Academies, Washington, D.C., 2011, pp. 44-50. 
 



 

66 
 

 
5.1.2 Possible Utility Risk Mitigation Measures Specific to ATC Projects. 
ATC project Table 5.3 contains a list of common utility risks, and a suggested course of action to 

mitigate them. 

 

Table 5.3 Utility Risk Mitigation Measures Specific to ATCs. 
Utility Risk Project Delivery 

Phase 

Mitigation Measures 

Utility company 

timeliness 
Procurement 

 Assign CMGC/DB/P3 contractor responsibility for utility 

coordination 

 Begin preliminary utility coordination as part of the procurement 

process. 

 Jointly develop the utility risk management plan via ATC one-on-

one meetings. 

Unknown utilities 

in the project 

limits 

Procurement 

 Authorize the P3 contractor to dig test holes in potential problem 

areas to expose previously unidentified utility systems during 

proposal preparation. 

 Require a responsive utility plan as a PAE in each competing 

proposal. 

 Negotiate the definition of utility-related differing site condition 

via ATC one-on-one meetings. 

 
5.2 ATC Utility Coordination Workshop 
Choosing to use ATCs on an ACM project does not automatically trigger the need for a specific 

utility coordination workshop. For the most part, utility-related ATCs will be discussed in the 

workshops for the other ACMs. 

 

5.3 Implementing Utility Strategies Using ATCs. 
The following effective practices were identified in the research regarding ATCs: 

1. Including some form of utility-related ATC submittal process is an effective practice for 

DB and P3 projects. 

2. ATCs can be used in conjunction with incentives for both early completion and quality 

products. 

3. Because ATCs often revise the design to be more compatible with a given contractor’s 

means, methods, and equipment, schedule and performance risk are reduced. 

4. The initiation of confidential meetings by the competitors with no constraint other than a 

reasonable deadline for notice of intent is an effective practice. 

5. Publish a detailed ATC evaluation system in the project’s solicitation.  

6. Separating the ATC evaluation team from the proposal evaluation team is an effective 

practice to avoid the appearance of impropriety.  

 
5.5 ATC Utility Coordination Summary 
ATCs are applicable to all project delivery methods and when used, provide enhanced levels of 

design integration and value analysis during the procurement stage of ACM project delivery. 

ATCs provide a way to raise the visibility of the utility issues on a given ACM project by clearly 

indicating the agency’s desire to consider alternative approaches to the ACM project’s preferred 

utility coordination approach. In doing so, they incentivize innovative thinking during the 

preparation of competitive proposals. By moving the submission and approval process to the 
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procurement stage, ATCs create an opportunity for contractors to not only submit new design 

solutions but more pragmatically to clarify any ambiguities that are in the project solicitation. 

 

  

 

 

Missouri/Illinois DOT – I-70 Stan Musial Memorial Bridge DBB with ATCs Project 
Scope: The I-70 Stan Musial Memorial Bridge Project consists of building a new, four-lane, long span, 

cable‐stayed bridge across the Mississippi River including a new North I‐70 interchange roadway connection 

between the existing I‐70 and the new bridge, with further connections to the local St. Louis street system. 

On the Illinois side, a new I‐70 roadway connection and the main span and significant improvements at the I‐
55/64/70 Tri‐Level Interchange in East St. Louis which will connect to the new I‐70 Connection leading to 

the main span. 

Value: $230 million. 
Rationale for ACM Selection: The MoDOT/IDOT project team recognized the complexity of the project 

and the need to deliver it on a very aggressive schedule to minimize construction delays and resultant 

congestion. ATCs were added to the DBB procurement plan to permit both agencies to capture potential time 

savings due to early contractor involvement during procurement. 
Utility Coordination Risk Profile: The project involved utility transmission lines and supply services that 

spanned across the Mississippi River in two states and five municipalities, as well as two railroads. The 

major utility schedule risk was posed by a 138-kilovolt power transmission line that crossed the bridge 

between piers 12 and 13 which was relocated to cross the new bridge at pier 14 under a separate MoDOT 

contract which could not commence until the pier 14 substructure was complete. Additionally, two major 

pipelines were also within the project limits. 

Utility Coordination Highlights: Before advertising the project, extensive outreach activities were 

conducted with the members of the construction industry in both states focusing on ensuring the industry 

understood the DBB-ATC process and the interface between the bridge project and the separate contract to 

relocate the power line from piers 12 and 13 to pier 14. 

 The winning contractor submitted an ATC changing the prescribed work sequence in a manner that 

allowed the transmission line contract to commence several weeks earlier than planned, creating 

float in the schedule that was eventually used to cover adverse river conditions. 

 The project ATC process assigned the proposing contractor the cost of utility adjustments needed as 

the result of an approved ATC, including responsibility to obtain the affected utility owner’s 

approval. 

 The design consultant’s contract contained performance criteria to avoid utility conflicts and ROW 

acquisition. Those areas were rated by the appropriate DOT at each routine design review with the 

consultant having to perform any redesign at its own expense if it failed to consider a viable option 

for avoiding a given utility. 

 A specific contingency was included in the project budget to furnish funds for providing 

engineering and design consultants to augment utility company engineering staff to ensure timely 

receipt of the necessary permits to maintain project schedule 

 The project team instituted a utility-specific risk management plan jointly developed by MoDOT, 

IDOT and utility owners highlighted critical conflicts for early resolution.  

 It also includes utility-specific topics in its training program for design and construction personnel. 

Utility Case Study 
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Chapter 6 Utility Coordination in ACM Project Contract 
Administration. 

 

6.0 ACM Contract Administration Introduction 
 

Public engineering agencies choose to deliver projects using ACMs primarily to accelerate 

construction, reconstruction, and/or rehabilitation. Therefore, once a contract is awarded, the 

agency must keep the process focused on the project construction completion date and eliminate 

or mitigate those utility coordination risks that threaten timely completion. Because ACMs 

permit early contractor involvement during the design process and allow construction to begin 

before the design is 100 percent complete, the post-award utility coordination tasks fall both in 

the design and construction phases of CMGC and DB contracts and may extend into the 

operation and maintenance phases in P3 contracts. As a result, the agency must transition from 

the serial approach to utility coordination found in DBB projects and be prepared to manage 

multiple parallel actions in ACM project delivery. This change in the utility coordination culture 

requires that the agency evaluate its current policy, procedure, and process documents to ensure 

that those in-house personnel tasked with managing the utility effort have the authority to deviate 

from internal policy documents and regulations that were originally created under the assumption 

that all projects would be delivered using DBB. To support this effort, the following sections will 

highlight those aspects of ACM utility coordination that should be checked to prevent 

unnecessary delays due to standard operating procedures that were not developed to support 

ACM project delivery. 

 

ACMs also allow the DOT to shift some of the responsibility for completing the subsurface 

investigations necessary to support the design after the award of the ACM contract, creating a 

different risk profile than when the project owner has full responsibility for design in a 

traditional DBB project. Chief among the change is the ability to negotiate the allocation of 

utility coordination responsibilities with the CMGC contractor and the P3 project developer 

either as part of the P3 procurement process or after the CMGC contract is awarded. These 

contractual mechanisms can be used to speed the preliminary engineering process leading to the 

procurement by pushing many of the traditional utility identification and location tasks to the 

post-award period and assigning them to the ACM contractor. 

 

The ACM utility coordination flow charts shown in previous chapters are predicated on a 

continuing series of pre-award and post-award workshops that are designed to facilitate the 

processes described in this guide. The pre-award workshops with utility owners are designed to 

ensure stakeholders understand that delivering an ACM project is not “business as usual” and to 

solicit early input to tailor the procurement to meet the needs of the specific project and its 

affected utilities. The post-award workshops are designed to create an environment that is 

information-rich for all parties invested in the utility aspects of the ACM project and facilitate 

timely communication and resolution of clashes between the existing utility systems and the 

proposed project to minimize the number of “surprises” that are encountered during construction 

and mitigate the surprises when they do occur. 

 

Many of the tools covered in this guide are applicable to facilitating the need for an information-

rich environment to enable the acceleration of the design and construction processes. Assigning 
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the ACM contractor responsibility for utility coordination and the joint development of a utility 

risk management plan are two possibilities for the design phase. Another is the development and 

inclusion of a utility-specific differing site conditions clause to expedite issues regarding 

undiscovered utilities during construction. Additionally, the inclusion of utility discussion in 

project partnering workshops, safety plans and quality management documents also assist in 

providing the necessary guidance and direction for utility issues as they arise. 

 

6.1 ACM Utility Identification, Location, and Coordination Contract 
Components 
 

The impact of unforeseen utility conflicts is intensified when the construction is being 

accelerated to meet an aggressive scheduled completion date. ACMs permit the agency to get the 

ACM contractor involved in locating, cataloging, and coordinating utilities within the project 

limits early in the design phase and if desired, started on utility adjustment activities before the 

final design is complete. Because the typical contract risk distribution is altered, it is important 

that the utility risk allocation process begin during the development of the project’s risk register. 

Figure 6.1 is an extract from Figure 2.2 for CMGC delivery and is shown because the supporting 

research found that CMGC project delivery is often chosen when a high level of utility risk is 

present. The reader is referred to the appropriate figures in Chapters 3 and 4 for the details on 

DB and P3. 

 

The flow chart shows that for projects with high utility risk, a pre-letting utility risk mitigation 

plan is developed and presented as part of the initial utility coordination workshop with utility 

owners. This is done to furnish those entities with an opportunity to make substantive input to 

the plan which is then codified in the ACM project solicitation documents. Additionally, if the 

decision is made to assign utility coordination to the CMGC contractor, then the SUE QL-B 

overlay and draft Memorandums of Understanding (MOU) can be provided during the pre-award 

workshop to gain additional input from the utility owners on a detailed case-by-case basis, 

further refining the utility scope of work prior to advertising the project. 

 

The process proceeds through procurement and award after which the post-award utility 

coordination workshop is held with the ACM contractor, who may in fact lead the workshop if 

assigned those responsibilities in its contract. The utility risks are updated and furnish input to 

the post-award project risk register. The SUE QL-B overlay is validated in the post-award 

workshop and a final project utility strategy is developed for implementation in the design 

process. The pre-award risk register is also updated in accordance with the contract risk profile 

as modified by ATCs as part of the initial series of pre-work conferences. The utility risks 

addressed during the post-award utility workshop are added to the final project pre-work risk 

register. The output of the two parallel efforts provide the utility coordination input to the initial 

post-award design conference, which in turn distributes the various utility design and 

construction activities in the ACM project packaging plan. The upshot of the pre-award and post-

award endeavors is to ensure that all opportunities to avoid utility conflicts and subsequent 

relocations are maximized by the early identification and location of site utilities. 
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Figure 6.1 Example Extract from CMGC Utility Flow Chart (Figure 2.2) 
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6.1.1 SUE Considerations  
The following list is comprised of five factors that should receive consideration when 

determining how SUE will be utilized on an ACM project. The list is not intended to be all-

inclusive and is provided to highlight those factors that are specific to ACM projects.  

 

 ACM contractor’s SUE involvement: Ideally, the ACM project solicitation documents 

and contract will detail the specific roles and responsibilities regarding implementing 

SUE. If this is not the case or if clarification is sought by the winning ACM contractor, 

then the agency will want to provide a detailed listing of SUE activities, allocating 

responsibility as appropriate for the remainder of the project. One example is the 

determination if a SUE provider will be used and if one is, a determination of who will 

hold the contract with the SUE provider. 

 Timing of SUE activities: Once the ACM contract has been awarded, arrangements for 

utility coordination tasks can commence. The agenda for the post-award utility 

conference includes the development of a schedule for completing utility location using 

SUE, which must in turn be coordinated with the ACM project design and construction 

schedule.  

 Required quality level: Not all ACM projects are complex from a utility standpoint. 

Therefore, the agency will need to determine the appropriate SUE quality level that is 

required on a project-specific basis. If the complexity of existing site utilities is high, the 

agency may want to supplement appropriate geophysical designating techniques with test 

holes, which will necessitate the expeditious receipt of necessary right of access permits. 

 Documentation: Once the SUE QL-B and/or QL-A efforts are complete, the exchange of 

utility location survey information will need to be coordinated with the ACM contractor’s 

design staff. If possible, the information should be collected in a format that is compliant 

with the ACM contractor’s design software. Additionally, the agency should consider 

specifying the form and format of utility as-builts so that it is compatible with corridor or 

programmatic utility information databases. 

 Updates: Since ACM projects move at an accelerated pace, it is incumbent upon the 

agency to recognize that the SUE information will require frequent, periodic updates to 

support the required design schedule as well as to document changes that may be 

encountered during construction. 

 

6.1.2 Utility Company Reimbursement Considerations  
Reimbursing utility companies for adjusting/relocating their installations in conjunction with 

ACM project delivery is a highly complex issue whose ultimate resolution is constrained by both 

state and federal laws. The issue is essentially one of authority and as such, cannot be 

generalized across the multiple jurisdictions in which a typical ACM project will be built. The 

ACM project reimbursement issue boils down to whether the agency and/or its ACM contractor 

can offer some form of monetary incentive to induce utility owners to make timely relocations. 

Therefore, this aspect is one best settled in the pre-letting stage of an ACM project, establishing 

the framework for executing the final utility strategy after award. 

 

The second consideration regards whether the agency will delegate the authority to physically 

make the reimbursement payments to the ACM contractor. The support research found that this 
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is commonly done in P3 projects and only done when circumstances surrounding an aggressive 

delivery schedule demand it on CMGC and DB projects. 

 

6.2 ACM Design Phase Contract Components 
 

The ACM contractor’s design responsibility is defined by the specific delivery method in use. In 

CMGC, the contractor merely supports the design efforts completed by the agency’s internal 

design assets or its design consultant. In DB, the design-builder takes the design provided in the 

DB solicitation documents (typically the level completed in preliminary engineering) and carries 

it to the completion of final design; whereas, the P3 developer may pick the project up at the 

planning stage and develop it through both preliminary engineering and final design.  The reader 

must keep in mind that the “design contract” discussed in this section can range from a typical 

contract for 100% design in CMGC to an assemblage of prescriptive design documents and 

design performance criteria in DB to a high-level set of design performance criteria in P3. Table 

6.1 provides a conceptual depiction of the activities covered in the prime contract for each of the 

ACMs across the project development life cycle. 

 

Table 6.1: ACM Contract Coverage Over the Project Development Life Cycle (adapted from 

NCHRP Report 574
4
) 

Development 

phase 
Typical Activities 

CM- 

GC 

DB P3 

Planning 

Determine purpose and need, determine whether it's an improvement or 

requirement study, consider environmental factors, facilitate public 

involvement/participation, and consider interagency conditions 

   

 

Programming 

and 

Preliminary 

Design 

Conduct environmental analysis, conduct schematic development, hold 

public hearings, determine right-of-way impact, determine project 

economic feasibility, obtain funding authorization, develop right-of-way, 

obtain environmental clearance, determine design criteria and parameters, 

survey utility locations and drainage, make preliminary plans such as 

alternative selections, assign geometry, and create bridge layouts 

   

 

Final Design 

Acquire right-of-way, develop plans, specifications, and estimates 

(PS&E), and finalize pavement and bridge design, traffic control plans, 

utility drawings, hydraulics studies/drainage design, and cost estimates 

   

Advertise and 

Bid 

Prepare contract documents, advertise for bid, hold a pre-bid conference, 

and receive and analyze bids 

   

Construction 

Determine the lowest responsive bidder, initiate contract, mobilize, 

conduct inspection and materials testing, administer contract, control 

traffic, and construct bridge, pavement, and drainage 

   

 

A utility coordination scope of work will be developed as part of each of those ACM processes. 

Therefore, it becomes important that the contract instrument that is used during the ACM design 

phase include utility-specific guidance and design criteria. The following are three components 

that are of specific interest for utilities in ACM design contracts: 

                                                 
4
 NCHRP Report 574: Guidance for Cost Estimation and Management for Highway Projects During Planning, Programming and 

Preconstruction, 2007. 
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ACM utility coordination design and construction contract 

administration items lends itself well to the 3-phase of control 

as used by the US Army Corps of Engineers.  Utility 

coordination strategies for major projects can be done during 

the administration of the process in development, procurement 

stage, and post-award.   

 

PHASE 1: Preparatory Phase  

 What is the goal of the project? 

 What is the background information for the project? 

 What objective is to be accomplished?   

 Project to solve what need of the owner? 

 What projects are related to this project? 

 What changes will the Owners have as a result of this 

project? 

 What are the triggers to proceed or not proceed with 

work? 

 

PHASE 2: Initial Phase  

Likewise, with scope refinement as presented in the 

Preparatory Phase, the team should validate the scope of a 

given project during the Initial Phase.  This process would take 

place before work begins to assure a successful project.  Can 

the results be measured in terms of success and what is that 

measurement?  Are the goals being achieved? 

 Are the deliverables in line with the Owners 

requirements and needs? 

 Are all the project principals in a viable position to 

make project a success? 

 Are all the systems for tracking the project available 

and ready for implementation? 

 Are all corrective actions to scope refinement 

completed to ensure complete project? 

 Are all the stakeholders brought up to date? 

 Are all stakeholders in agreement with stated goals 

and project? 

 

PHASE 3: Follow-Up Phase  

During the project duration use several project management 

tools that will allow the agency specific and accurate 

information during this critical phase of the work.  These 

programs include software such as AutoCAD, 3-dimensional 

design, scheduling programs, cost programs, online GIS items, 

etc. The use of these systems, along with many others, will 

allow the team to be responsive to information request as 

related to utilities during the development and installation of a 

project. 

 Utility work design schedule: 

Since the primary reason that 

ACMs are used is to 

accelerate project delivery 

and subsurface/utility work is 

typically the first design 

package to be released for 

construction, the schedule for 

completing all the activities 

necessary to complete the 

design of utility-related 

features of work is nearly 

always on the critical path of 

an ACM project. Therefore, 

those contract design-related 

provisions may include 

specific milestones for 

completion of utility-related 

design tasks, such as 

completing SUE Levels B 

and A, if required. 

 Utility work design quality 

control and quality assurance 

(QC/QA): Previous research 

found that little attention is 

paid to the design QC/QA 

process in ACM solicitation 

documents. Since utilities 

must typically interface with 

a myriad of other systems, the 

ACM post-award design 

QC/QA plan should require 

that back-checks for utility 

conflict detection and 

resolution be included in the 

design packages of all 

features of work where utility 

coordination is required. 

 Measure and payment for 

utility work: Most agencies 

rely on a standard book of specifications for road and bridge construction, which 

typically includes a measurement and payment clause for each pay item in the 

specifications. Agencies must remember that the standard specifications were written 

presuming DBB project delivery. Since it is not uncommon for utility work to commence 

in advance of final design completion in ACM projects, the project designer-of-record 
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will need to verify if the standard clause is sufficient or if it needs to be modified to 

accommodate the ACM project’s characteristics. 

  

6.3 ACM Construction Phase Contract Components 
 

The major difference in the construction phase of an ACM project and a traditional DBB project 

is that design may not be totally complete when construction activities begin. This is especially 

true of utility-related work packages, which are often started as soon as their design is released 

for construction to mitigate possible delays if the utility designation and location effort is 

imperfect. Hence, the utility-related components of the construction contract should be designed 

to facilitate the expeditious completion of all subsurface activities including utilities. The 

following list contains aspects that are germane to utility coordination and construction tasks 

during the ACM construction phase. 

 Utility differing site conditions clause: The greatest utility risk is the discovery of a utility 

system that was not located during the design phase and the resulting delay of work while 

a resolution to the conflict is arranged. While most ACM construction contracts generally 

address the issue of differing site conditions, it has been found to be valuable to provide 

additional definition of what specifically constitutes a differing condition for utilities. An 

example is to provide a maximum distance range for utility alignments between actual 

and planned. 

 Utility work schedule: In ACM projects with aggressive schedules being delivered in an 

area where the density of utilities is complex, it is important to ensure that the overall 

project phasing and sequence of work is well coordinated with the required utility 

activities. In this type of 

environment, it is not uncommon 

for agencies to specify 

contractual milestones for 

completion of utility relocations 

by utility owners and even to 

specify utility-related liquidated 

damages. The completion of 

milestones is often monitored by 

using a master utility conflict 

matrix (see Figure 6.1
5
) 

annotated with “complete no 

later than dates.” The matrix milestones are then reviewed at every pay estimate and 

liquidated damages are assessed on those that create a delay on the critical path. 

 Utility construction QC/QA: While the construction quality of new and relocated utility 

systems is always paramount, the quality of the as-built plans is key to avoiding utility 

coordination problems on future rehabilitation, reconstruction, and replacement projects 

in the corridor. Therefore, the construction quality management plan should include 

provisions to ensure the accuracy of as-built utility installations. 

                                                 
5
 WSDOT Utility Manual (December 2008) 

 

Figure 6.1: Example Master Utility Conflict Matrix 
2
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 Utility reimbursement scheme: As eligible utilities are adjusted or relocated, 

reimbursements are due. The contract will require guidance to the ACM contractor on 

how payments will be made. If the ACM contractor is responsible for making the 

payments, this will involve providing the required documentation necessary for credit on 

periodic progress payments. If the agency will make the payments directly, any 

documentation, such as a release of claims, that might be needed from the ACM 

contractor to provide the necessary verification that the newly constructed utility system 

complies with contract requirements and the specific reimbursement can be made to the 

utility owner. 

 

6.4 ACM Maintenance Phase Contract Components 
 

Post-construction maintenance of the newly built highway facility applies to P3 projects, as well 

as two DB variations. When no private capital is used to finance the ACM project, DB-Operate-

Maintain (DBOM) and DB-Operate-Transfer (DBOT) will find the agency paying for post-

construction services. In all three cases, the drafters of agency contracts for operations and 

maintenance services must remember that the actual organization that takes over the facility will 

not be the design-build team that delivered it. While in theory, the contract privity remains with 

the prime ACM contractor, in practice a third entity will emerge to provide the OM services. 

Thus, the close-out of the construction phase becomes critical for the success of the OM phase.  

 

Recognizing that no attempt is being made to catalog all the potential post-construction utility-

related actions that could occur, the following are important components of the OM phase 

contract of an ACM project with regard to utilities: 

 Transfer of utility agreements: The ACM contractor will require an operating 

framework within which its authority to deal directly with utility owners throughout the 

post-construction OM period is explicit. Often specific agreements are drafted on 

behalf of the agency and then transferred to the ACM contractor to provide the 

necessary definition of its authority and the limits of its responsibilities as the de facto 

agent of the transportation agency during the post-construction period. 

 Maintenance of project/corridor utility database: The database of utility information 

that was developed during project development and delivery represents a valuable asset 

during post-construction and the contract should contain verbiage that describes the 

transfer of the database at construction close-out, maintenance of that database after 

transfer, updating it as changes occur during the post-construction period, and 

procedures for accessing the information for future projects that may develop an 

interface with the completed ACM project. 

 Hand-back criteria: Most P3, DBOM, and DBOT projects contain asset condition 

criteria at the end of the OM period. These criteria are also required for utilities and 

should include criteria for utility database turn-over as well as technical criteria for the 

utilities that fall within the project limits. 

 

6.5 ACM Dispute Avoidance and Resolution  
 

Once again it is important to restate that ACMs are typically selected when the agency needs to 

achieve an accelerated delivery schedule. Additionally, since third party stakeholders like 
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“We will:  

1. Ensure that all work carried out by us or on our behalf is 

properly planned and that those responsible are aware of 

their responsibilities and how to carry them out. 

2. Ensure that all people working on our behalf are assessed 

to ensure they are competent and capable of carrying out the 

task given to them and that at least one person in each 

work team is competent in the use of cable detection 

equipment to its full potential. 

3. Ensure that excavations, including those undertaken by 

anyone excavating on our behalf, are carried out in 

accordance with safe systems of work, company or USAG 

procedures. 

4. Ensure that the equipment provided for the detection and 

avoidance of services is inspected, calibrated and tested in 

accordance with the manufacturer’s requirements and that 

records are kept, including a daily check to ensure that the 

equipment continues to operate as expected. 

5. Ensure that all those working, including those on our 

behalf use the correct protective equipment and are trained 

in its use. 

6. Ensure that relevant latest utility asset drawings are 

available to people excavating, that our work is inspected 

and audited and that failure to achieve the expected 

standards is recorded. 

7. Ensure that where damage to utility assets occur, a 

suitable and sufficient investigation takes place, that 

learning is shared and that action is taken to reduce the risks 

to those carrying out the work.”   

Utility Strike Avoidance Group Charter
3
 

 

property owners and utility companies are often not invested in the agency’s schedule success 

criteria, the probability that a schedule-related dispute will arise is normally very high. 

Therefore, it is important to first recognize the potential for disputes and secondly to provide a 

method for resolving them as part of the ACM contract.  

 

Each ACM covered in this document allows for partnering, preconstruction services and 

coordination in the upfront portion of the project in which existing utilities can be researched and 

noted as having impact on the project.  Classic partnering is between the agency and its ACM 

contractor and key subcontractors. However, on projects where the presence of utilities is both 

dense and complex, the agency may consider either partnering directly with the utility owners, 

perhaps as part of the development of utility MOUs, or including the major utilities in the 

project’s partnering plan. 

 

Two useful dispute avoidance and 

resolution tools are utility strike 

avoidance charters and issue resolution 

ladders. The avoidance charter allows 

all parties to agree on a set of guidelines 

for dealing with both above ground and 

underground utilities.  One example is 

the charter promulgated by the Utility 

Strike Avoidance Group.
6
 Using a tool 

like this during ACM project delivery 

can bring focus and attention to making 

sure that all utilities are brought into 

view early in the process.  It also serves 

as a reminder to the team that the 

project design should always include the 

aspect of utility preservation. 

 

The issue resolution ladder provides a 

structure for keeping disagreements and 

misunderstandings from growing into 

costly disputes and delays. It is a 

proactive conflict tool that assists the 

project team in addressing problems 

during the project. This approach has 

proven to be successful with owners and 

contractors as it sets up guidelines to 

resolving conflicts without having to 

resort to costly litigation.  Using this ladder is not seen as failure to the project.  This tool is 

normally set up during the partnering stage of the project during pre-work conferences shown on 

the “Utility Coordination Flow Charts” provided in Chapters 2, 3, and 4.  Figure 6.2 is an 

example and lists all other parties that have a lead into the issue such as SUE providers, utility 

owners, location services, etc.  The main goal of the ladder is to aid the stakeholders in the 

                                                 
6
 Utility Strike Avoidance Group, USAG Charter, http://www.utilitystrikeavoidancegroup.org/charter.html, [May 28, 2017]. 
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management of the conflicts that utilities may cause in the project to keep them from becoming a 

full-blown dispute and result in unnecessary delays. 

 

 
Figure 6.2 Sample Issue Resolution Ladder 

 

6.6 ACM Contract Administration Conclusion 
 

ACMs offer viable solutions to utility coordination on complex projects.  They provide 

alternatives for implementing the strategies described in this guide using the tools identified in 

the supporting research.  ACM delivery also allows for equitable allocation of utility risk in the 

pre-construction period as well as the opportunity to transfer utility coordination responsibilities 

to the ACM contractor.  ACM delivery allows the contractor to employ its preferred means, 

methods and resources to mitigate the project’s utility risk.  Working as a team, owners, design 

consultants, contractors, and utility owners can effectively avoid, protect, or relocate existing 

utilities and the construction of new utilities in a manner where unnecessary conflicts can be 

avoided. 
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APPENDIX A: Glossary of ACM Utility Coordination Terms. 
 
 

Alterative Contracting Methods (ACM): Through a flexible highway contracting procurement 

method known as Alternative Technical Concepts (ATCs), contractors can submit innovative, 

cost-effective solutions that are equal to or better than the State's design and/or construction 

criteria. State DOTs and local transportation agencies have used ATCs successfully with 

traditional Design-Bid-Build (DBB) contracting, as well as with the Alternative Contracting 

Methods of Design-Build (DB) and Construction Manager/General Contractor (CMGC). 

(USDOT FHWA) 

Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA): The Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990 (ADA) 

prohibits discrimination and ensures equal opportunity for persons with disabilities in 

employment, State and local government services, public accommodations, commercial 

facilities, and transportation. It also mandates the establishment of TDD/telephone relay services. 

The ADA was revised by the ADA Amendments Act of 2008 (P.L. 110-325), which became 

effective on January 1, 2009. The ADA is codified at 42 U.S.C. 12101 et seq. (US Department of 

Justice Civil Rights Division) 

Advertise: “To make a public announcement of the intention to purchase goods, services or 

construction with the intention of increasing the response and enlarging the competition. The 

announcement must conform to the legal requirements imposed by established laws, rules, 

policies and procedures to inform the public.” (Shields 1998). 

Alternative (also termed as “alternate” in many sources) technical concepts (ATC): a request by 

a proposer to modify a contract requirement, specifically for that proposer’s use in gaining 

competitive benefit during the bidding or proposal process. An ATC must provide a solution that 

is equal to or better than the owner’s base design requirements in the invitation for bid (IFB for 

DBB) or request for proposal (RFP for DB) document. (Actis et al. 2012). 

Baseline design: “[A] project’s scope, need and purpose… for organizing cost and performance 

data in order to compare value alternatives” (Caltrans 2007). “A project’s original scope, cost 

and schedule … used to measure how [alternatives] deviate from the plan” (Ortiz 2008). 

Construction Manager/General Contractor (CMGC): “A project delivery method where the 

contractor is selected during design and furnishes preconstruction services. Also called CM-at-

Risk.” (DBIA 2009). 

Design-build (DB): “The system of contracting under which one entity performs both 

architecture/engineering and construction under a single contract with the owner.” (DBIA 2009). 

Design-bid-build (DBB): “The ‘traditional’ project delivery approach where the owner 

commissions a designer [or uses its own in-house design assets] to prepare drawings and 

specifications under a design services contract, and separately contracts for construction, by 

engaging a contractor through competitive bidding or negotiation.” (DBIA 2009). 

Design Bid Build (DBB):  Design–bid–build (or design/bid/build, and abbreviated D–B–B or 

D/B/B accordingly), also known as Design–tender (or "design/tender") traditional method or 

hard-bid, is a project delivery method in which the agency or owner contracts with separate 

entities for the design and construction of a project. 
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Design-build Finance (DBF): In DBF, “the responsibilities for designing, building, financing, 

operating and maintaining are bundled together and transferred to private sector partners. There 

is a great deal of variety in DBF arrangements in the United States, and especially the degree to 

which financial responsibilities are transferred to the private sector. One commonality that cuts 

across all DBF projects is that they are either partly or wholly financed by debt leveraging 

revenue streams dedicated to the project” (National Council for Public Private Partnerships 

2017). 

Design-build Qualifications-Based Selection (DB-QBS): DB project delivery where the design-

builder is selected on a basis of qualifications and past performance with no price competition 

(DBIA 2009). 

Developer: A The entity that furnishes the technical and financial assets to plan, design, build, 

and finance a highway project in a P3 project. 

Department of Transportation (DOT):  The United States Department of Transportation (USDOT 

or DOT) is a federal Cabinet department of the U.S. government concerned with transportation.  

Equivalent design: an alternative… designed to perform equally, and provide the same level of 

service, over the same performance period, and has similar life-cycle costs. (Wimsatt et al. 

2009). 

Guaranteed Maximum Price (GMP):  A guaranteed maximum contract is a cost-type contract 

(also known as an open-book contract) where the contractor is compensated for actual costs 

incurred plus a fixed fee subject to a ceiling price.  

Invitation for Bids (IFB): “A solicitation for offers under sealed bidding” (Shields 1998). 

Memorandum of Understanding (MOU):  A memorandum of understanding is a formal 

agreement between two or more parties. Companies and organizations can use MOUs to 

establish official partnerships. MOUs are not legally binding but they carry a degree of 

seriousness and mutual respect, stronger than a gentlemen's agreement 

National Cooperative Highway Research Program (NCHRP): The NCHRP is administered by 

the Transportation Research Board (TRB) and sponsored by the member departments (i.e., 

individual state departments of transportation) of the American Association of State Highway 

and Transportation Officials (AASHTO), in cooperation with the Federal Highway 

Administration (FHWA). Individual projects are conducted by contractors with oversight 

provided by volunteer panels of expert stakeholders. (Transportation Research Board) 

Public Private Partnership (P3): P3 as contractual agreements between public agencies and 

private entities that allow for greater private-sector participation and responsibility in the design, 

delivery, financing, operation, and maintenance of transportation improvements, as compared 

with the traditional design-bid-build process that involves public-sector financing, operations, 

and maintenance. (FHWA 2012a.) 

Pre-Approved Elements (PAE): “The Pre-Approved Element (PAE) process requires design-

build teams to submit elements of the design during the procurement process. The PAE process 

is not required and should only be used on complex items which are difficult to properly assign 

the risk in the RFP. Design-build teams submit PAEs for MnDOT approval prior to submitting a 

technical proposal. A technical proposal that does not have Approved PAE(s) is deemed non-

responsive” (MnDOT 2011). 
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Procurement: The combined functions of purchasing, inventory control, traffic and 

transportation, receiving, inspection, store keeping, and salvage and disposal operations (State, 

2011). “All stages involved in the process of acquiring supplies or services, beginning with the 

determination of a need for supplies of services and ending with contract completion or closeout” 

(Shields 1998). 

Request for Proposals (RFP): “A solicitation for offers under negotiation procedures” (Shields 

1998). 

Request for Qualifications (RFQ): “The document issued by the Owner prior to the RFP that 

typically: describes the project in enough detail to let potential proposers determine if they wish 

to compete; and forms the basis for requesting Qualifications Submissions in a "two-phase" or 

prequalification process” (DBIA 2009). 

Right of Way (ROW): is a right to make a way over a piece of land, usually to and from another 

piece of land. A right of way is a type of easement granted or reserved over the land for 

transportation purposes, this can be for a highway, public footpath, rail transport, canal, as well 

as electrical transmission lines, oil and gas pipelines. A right-of-way can be used to build a bike 

trail. A right-of-way is reserved for the purposes of maintenance or expansion of existing 

services with the right-of-way. 

Solicitation: “The process used to communicate procurement requirements and to request 

responses from interested vendors. A solicitation may be, but is not limited to a request for bid 

and request for proposal.” (State 2011). “(1) A document sent to prospective contractors by a 

Government agency requesting submission of an offer, quote, or information. (2) The process of 

issuing a document requesting submission of an offer, quote, or information and obtaining 

responses.” (Shields 1998). 

Stipend: “a fee paid to unsuccessful firms for development of a responsive proposal.” (WVDOH 

2011). 

Subsurface Utility Engineering (SUE): Subsurface Utility Engineering (SUE) is an engineering 

process that has evolved considerably over the past few decades. It has been used primarily by 

State transportation departments (DOTs), local highway agencies, utility companies, and 

highway design consultants. The SUE process combines civil engineering, surveying, and 

geophysics. It utilizes several technologies, including vacuum excavation and surface 

geophysics. Its use has become a routine requirement on highway projects in many states. 

Transit Cooperative Research Program (TCRP): The Transit Cooperative Research Program 

(TCRP) provides you access to public transportation-related research, reports, and products from 

the Transportation Research Board (TRB).  
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APPENDIX B – Definitions: Strategies and Tools 
 

Below is the list of strategies to address the causes of utility-related problems on ACM projects: 

 

Implement early contractor design involvement as appropriate for each given ACM 

project: The ACM research literature touts the value of early contractor design 

involvement to enhance the overall constructability of the project. Typically, ACM project 

delivery is driven by the DOT’s need to accelerate the project’s schedule, and the need for 

speed is directly related to the ease with the project can be built. Utility coordination and 

its resultant adjustments, protective measures, and relocation activities generally need to 

be completed early in the project’s schedule. Therefore, using ACMs as the mechanism to 

maximize constructability of the utility-related work via exploiting the full spectrum of 

possibilities to achieve early contractor design involvement is a viable strategy to address 

inefficiencies induced in the delivery process by utility coordination and location failures.  

Use ACMs to address utility company timeliness by involving third party stakeholders 

as early as practical in project development and delivery. The research found that the 

communications process between the DOT, its contractors, and the utility companies 

drives the timely completion of necessary utility work. Since ACMs bring the contractor 

into the design process in some form, their use to promote increasingly effective 

communications with project stakeholders provides an opportunity to decrease potential 

delays due to miscommunication with utility companies. 

Raise the visibility of utility-related issues in ACM projects to ensure competing 

contractor teams understand the level of criticality on each project. The found that 

resolving utility issues appears to be an afterthought rather than a critical project success 

factor. The result is a project design that progresses to a point where options for 

addressing utility conflicts have been reduced or lost altogether. Additionally, the focus of 

preliminary engineering efforts is on defining the project’s final footprint in order meet 

NEPA clearance commitments. As such, the impact on existing utilities gets overlooked 

making utility coordination a reactive rather than proactive effort. ACMs are typically 

awarded using some form of best value procurement procedures where factors other than 

cost are included in the award decision. Hence, an opportunity arises to increase the 

visibility of the utility-related features of work and their relationship to the baseline design 

as part of the ACM’s solicitation documents. 

Promote utility avoidance as the preferred solution to utility conflicts. The body of recent 

utility research sponsored by the SHRP2 program makes a clear statement that utility 

relocation should not be the only option for addressing utility conflicts. In addition to 

raising the visibility of utilities in ACMs, agencies have the ability to bring all options for 

utility issue resolution into the process by thoughtfully preparing the ACM solicitation 

documents and using various contractual mechanisms to emphasize their intent to seek 

utility avoidance as the preferred solution where possible. 

Avoid utility-related claims through enhanced contract mechanisms design specifically 

for addressing utility issues. Utility-related claims result when the utility coordination 

chain of communications breaks down. ACM projects are normally schedule driven and 

when a discontinuity in the design and/or construction process arises, the resulting delay 

may become a significant emotional event regardless of how well the project team is 

partnered. Conventional wisdom says the best way to handle claims is to avoid then 
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entirely. Therefore, this strategy involves developing contract documents that provide 

clear and unambiguous guidance regarding utility work. This strategy is supported by 

adding utility-specific contract verbiage to standard general and special provisions, such 

as the differing site conditions clause. 

Promote an atmosphere of life cycle-based design and construction decision-making on 

ACM projects. Quality assurance (QA) on utility work is often inherently performance-

based. Simply put, the lights either come on or they don’t. many utility services are 

underground, inspection is difficult and when a service interruption does occur, finding 

and correcting the fault can become expensive. Therefore, it is important to promote life 

cycle cost-based decision-making during both the design and construction of ACM 

projects. such as requiring the ACM contractor to furnish a utility design QA plan as part 

of the proposal. Since design is where the quality standards for construction are 

established, it is important that agency expectations for post-construction life cycle 

performance be articulated in the solicitation. P3 automatically creates the situation where 

the contractor will evaluate the impact of near-term design decisions on capital costs as 

well as their potential impact throughout the concession’s post-construction maintenance 

period. This is not the case for other ACMs. Thus, implementing a strategy that 

encourages competing ACM contractors to propose solution that reduce life cycle cost 

will have long-term implications. Table 1.14 shows the methods and tools for 

implementing this strategy. 

 

 

Below is the list of ACM utility coordination tools and their detailed description. As noted in the 

body of the guide, the tools are not specific to a single strategy and can be applied across all the 

above strategies. 

Request of utility-related alternative technical concepts (ATCs) on ACM projects: the 

ATC process is a valuable tool to explore alternatives to the utility strategy articulated in 

the ACM project’s solicitation documents; may generate innovative solutions to utility 

conflicts not previous contemplated by the DOT. 

Request utility-related alternative technical concepts (ATCs) on DBB projects: permits 

the DOT to leverage longstanding business relationships that utility companies have with 

their local contractors on projects where the utility coordination is key to the project’s 

expeditious completion; may generate innovative solutions to utility conflicts not previous 

contemplated by the DOT. 

Joint development of utility risk management plan: Jointly developing a utility risk 

management plan by the DOT, the contractor, and utility companies shows the potential to 

add value to projects delivered using most ACMs by highlighting critical conflicts for 

early resolution. A utility risk management approach could cause all competing teams to 

conduct a thorough analysis of utility risk and have confidential meetings that permit the 

DOT and the contractor to hash out ambiguities in the utility information during 

confidential meetings. If necessary, the DOT could choose to conduct additional SUE 

surveys or test holes to reduce utility location uncertainty at a point in time where the 

price impact to the project is still competitive. The DOT could also provide authority for 

the competing teams to conduct their own utility explorations as a result of the 

confidential meetings.  
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Utility-related information interaction during procurement (RFIs/Confidential 

meetings): Encourage utility-related information interaction during procurement process 

via requests for information (RFIs) and/or ATCs. CMGC projects typically hold very 

robust utility coordination meetings in preconstruction and often jointly develop the 

schedule of utility work giving the utility companies the role of notifying other companies 

when potential overlaps are found to take advantage of opportunities to share the same 

trench or conduit where possible (West et al. 2012). 

Utility-related incentives/disincentives: Consider utility-related incentives/disincentives 

where appropriate. Incentivize timely completion of work performed by utility companies. 

Utility-related disincentives are already present in the state-of-the-practice, therefore, 

developing utility-related incentive/disincentive clauses for ACM projects may add value. 

Responsive utility pre-approved element (PAE): The inclusion of a responsive utility PAE 

ensures that the winning design-builder has not only considered the utility coordination 

issues in its technical proposal but also has adequately priced those issues in its bid price.  

Assign contractor responsibility for utility coordination: the use of ACMs shifts most of 

the utility location and verification responsibility from the DOT to the contractor; the 

contractor-utility company business relationships can be leveraged; early contractor design 

input can be used to integrate options for utility conflict resolution early in the design 

process for both CMGC and DB projects. CMGC project delivery provides for negotiating 

the apportionment of the utility coordination risk between the owner and the contractor via 

the negotiated pricing mechanism.  

Evaluate utility avoidance approach in proposal: The avoidance approach is facilitated by 

the early contractor design involvement available through ACMs that is absent in 

traditional low bid DBB project delivery. Leverage the DB and P3 teams’ control over the 

design process to reduce utility relocations. If avoidance is the primary strategy, the 

contract should state that explicitly. 

Include contractor support to SUE and utility engineering effort in CMGC 

preconstruction contract: The development of a corridor-level master utility conflict 

matrix populated by SUE data as it becomes available has the potential for reducing the 

need to conduct SUE on a project basis; DOTs find value added by outsourcing the 

updating of the SUE database in CMGC projects; provides an excellent tool for dealing 

with utility issues on projects with aggressive delivery schedules. 

Leverage P3 contractor’s pro forma financial analysis regarding utility risk: because of 

the need to ensure a return on investment for its financial partners, competing P3 teams 

conduct a pro forma analysis which necessarily includes an evaluation of utility conflict 

risk and the scope of utility coordination efforts, which can be leveraged to the benefit of 

the project. 

Stakeholder panels led by the CMGC/DB/P3 contractor to facilitate utility coordination 

after award:  panels are an effective tool when coupled with contract requirements that 

put responsibility for successfully executing the utility coordination effort on the 

contractor; DOTs can minimize their involvement in the utility coordination process when 

using ACMs. This does not imply that they abrogate their right to approve/disapprove the 

final strategy, but it does argue for a hands-off approach to this task, leaving the contractor 

and the utility company to sort out the details. Allow the contractor to start detailed utility 

coordination immediately after award of its contract. 
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Corridor-level master utility conflict matrix: matrix designed to help agencies and utility 

companies proactively identify the best and most cost-effective solutions (SHRP2 R15B). 

The presence of a corridor-level master utility conflict matrix will permit competing 

design-builders to reduce the contingencies included in the bid price because it clearly 

demonstrates the agency’s commitment to accurately locating utilities on its right of way. 

Including a corridor-level master utility conflict matrix in the P3 solicitation permits 

competing developers to base their pro forma analyses on a standard set of input variables 

rather than depending on their own data collection process.   

Leverage existing contractor-utility relationships: Leverage contractors’ existing 

relationships with utility companies to expedite the utility coordination and permitting 

process. 

Contractor authority to pay for utility adjustments: Giving the contractor authority to pay 

for utility adjustments where possible increases the contractor’s ability to maintain 

schedule certainty; the presence of private financing may allow the P3 developer to 

expedite utility coordination issues as well as potentially reimburse utility owners to 

accelerate their work if necessary. 

Include statement of utility strategy intent in solicitation: ACM solicitation documents 

need a clearly articulated statement regarding the DOT’s intent regarding how the utility 

strategy decision (e.g. protect in place, relocate, avoidance, life cycle cost considerations) 

will be made and reflected in the detailed project utility scope of work. Asking the 

competing design-builders to outline their proposed utility coordination plans during 

procurement provides an incentive for the competitors to not only highlight their utility-

related past performance but also develop a conceptual utility coordination plan that is 

responsive to the agency’s project specific utility issues. Include utility considerations to 

ACM evaluation plans and assign appropriate weight to them. 

Weighted utility-related evaluation criteria: Putting weight on utility-related evaluation 

criteria forces the competitors to account for those issues in both their technical and price 

proposals. 

Request utility-related information in interview questions: Asking the competing CMGC 

contractors to outline their proposed utility coordination plans during procurement 

provides an incentive for the competitors to not only highlight their utility-related past 

performance but also develops a conceptual utility coordination plan that is responsive to 

the agency’s project specific utility issues. 

Assign CMGC contractor responsibility to secure final utility agreements: A trend 

among DOTs is to assign CMGC contractors the responsibility of securing final utility 

agreements; facilitated by existing relationships with utility companies to expedite the 

utility coordination and permitting process. 

Include necessary utility data in ACM solicitation: Include necessary utility data in 

solicitation documents to sensitize the competitors to the potential impact of utility 

coordination requirements for project success; by including utility data in both 

solicitations/contracts, competitors will be incentivized to minimize the number of 

relocations.  

Use a standard utility information report prepared during planning as a contract 

document: Develop and implement the use of a standard utility information report 

prepared during planning and updated throughout the project development and delivery 

process as a contract document in ACM contracts to enhance the consistency of utility 
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issue resolution process and reduce the possibility that key information might be 

unintentionally omitted from the solicitation. The use of a standard utility information 

report transcends the single project and achieves consistency between this and subsequent 

P3 projects, which should reduce utility-related contingencies included in the bid price. 

Definition of utility-related differing site condition: Provide a contractual definition for a 

utility-related differing conditions in the contract to clarify the utility risk profile for both 

parties to the contract. US case law on differing site conditions generally holds the project 

owner liable for compensating the contractor for the costs and schedule impacts of being 

disrupted by a previously unidentified utility. However, giving the design-builder the full 

responsibility for identifying, locating, and coordinating all the utilities on the site during 

the design phase mitigates the risk. The remaining risk can be further mitigated by 

including a utility-specific differing site conditions clause and tracking utility-related risks 

until they are retired. 

Require life cycle cost (LCC) information on alternative technical concepts (ATCs): 
Utility ATCs should include the rationale for the change quantified in LCC terms. If the 

CMGC is assigned the responsibility for utility coordination during preconstruction, 

language that requires it to discuss future expansion and means to access utilities in the 

right of way without the need to encroach on traffic can be added to promote design 

decisions that minimize the post-construction life cycle costs.   

Include post-construction maintenance: P3 projects with post-construction alternatives 

creates a situation where the developer has a fiduciary interest in designing and building a 

facility that minimizes life cycle costs (LCCs). 
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APPENDIX C – ACM Utility Workshop Template 
 

This appendix contains an example template for the utility coordination workshops discussed in 

Chapters 2 through 5. This example template is for a CMGC project. The user can develop its 

own document for other ACMs by merely substituting the figures and text for the desired ACM 

provided in the appropriate chapter. 

Utility Strategy Workshop for CMGC Projects 

Workshop Summary 

Project Name:  

Workshop Date:  

Workshop Location:  

Facilitator:  

 

Workshop Participants 

Name Email 
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Project Utility Strategy Development 
Overview 

This document provides a formal approach for creating a utility strategy for highway projects 

that use the Construction Manager/General Contractor (CMGC) alternative contracting method.  

The information below summarizes the utility coordination issues in CMGC and provides an 

outline of the process, instructions, and evaluation worksheets for use by agency staff and project 

team members. By using these forms, a brief Utility Strategy Report can be generated for each 

individual project. The primary objectives of this tool are:  

 Present a structured approach to assist in developing a utility strategy for a given project; 

 Assist in determining utility coordination tasks given the specific delivery method; and 

 Provide documentation of the strategy development. 

 

Utility Coordination in CMGC 

CMGC project delivery provides the agency with flexibility in the utility coordination process 

while maintaining direct control of the details of the project’s design, which is the primary 

reason for choosing this alternative contracting method on a project with complex utility 

coordination requirements. The flexibility results from the establishment of the construction 

price by negotiation after the CMGC contractor is selected. This permits the agency to require 

the contractor to price design alternatives during preconstruction. If the overarching strategy is 

utility avoidance, CMGC delivery allows both the owner and the designer to understand the cost 

and schedule consequences of technically viable utility alternatives.  

The CMGC preconstruction services contract is the greatest advantage to the utility 

coordination program. CMGC permits the DOT to assign utility coordination responsibilities to 

the construction contractor and have it complete the required locating, cataloging, and 

coordinating utilities as part of its preconstruction services contract during the design phase. This 

is advantageous on projects where the physical location of existing utilities is highly uncertain. 

Another major advantage is the ability to develop the project sequence of design and 

construction work with input from the construction contractor. This aspect can also be highly 

leveraged with regard to utility coordination and construction tasks. Since the contractor decides 

what means and methods will be used on the project, the utility protection and relocation designs 

can be incorporated into the overall sequence of work at an early stage of design development 

and the geometric aspects of the project can be optimized with the utility conflicts present on the 

site. CMGC provides a mechanism for the contractor to quantify the level of effort required to 

complete utility-related construction tasks and price it with greater certainty during price 

negotiations. Any utility issues can be considered in preconstruction constructability reviews. 

The risk of utility conflict delay claims is reduced because the CMGC contractor is given control 

over most of those variables. Another advantage is leveraging the contractor’s existing 

relationships with affected utility companies to facilitate the identification and location of 

existing utilities. The CMGC contractor can also become involved in the SUE efforts, if desired. 

CMGC also furnishes a means to split the utility work, if necessary, and coordinate it with 

greater certainty among the various design and construction work packages. This is especially 

valuable if the agency selected CMGC because of the need to phase a project with an aggressive 

schedule. 
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CMGC is one of the ACMs that permit the agency to actually negotiate the utility risk allocation 

during construction before awarding the construction contract. This feature creates the ability for 

the agency to shift most, if not all, of the utility coordination risk to the contractor. Any 

remaining risk can be further mitigated by a mutually agreed utility-specific differing site 

conditions clause based on the preconstruction findings and by reducing utility-related 

contingencies as appropriate risks are retired 

. 

Facilitation of the Tool 

This tool is facilitated by the NCHRP Guidebook 20-07 Task 373, which provides guidance for 

discussing the project and utility strategy.  

 

Objective of the CMGC Utility Coordination Strategy Workshops  

Workshops (a pre-award workshop and a post-award workshop) can be conducted by the agency 

to create a project utility strategy that will encapsulate the agency’s utility goals and preferred 

approach to achieving them. It will assist the participants in identifying utility attributes, goals 

and risks for the purpose of applying the appropriate utility strategies using specific tools and 

assigning roles and responsibilities to facilitate utility coordination for a specific project given its 

characteristics. The utility strategy will be carried into the procurement stage and used to 

evaluate competing contractors’ utility coordination qualifications and proposed utility 

coordination approach. Figures 1 and 2 provide the basis for the content of the CMGC utility 

coordination workshops. Once the CMGC contractor is selected, Figure 1 shows a post-award 

utility workshop in which the initial project utility strategy is modified by elements contained in 

the winning proposal and input from the newly selected CMGC contractor. The final utility 

strategy is then implemented in the preconstruction period. 

 

 
Figure 1 CMGC Utility Coordination Pre-Letting and Procurement Stages 
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Figure 2 CMGC Utility Coordination Post-Award Stage 

Utility Strategy Development Format 

 

The format is shown in the following outline and figure. It consists of individual steps to 

complete the entire process. The steps should be followed in sequential order. 

 

STEP 1 – Describe Project Attributes 

A. Provide General Project Description, Milestones and Obstacles 

B. Determine Utility Coordination Goals and Issues 

STEP 2 – Determine Utility-Related Risk and Mitigation 

A. Identify Utility-Related Risks 

B. Select Utility-Risk Mitigation Measures 

STEP 3 – Develop Utility Strategy 

A. Select Proactive Strategies to Resolve Utility Conflicts 

B. Select Strategies and Tools for Utility Coordination 

C. Assign Roles and Responsibilities for Utility Coordination 
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Figure 3 Utility Strategy Development Process 

 

Utility Strategy Forms 

 

The following forms are included to facilitate this process. 

 

Project Description 

Provide information on the project. This includes size, type, funding, risks, complexities, etc. All 

information should describe the specific project. 

 

Goals for Utility Coordination  

Project goals are identified to support development of the project-specific utility strategy and 

influence assignment of roles and responsibilities. 

 

Utility Issues 

General and project-specific utility issues are identified to facilitate determination of the 

appropriate utility strategy.  

 

Utility Risks and Mitigation Measures 

Project-specific utility risks are identified and mitigation measures are selected. 

ACM Project 
Scope of Work

Utility
Coordination

Goals and Issues

Utility Risk 
Identification

Utility Risk 
Mitigation 
Measures

Utility 
Coordination 

Roles & 
Responsibilities

Utility 
Coordination 

Tools

Utility Conflict 
Resolution

Step 1
Describe ACM 
Characteristics

Step 2
Address Utility 

Risk

Step 3
Develop ACM 
Project Utility

Strategy



 

91 
 

 

Proactive Strategies to Resolve Utility Conflicts 

Project-specific utility conflicts are identified and strategies are selected for resolving conflicts.  

 

 

Strategies and Tools for Utility Coordination 

Project-specific utility strategies and utility coordination tools are identified to facilitate utility 

coordination.   

 

Role and Responsibility Assignment for Utility Coordination 

Assign roles and responsibilities for utility coordination tasks according to project timeline. 

 

Project Description 

 

The following items should be considered in describing the specific project.  Other items and 

relevant documents can be added if they influence utility coordination.   

 

Project Attributes 

Project Name: 
 

Location: 
 

Estimated Budget: 
 

Estimated Project Delivery Period: 
 

Project Delivery Method: 
 

Source(s) of Project Funding: 

 

Project Corridor:  
 

Major Features of Work – pavement, bridge, sound barriers, etc.: 
 

Major Schedule Milestones: 

 

Major Project Stakeholders: 
 

Major Issues that must be addressed: 

 

Major Issues with Right of Way, Utilities, and/or Environmental Approvals: 
 

Major Challenges during Construction Phase: 
 

Safety Issues: 
 

Sustainable/Contextual Design and Construction Requirements: 
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Goals for Utility Coordination 

 

An understanding of project goals is essential to developing the project utility strategy.  

Typically, the project goals can be defined in three to five items.  Example goals are provided 

here, but the report should include project-specific goals.  These goals should remain consistent 

over the life of the project. 

 

Project-Specific Goals 

Goal #1: 

 

Goal #2: 

 

Goal #3: 

 

Goal #4: 

 

Goal #5: 

 

 

Project Goals (for reference) 

 Efficiency of overall project design process  

 Efficiency of overall construction process 

 Mitigation of overall project cost overruns 

 Mitigation of overall project schedule delays 

 Identify opportunities to avoid utility conflicts 
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Utility Issues 

There are potential aspects of a project that will cause utility issues. General and project-specific 

utility issues should be identified and listed in the following section to facilitate determination of 

the appropriate utility strategy.  

 

General Utility Issues 
Source of Funding: 
 

Schedule constraints: 
 

Federal, state, and local laws: 
 

Third party agreements with utilities, ROW, etc: 
 

Project-Specific Utility Issues 

Project Issue #1: 
 

Project Issue #2: 
 

Project Issue #n: 

General Utility-Related Project Issues 

 Aggressive project delivery schedule 

 Time available to coordinate utility protection measures/relocations 

 Complexity of projected utility relocations 

 Influence of projected utility protection measures/relocations on maintenance of traffic 

 Ability to pay for protection measures/relocations by ACM contractor 

 Complexity of projected utility protection measures 

 Desire to assign utility coordination responsibility to the ACM contractor 

 Availability of agency utility coordination staff 

 Statutory constraints on utility options 

 Number of different utility companies involved 

 Past experience with utility companies in area 

 Number of projected utility relocations 

 Number of utility protection measures 

 Scale of projected utility relocations 

 Quality of as-built documents and historical utility location information 

 Need to do preconstruction physical utility location during design (i.e. test holes) 

 Local permit processing time requirements 
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Utility Risks and Mitigation Measures 

 

This section identifies project-specific utility risks and mitigation measures to be taken. The 

majority of utility risks are mitigated by including them in the CMGC contractor’s 

preconstruction contract, as well as by creating contingencies specific to the utility coordination 

effort to cover potential cost and schedule overruns. Table 2 contains a list of common CMGC 

utility risks, and a suggested course of action to mitigate them. 

 
CMGC 

Utility Risk 

Project 

Delivery Phase 

Mitigation Measures Yes No 

Utility 

company 

timeliness 

Preconstruction 

 Assign contractor responsibility for utility coordination 

 Begin utility coordination as soon as practical after 

preconstruction contract award. 

 Establish schedule time contingencies for utility coordination 

activities on the critical path. 

 Incentivize timely completion of work performed by utility 

companies. 

  

Unknown 

utilities in the 

project limits 

Preconstruction 

 Negotiate a utility differing site condition clause to be 

included in the construction contract. 

 Authorize the CMGC contractor to dig test holes in potential 

problem areas to expose previously unidentified utility 

systems as a preconstruction service. 

 Require an early work package for the CMGC contractor to 

commence grading, drainage and excavation in potential 

problems. 

 Negotiate an allowance for utilities not discovered in 

preconstruction as part of the GMP. 

  

Inaccurate 

utility 

locations 

Construction 

 If the contractor was assigned responsibility for 

preconstruction utility coordination, this risk has been 

removed from the agency’s liability. 

 If not, negotiate line item cost and time contingencies in the 

GMP for this specific risk. 

  

Utility 

company 

timeliness 

Construction 

 If the contractor was assigned responsibility for 

preconstruction utility coordination, this risk has been 

removed from the agency’s liability. 

 If not, negotiate line item cost and time contingencies in the 

GMP for this specific risk. 

  

Undiscovered 

utilities in the 

project limits 

Construction 

 Negotiate a utility differing site condition clause to be 

included in the construction contract. 

 Negotiate line item cost and time contingencies in the GMP 

for this specific risk. 
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Proactive Strategies to Resolve Utility Conflicts 

In highway projects, utility conflicts must be resolved. In this section, project-specific utility 

conflicts should be identified and strategies should be selected for resolving conflicts. 

 

Utility Conflict Resolution Strategy 

Utility Strategy 

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

 

Utility Strategies for Conflict Resolution (for reference) 

According to SHRP2-R15B-RW-1 (Quiroga, et al. 2011), the following strategies can be used 

and are defined as follows:  

 Protect utility in place: “Implement an engineering (protect-in-place) countermeasure 

that does not involve utility relocation or changes to the transportation project 

alignment”. 

 Abandon utility in place: Remove utility from service without physically removing it. 

 Relocate before construction: Change the given utility’s location on the project site 

before the construction contractor is given notice to proceed with its work. 

 Relocate during construction: Change the given utility’s location on the project site 

after the construction contractor is given notice to proceed with its work. 

 Accept an exception to policy: Resolve the utility conflict by permitting a solution that 

not within the state’s utility accommodation policy. 

 Change the horizontal or vertical alignment of the proposed transportation facility: 
Modify the project’s design in a manner that minimizes utility conflicts. 

 

Strategies and Tools for Utility Coordination 

Identify the utility coordination tools that are applicable to this project to facilitate 

implementation of project-specific utility strategies.  
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CMGC Utility Coordination Tools to Implement Each Strategy 
Strategy Tools Yes No 

Early Contractor 

Design 

Involvement 

 Assign contractor responsibility for utility coordination 

 Include contractor support to SUE/utility engineering effort in CMGC 

preconstruction contract 

 Utility-related information interaction during procurement 

(RFIs/Confidential meetings) 

 Utility-related incentives/disincentives 

  

Leverage ACM to 

Address Utility 

Company 

Timeliness Issues 

 Stakeholder panels led by the CMGC contractor to facilitate a utility 

coordination after award  

 Contractor authority to pay for utility adjustments 

 Corridor-level master utility conflict matrix 

 Utility-related incentives/disincentives 

 Leverage existing contractor-utility relationships 

  

Raise Utility Issue 

Visibility During 

Procurement 

 Request utility-related information in interview questions  

 Weighted utility-related evaluation criteria 

 Corridor-level master utility conflict matrix 

 Utility-related incentives/disincentives 

 Include statement of utility strategy intent in solicitation 

 Assign CMGC contractor responsibility to secure final utility agreements 

  

Utility Avoidance 

 Weighted utility-related evaluation criteria 

 Include necessary utility data in ACM solicitation 

 Utility-related incentives/disincentives  

 Include statement of utility strategy intent in solicitation 

  

Utility Claims 

Avoidance 

 Weighted utility-related evaluation criteria 

 Use a standard utility information report prepared during planning as a 

contract document 

 Definition of utility-related differing site condition 

  

Promote Life Cycle 

Decision-Making 

 Include statement of utility strategy intent in solicitation   
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Role and Responsibility Assignment for Utility Coordination Tasks 

Assign roles and responsibilities for utility coordination tasks according to project timeline.  
 

1 
DOT responsible for Utility Coordination 

2 
CMGC contractor/design-builder/P3 developer responsible for Utility Coordination 

Activity Description 
K
e
y St

ag
e

 Pre-Letting 

Procurement 

Post-Award 

Utility Coordination Phase (INDOT 2016) 1 
DOT 

2 
Cont 

1. Utility Coordination Initiation Phase.   

Determine administrative project details 

 Project identification numbers, major/minor classification, etc. 
  

Determine description of project scope   

Determine conceptual project limits   

Determine proposed ready for contracts date   

Determine proposed letting dates   

Determine project funding source for reimbursable relocations   

  Determine Milestone date objectives for utility coordination deliverables 

   Work plans to be approved. 

 Agreements to be signed. 

 Utilities to be out of conflict. 

 Road to be open to traffic. 

Coordinate utility input to project development schedule with designer   

Prepare risk evaluation of utility coordination deliverables   

2. Utility Research Phase.  
Determine facilities in the area by researching permit files   

Determine facilities in the area by reviewing plan files   

Determine facilities in the area by investigating field conditions   

Determine facilities in the area by reviewing information from other databases   

Determine facilities in the area by contacting local government agencies   

Determine owners for traffic signals, interconnects, etc.   

Determine owners for lighting, private signage, etc.   

Prepare list summarizing findings from research phase for designer   

Update project plans with utility owner names, facility types, etc.   

Prepare a register of utility names, facility types, authorized representative   

3. Utility Initial Notice Phase  
Send letter initial notice to each utility    
Schedule initial coordination workshop meeting with all utility representatives. Determine the 

following as a minimum: 

  

 DOT participation in obtaining 

easements.  

 Basis for reimbursement for the 

utility, if any. 

 Conceptual estimate for cost to 

relocate the utility facilities. 

 Conceptual schedule to relocate utility if necessary 

 Where utilities will be relocated if required. 

 Potential to design to avoid each utility. 

 Plan for completing the relocation work. 

 Utility elevations for their facilities, if available. 

 Need for subsurface utility engineering (SUE). 

Receive written response to initial notice from each utility: 

  
 Determine those in the project’s 

conceptual limits.  

 Determine designated representative. 

 Conceptual estimate for the cost of relocation.  

 Determine which are reimbursable and on what 

basis. 

Consolidate responses to initial notice    
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Develop list of all reimbursable expenses and estimated cost    
Review project funding for reimbursable relocations   
Review risk evaluation of utility coordination deliverables   
Notify appropriate agencies to have utility facilities marked in the field   
Notify owner of signals to have buried wires marked in the field   
Measure and record the location of field markings and facilities   
Designer include utility facility information on plan sheets   

4. Utility Verification Phase  
Upload utility plans into system   
Provide geotechnical report to each utility   
Send verification plans to each utility   
Receive letter response to verification request from each utility   
Forward letter response to verification request to designer   
Update plan sheets with verification information from each utility   
Send revised plans from verification response to utilities   
Conduct constructability review with RE   
Attend preliminary field check and obtain input from utilities on project   
Develop right of way acquisition plan to address needs of utilities   
Review project funding for reimbursable relocations 

 

 

 

  

5. Utility Conflict Analysis Phase  
Send letter request conflict analysis to each utility    

Receive response to letter request conflict analysis from each utility   

Forward response to request conflict analysis to designer   

Review recommended changes and implement where appropriate   

Prepare and send letters with comments on recommended changes to utilities   

Review project funding for reimbursable relocations   

Conduct constructability review with RE   

Review risk evaluation of utility coordination deliverables   

6. Utility Work Plans Phase  
Upload preliminary final plans into system   

Send preliminary final plans to each utility    

Send letter request work plan to each utility    

Conduct constructability review with RE   

Receive response to letter request work plan from each utility 

   Work plan narrative 

 Relocation drawing 

 Cost estimate 

 Easement documents 

Provide quality control review of work plan for compliance   

Coordinate with utility to amend work plan as needed   

Develop and route acceptable work plan    

Provide quality assurance review of work plan for compliance   

Provide comments from quality assurance review   

Coordinate with utility to amend work plan as needed   

Distribute revised work plan as required.   

Prepare memo request permission to be in limited access right of way   

Prepare schedule of utility facility relocations and coordinate as required   

Prepare and distribute master utility relocation drawing   

Record permit numbers and dates permits are issued   

Send signed letter work plan approved to the utility   
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Review project funding for reimbursable relocations   

Review risk evaluation of utility coordination deliverables   

Send approved work plan to the designer   

Prepare utility special provisions and send to designer for review   

Designer upload utility coordination certificate into system   

Designer upload utility protection/relocation drawings into system   

7. Utility Agreement Phase  
Receive letter from utility requesting an agreement for reimbursement   

Review basis for reimbursement   

Forward agreement and cover letter for review and signature   

Review risk evaluation of utility coordination deliverables   

Send signed cover letter and agreement to utility   

Receive agreement signed by utility and exhibits from utility   

Review agreement signed by utility and exhibits   

Forward signed agreement and exhibits for review and processing   

Prepare routing memo and obtain PM signature   

Forward agreement to legal for further processing   

Receive fully executed agreement from Contract section   

Send letter return agreement and copy of fully signed agreement to Utility   

Recapitulate cost allocation for work in contract agreements   

8. Utility Construction Phase  
Prepare, sign and send notice to proceed to each utility   

Attend final field check meeting   

Review risk evaluation of utility coordination deliverables   

Receive and distribute to utilities right of way certificate   

Provide periodic reports on utility protection/relocation construction   

Review request for work plan revision from utility   

Work plan revision sent to PM for review and approval   

  Prepare letter permit addendum for work plan revision 

   Describe what has changed.  

 State how much it costs. 

 Identify who is paying for this cost.  

 Describe the impact to the proposed schedule. 

Update system for permit addendum   

Send signed letter permit addendum to the utility   

Review shop drawings for DOT contract and assess impact on utilities   

Prepare and distribute master utility protection/relocation plan   

Synchronize utility work with DOT contractor schedule   

Attend pre-construction meeting   

Periodically conduct field visits to verify utility construction and schedule   

Prepare, sign and send letter work complete and invoice to each utility    

Meet with RE for constructability review mid-construction   

Meet with RE for constructability review post construction   
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APPENDIX D – SHRP2, NCHRP, and Other Utility Coordination 
and ACM Resources 
 

Additional Resources for Utility Coordination Issues  
Program Project 

# 

Title Author/PI Type 

SHRP2 

R01 
Encouraging Innovation in Locating and 

Characterizing Underground Utilities 

Sterling et al. 2009 Research 

Report 

R01 
Development of the Selection Assistant for 

Utility Locating Technologies 

Sterling et al. 2011 Research 

Report 

R01 
Utility Bundle (R01A/R01B/R15B)  FHWA https://www.fhwa.dot. 

gov/goshrp2/Solutions/Renewal/R0

1A_R01B_R15B/Utility_Bundle 

Web Site 

R01-A 
Technologies to Support Storage, Retrieval, 

and Utilization of 3-D Utility Location Data 

Gale, W. et al. 2013 Research 

Report 

R01-B 
Utility-Locating Technology Development 

Utilizing Multi-Sensor Platforms 

Young, et al. 2013 Research 

Report 

R01-C 
Innovations To Expand the Locatable Zone 

for Underground Utilities 

Ziolkowski et al. 2013 Research 

Report 

R15 

Strategies for Integrating Utility and 

Transportation Agency Priorities in 

Highway Renewal Projects 

Venner, et al. 2008 
Research 

Report 

R15 
Integrating the Priorities of Transportation 

Agencies and Utility Companies 

Ellis, et al. 2009 Research 

Report 

R15-B 
Identification of Utility Conflicts and 

Solutions 

Quiroga, et al. 2011 Research 

Report 

R15-B 

Kentucky Utilities & Rail Tracking System 

(KURTS)  
Kentucky Transportation 

Cabinet https://kytcstage.kytc. 

ky. gov/KURTS/ Default.aspx 

Web Site 

R15-C 
Pilot Testing of the Utility Conflict Matrix Quiroga, et al. 2014 Research 

Report 

R15-C 

Innovations in Utility Conflict Management, 

Lessons Learned from Pilot Implementation 

of Utility Conflict Matrix Tools 

Kraus, et al. 2015 
TRR 

article 

R15-C 

Identification of Utility Conflicts and 

Solutions: Pilot Implementation of the 

SHRP 2 R15B Products at the Maryland 

State Highway Administration 

Quiroga, et al. 2015 

Research 

Report 

NCHRP 
Synthesis 

405 

Utility Location and Highway Design Anspach, 2010 Research 

Report 

ACRP 
Synthesis 

34 

Subsurface Utility Engineering Information 

Management for Airports 

Anspach, and Murphy 2012 Research 

Report 

TRB Report 9 
Utilities and Roadside Safety Committee on Utilities 2004 Research 

Report 

TCRP 
Synthesis 

118 
Practices for Utility Coordination in Transit 

Projects 

Quiroga et al. 2015 Research 

Report 

TxDOT 
TX-10/0-

6065-1 

Integration of Utility and Environmental 

Activities in the Project Development 

Process 

Quiroga, et al. 2010 
Research 

Report 
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Additional Resources for Alternative Contracting Methods 
Program Project # Title Author/PI Type 

SHRP2 

R09 
Guide for the Process of Managing Risk on 

Rapid Renewal Contracts * 

Rogers et al. 2014 Research 

Report 

R10 
Project Management Strategies for Complex 

Projects * 

Shane et al. 2014a Research 

Report 

NCHRP 

Report 

787 

Guide for Design Management on Design-

Build and Construction Manager/General 

Contractor Projects * 

Minchin et al. 2014 
Research 

Report 

20-7/ 

Task 172 

Recommended AASHTO Design-Build 

Procurement Guide  

Molenaar et al. 2005 Research 

Report 

Project 

10-85 

A Guidelines for Construction Manager-at-

Risk Contracting for Highway Projects * 

Gransberg et al. 2013 Research 

Report 

Synthesis 

376 

Quality Assurance in Design-Build Projects Gransberg et al. 2008 Research 

Report 

Synthesis 

379 

Selection and Evaluation of Alternative 

Contracting Methods to Accelerate Project 

Completion * 

Anderson and Damnjanovic 

2008 
Research 

Report 

Synthesis 

402 

Construction Manager-at-Risk Project 

Delivery for Highway Program * 

Gransberg and Shane 2010 Research 

Report 

Synthesis 

429 

Geotechnical Information Practices in 

Design-Build Projects * 

Gransberg and Loulakis 2012 Research 

Report 

Synthesis 

455 

Alternative Technical Concepts for Contract 

Delivery Methods * 

Gransberg et al. 2014 Research 

Report 

Legal 

Digest 

68 

Liability of Design-Builders for Design, 

Construction, and Right of Way Acquisition 

Claims * 

Loulakis et al. 2015 
Research 

Report 

ACRP 
Report 

21 

A Guidelines for the Selecting Airport 

Capital Project Delivery Methods * 

Touran et al. 2009 Research 

Report 

TCRP 
Report 

131 

A Guidelines for the Evaluation of Project 

Delivery Methods * 

Touran et al. 2009 Research 

Report 

FHWA EDC2 

Alternative Contracting Methods Library FHWA 

https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/const

ruction/contracts/acm/ 

Web Site 

FHWA IPD 
Public-Private Partnership Concessions for 

Highway Projects: A Primer 

FHWA 2015 Policy 

Document 

FHWA 

Report 

UVA-

2013-03 

Multimodal Enhancements to Public-Private 

Partnerships 

Lee and Miller 2016 
Research 

Report 

Caltrans 
Task 

3.2/3.3 

Alternative Procurement and Contracting 

Methods 

Trauner Consulting et al. 2007 Research 

Report 

CDOT 
TPF-

5(260) 

Project Delivery Selection Matrix (PDSM)* Tran et al. 2013 TRB 

Paper 

GDOT RP 11-21 

How Innovative Project Delivery Systems 

Improve the Overall Efficiency of GDOT in 

Transportation Project Delivery? * 

Ashuri et al. 2013 
Research 

Report 

TxDOT NA 
Public Private Partnership Guidelines * TxDOT 2012 Policy 

Document 

* Source includes specific reference to utility coordination 
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