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Report HighlightsReport Highlights 
The Department of Transportation and Development (DOTD) is responsible for designing, 
constructing, operating, and maintaining over 16,000 miles of state highways 
throughout Louisiana.  The department fulfills this responsibility through the 
5,231 authorized positions located at its centralized headquarters unit, the 
Crescent City Connection Division in New Orleans, and its nine geographic 
district offices located across the state.  DOTD’s Construction Division is the 
division at headquarters responsible for setting overall construction policy 
and working with the districts on problems that arise on construction 
projects.  In addition, the division processes monthly construction project estimates and ensures 
that all project requirements have been met before final payment to the contractor.  

Audit Results   —————————— 
DOTD is not managing the construction process in the most efficient and effective 
manner because it manages individual construction projects and not the overall 
construction process.  
• Reliable data on construction projects are needed to determine efficiency and effectiveness of 

construction process.  

• Correct implementation of SiteManager should allow DOTD to better manage the 
construction process.   

• Evaluation of DOTD’s cost estimate process would help it ensure construction costs are 
appropriate.    

• DOTD may be able to lower project costs by not publishing cost estimates in the bid package.   

• Evaluation of DOTD’s time estimate process would help it ensure projects are being 
completed within reasonable time budgets.   

• DOTD needs a contractor performance rating system to help ensure the most appropriate 
contractor is awarded the contract.   

• DOTD’s processes ensure contractors are only paid contracted construction costs.   

• DOTD should track the number of times a contractor is disqualified to ensure contractors are 
debarred when necessary.   

• Following any efforts made by FHWA, AASHTO, and other states to track construction 
projects and collect data uniformly will allow DOTD to participate in comparisons among 
states.   

• DOTD needs relevant performance indicators to evaluate the construction management 
function.   

• Implementation of current initiatives would help DOTD improve availability and reliability of 
data and develop stronger management processes.    
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Â The data to determine completed construction projects 
were not readily accessible.  We had a difficult time trying 
to create a list because DOTD identifies some non-
construction projects as construction projects in its 
database.  In addition, DOTD did not populate some fields 
necessary to evaluate cost overruns and time delays.  

Â DOTD began tracking and entering the reasons for change 
orders in the ESTI database in July 2003.  Since then, 
DOTD staff had not entered the reasons for 3.2% of change 
orders.  Also, the Road Design Performance Audit issued 
on February 23, 2005, found that DOTD staff was 
incorrectly coding the reasons for some change orders.  

RECOMMENDATIONS 

9 DOTD should develop and implement policies and 
procedures and provide training to its staff to ensure that 
only construction projects are identified as construction 
projects.  

9 DOTD should create a standard report to generate a list of 
completed construction projects.  

9 DOTD should develop and implement policies and 
procedures and provide training to instruct staff on how to 
enter and review data related to cost and time of projects.  

9 DOTD should develop and implement policies and 
procedures and provide training to instruct staff on how to 
consistently enter and review change order reason codes in 
ESTI and SiteManager to ensure these data are complete 
and accurate.  

Â DOTD is replacing ESTI with a new project management 
tool called SiteManager.  If implemented correctly, 
SiteManager will provide management with more 
opportunities to manage the construction process rather 
than only individual projects.  However, we found that 
SiteManager has a weaker system to prevent overpayments 
to contractors.  For example, SiteManager allows payments 

to contractors to go through, even though a change order 
has not been completed.   

Â Employees in some districts are reluctant to use the new 
system.  In its March 2005 report, DOTD’s consultant 
found that SiteManager has been operational in varying 
degrees across the state.  As a result, districts in the 
northern part of the state are more experienced in the use of 
SiteManager. 

Â The designated SiteManager expert, responsible for 
implementation, will be retiring at any time, leaving a 
limited number of headquarters staff to complete its 
implementation.  

RECOMMENDATIONS 

9 DOTD should ensure that SiteManager has sufficient 
processes in place to prevent overpayments to contractors.  

9 DOTD should continue to consistently train all districts on 
SiteManager. In addition, DOTD should monitor the 
districts to ensure that they are using SiteManager 
correctly.  

9 DOTD should dedicate and train additional, experienced 
staff on SiteManager to ensure that it will be implemented 
correctly once the designated SiteManager expert retires.  

Â Currently, DOTD does not evaluate its cost estimate 
process. Road design staff use the average cost of 
individual items from recent successful bids to calculate 
the cost estimate for a new project.  At 
their discretion, road design engineers 
use these numbers in developing the 
line-item cost estimate or they can 
choose to independently validate a 
price.  However, DOTD does not have 
a formal process to evaluate the 
reliability of its cost estimates.  When 
we applied the FHWA’s credibility of 
estimate guideline, we found that 
DOTD did not meet the guideline for 
three of the last five years.  

RECOMMENDATION 

9 DOTD should develop and implement an ongoing process 
to evaluate and measure the reliability of its cost estimates. 
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RECOMMENDATION 

9 DOTD should consider developing and implementing a 
contractor performance rating system.  

Â DOTD has controls in place to ensure only contracted 
construction costs are paid to contractors.  Because DOTD 
manages individual projects as opposed to overall 
processes, the controls to ensure contractors only receive 
payments for work that is included in the contract or in 
subsequent change orders are strong.  

Â One weakness we found in the management of individual 
construction projects is the repetitive nature of information 
included in DOTD’s governing documents. As a result of 
numerous directives governing the construction process, 
DOTD staff may be unsure of where to find information on 
policies and which policies to follow.  

RECOMMENDATION 

9 DOTD should consolidate as much information regarding 
the construction process as possible to ensure that staff are 
following the correct policies and procedures.  

Â While we found that DOTD has an effective process for 
monitoring and noting when time delays occur on 
individual projects, the deterrents of disqualifying and 
debarring contractors who do not complete work timely 
have some weaknesses.  
Debarment, one 
consequence of untimely 
work, is based upon how 
often a contractor is 
disqualified.  Since 
DOTD does not keep a 
historical record of 
disqualifications, some 
contractors who should 
be debarred may not be.  

RECOMMENDATION 

9 DOTD should keep a historical record of which contractors 
have been disqualified to determine whether some 
contractors are habitually disqualified.  Once DOTD tracks 
the number of times a contractor has been disqualified, it 
should ensure that contractors are debarred when 
necessary.  

Â Louisiana publishes the cost estimate in the bid package.  
Both the FHWA and AASHTO discourage the publication 
of the cost estimate.  Publishing the cost estimate can cause 
bids to be inflated, thereby increasing construction costs.  
As a result, the public may be paying more for the 
construction of roads and bridges in Louisiana than is 
warranted.  The FHWA suggests that if a state wants to 
publish the cost estimate, it should publish a value range 
rather than an actual dollar amount.  

 
RECOMMENDATION 
 
9 DOTD should follow the guidance of FHWA and 

AASHTO regarding the publication of cost estimates in bid 
packages. It should consider publishing a value range if it 
decides the estimate should be published.  

Â DOTD does not evaluate its time estimate process.  DOTD 
personnel examine and evaluate individual time estimates 
for particular contracts; 
however, they do not 
evaluate the overall process 
for developing these 
estimates.  If DOTD does 
not have accurate and 
reliable time estimates, it 
cannot provide the public 
with assurances that 
construction projects are being completed efficiently.  

RECOMMENDATION 

9 DOTD should develop and implement an ongoing process 
to evaluate and measure how time estimates are created.  

Â A contractor’s performance is not considered in awarding 
bids because DOTD does not have a performance system 
for contractors.  Many states use a rating system to rate 
contractors and include past performance as a factor in 
qualifying contractors to bid on projects.  

LOUIS IANA LEGISLATIVE AUDITOR Page 3 
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Â We could not compare cost overruns with cost overruns in 
other states because of inconsistent data collection among 
states.  An AASHTO/FHWA report states that cost overrun 
data are unreliable for comparison across states because of 
the variance in the way each state tracks 
costs.  

Â In addition, we could not compare 
project timeliness in Louisiana to 
timeliness in other states because of 
inconsistent data collection among 
states.  FHWA, AASHTO, and GAO 
have reported problems with lack of data regarding time 
delays in construction projects.  They found that the 
differences in how states track projects and collect 
information make it difficult to identify the true time of 
project delivery.   

RECOMMENDATION 

9 DOTD should follow any best practices developed or 
recommended by FHWA and AASHTO related to 
consistently tracking construction data such as project cost 
and time.  

Â None of DOTD’s fiscal year 2003-04 performance 
indicators are relevant to the construction process. As a 
result, the Construction Division cannot ensure that it is 
fulfilling its mission, goals, and objectives.  

Â In addition, DOTD does not report the performance of its 
Construction Division in LaPAS.  As a result, legislators 
cannot make effective funding decisions based on the 
division’s performance.  DOTD’s consultant’s March 2005 
report provided recommendations for developing effective 
indicators.  

RECOMMENDATIONS 

9 DOTD should work with the Office of Planning and 
Budget to determine whether performance indicators 
relating to the construction management function should be 
entered into LaPAS.  

9 DOTD should follow the recommendations in its 
consultant’s report on how to develop effective 
performance indicators.  DOTD should use those 
recommendations to develop performance measures 
specifically related to key construction management 
functions.  

Â DOTD has identified the types of information it needs to 
conduct its business and has hired a private consultant to 
implement a data warehouse 
to centralize this information 
and use it for decision-
making.  Once fully 
implemented, the data 
warehouse should help 
DOTD’s management 
identify incomplete 
information and make data more readily accessible.  

Â DOTD also hired a management consultant to implement a 
new project delivery process.  In a March 2005 report, the 
consultant identified several areas in construction 
management needing improvements and made 
recommendations including ensuring the successful 
implementation of SiteManager, promptly entering and 
tracking the reasons for change orders, enhancing project 
cost estimating tools, and developing effective performance 
indicators.  

RECOMMENDATIONS 

9 DOTD should use the results of the data warehouse project 
to improve the reliability and availability of its data. As a 
result, many of the data deficiencies we identified in this 
report could be corrected. 

9 DOTD should use the results of its process improvements 
and communications study to develop and implement 
formal processes to use its construction data as a tool to 
make management decisions.  
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November 30, 2005 
 
 
 
 
 
The Honorable Donald E. Hines, 
  President of the Senate 
The Honorable Joe R. Salter, 
  Speaker of the House of Representatives 
 
Dear Senator Hines and Representative Salter: 
 

This report provides the results of our performance audit of the Department of 
Transportation and Development’s management of its construction function.  The audit was 
conducted under the provisions of Title 24 of the Louisiana Revised Statutes of 1950, as 
amended. 
 

Our audit work was completed in May 2005; we subsequently drafted a report and 
received DOTD’s response on August 8, 2005.  We delayed the issuance of this audit report to 
obtain and review additional information from DOTD.  The issuance was also delayed because 
of hurricanes Katrina and Rita. 

 
The report contains our findings, conclusions, and recommendations.  Appendix D 

contains the agency’s response.  I hope this report will benefit you in your legislative 
decision-making process. 
 

Sincerely, 
 
 
 
Steve J. Theriot, CPA 
Legislative Auditor 

 
SJT/ss 
 
[DOTDCD05] 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 
The Department of Transportation and Development (DOTD) is not managing the 

construction of roadways and bridges in the most effective and efficient manner because it 
manages individual construction projects and not the overall construction process.  The 
following findings describe the problems we identified relating to data reliability and the 
adequacy of management processes in the Construction Division, as well as DOTD’s initiatives 
to help correct these problems.  

 

Performance Audit Findings 

• Reliable Data on Construction Projects Are Needed to Determine Efficiency and Effectiveness 
of the Construction Process.  DOTD did not have a readily accessible, accurate list of completed 
construction projects. Also, DOTD staff did not always enter the reasons for some change orders.  
(See pages 11-15.) 

• Correct Implementation of SiteManager Should Allow DOTD to Better Manage the 
Construction Process.  DOTD is implementing a new project management system called 
SiteManager, which should allow DOTD to manage the construction process as a whole. We found 
SiteManager has insufficient processes to prevent overpayments to contractors, employees in some 
districts are resistant to using a new tool, and the designated SiteManager expert is retiring.   
(See pages 15-17.) 

• Evaluation of DOTD’s Cost Estimate Process Would Help It Ensure Construction Contract 
Costs Are Appropriate.  DOTD does not evaluate its cost estimate process. We applied the 
Federal Highway Administration’s (FHWA) credibility of estimates guideline and found that 
DOTD’s estimates were not credible for three of the last five years.  (See pages 17-18.) 

• DOTD May Be Able to Lower Project Costs by Not Publishing Cost Estimates in the Bid 
Package.  DOTD publishes cost estimates in bid packages. Publishing the cost estimate can 
increase construction costs. The FHWA suggests publishing a value range, rather than an actual 
dollar amount.  (See page 19.) 

• Evaluation of DOTD’s Time Estimate Process Would Help It Ensure Projects Are Being 
Completed Within Reasonable Time Budgets.  DOTD does not evaluate its time estimates 
process. An FHWA study found that DOTD’s time estimates were considerably longer than the 
actual time taken to complete the projects on calendar day contracts.  (See pages 19-20.) 

• DOTD Needs a Contractor Performance Rating System to Help Ensure the Most Appropriate 
Contractor Is Awarded the Contract.  DOTD does not consider a contractor’s past performance 
in awarding bids because it does not have a performance measurement system for contractors.   
(See pages 20-21.) 

• DOTD’s Processes Ensure Contractors Are Only Paid Contracted Construction Costs.   
DOTD has management controls in place to ensure only contracted construction costs are paid to 
contractors. However, we found that the repetitive nature of information in DOTD’s governing 
documents may weaken DOTD’s ability to manage construction projects.  (See pages 21-22.) 
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• DOTD Should Track the Number of Times a Contractor Is Disqualified to Ensure 
Contractors Are Debarred When Necessary.  DOTD has processes in place to monitor when 
contractors fall behind schedule or do not complete a project timely. However, the process to 
consistently track contractor disqualifications has some weaknesses.  (See pages 22-23.) 

• Following Any Efforts Made by FHWA, AASHTO, and Other States to Track Construcution  
Projects and Collect Data Uniformly Will Allow DOTD to Participate in Comparisons Among 
States.  Comparisons cannot be made among states because construction project data are not 
tracked consistently. Once states track project data uniformly, DOTD can measure its effectiveness 
through comparisons with other states.  (See pages 23-24.) 

• DOTD Needs Relevant Performane Indicators to Evaluate the Construction Management 
Function.  DOTD does not currently have performance measures in place to measure the efficiency 
and effectiveness of the Construction Division. Therefore, the division cannot ensure that it is 
fulfilling its mission, goals, and objectives.  (See pages 24-25.) 

• Implementation of Current Initiatives Would Help DOTD Improve Availability and 
Reliability of Data and Develop Stronger Management Processes.  DOTD has contracted with 
private consultants to implement a data warehouse, bringing together disparate sources of its data 
for use in decision-making, and to implement a new project delivery process.  (See pages 25-26.) 
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INTRODUCTION 
 
Audit Initiation and Objectives 
 

This performance audit was conducted under the provisions of Title 24 of the Louisiana 
Revised Statutes of 1950, as amended.  Louisiana Revised Statute 24:522 requires that the 
legislative auditor establish a schedule of performance audits to ensure that at least one 
performance audit is completed and published for each executive department agency within a 
seven-year period beginning with the 1997-98 fiscal year.  In accordance with this requirement, 
the Office of Legislative Auditor developed a plan scheduling a performance audit of the 
Department of Transportation and Development (DOTD) for the 2004-05 fiscal year. The 
scheduling of this audit was approved by the Legislative Audit Advisory Council in July 2003. 
 

We limited our work to the Construction Division administered by the department’s 
Office of Highways.  Our audit objective was to answer the following question: 

 
Is DOTD efficiently and effectively managing the construction of roadways and bridges? 
 
 

Department Overview 
 

DOTD is responsible for designing, constructing, operating, and maintaining over 16,000 
miles of state highways throughout Louisiana.  The department fulfills this responsibility through 
the 5,231 authorized positions located at its centralized headquarters unit, the Crescent City 
Connection Division in New Orleans, and its nine geographic district offices located across the 
state, as shown in Appendix B. 
 

Funding Resources. The Transportation Trust Fund, which was created in 1990 by 
Article VII, Section 27 of the 1974 Louisiana Constitution, as amended, is the department’s 
primary source of revenue for funding highway-related design, construction, and maintenance 
costs.  The fund receives revenues from taxes on motor fuels and vehicle licenses, as well as 
receipts from the Federal Highway Administration. 
 

For fiscal year 2004-05, the Louisiana Legislature appropriated over $400 million to 
DOTD to administer its programs.  The majority of these appropriations ($371,532,368) were for 
highway-related services, including construction activities.  The legislature also appropriated over 
$1 billion in capital outlay funds to DOTD for fiscal year 2004-05; however, most of these funds 
are contingent upon revenues, reimbursements, and bond sales.  During fiscal year 2003-04, 
DOTD received $176,421,781 in capital outlay funds. 
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Construction Activities.  Construction activities fall under the Construction Division 
within the Office of Highways and the Office of District Operations (see Exhibit 1).    

 

 
 

Construction Division.  The construction division within the Office of Highways is the 
division at DOTD headquarters responsible for construction activities.  The construction division 
sets overall policy and works with the districts on any problems that arise on construction 
projects.  The division processes monthly construction project estimates and ensures that all 
project requirements have been met before final payment to the contractor. 

 
 

Office of District Operations.  The nine DOTD district offices around the state manage 
the day-to-day administration of construction contracts.  Construction contract administration for 
DOTD includes both contract and construction management.  Contract management is identified 
by the creation and implementation of all contract documents.  Construction management consists 
of managing the project to achieve quality, budget, and schedule.  Though the contractor is 
charged with the management of his activities to comply with the terms of the contract, the 
contract itself requires DOTD to be involved in the construction management process. 
 
 

Exhibit 1 
Organizational Structure of DOTD 

 
 
 
 
 

Source:  Prepared by legislative auditor’s staff using information provided by DOTD. 
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Information Management 
 

We primarily used three DOTD information systems for this audit.  The Tracking of 
Projects System (TOPS) provides access to general information on a project from the time a 
project number is requested for a portion of work.  The project number is the unit by which work 
is referred to, advertised for bid, and paid for.  The Construction Estimates System (ESTI) was 
designed to expedite partial payments to contractors for monthly work done on construction 
projects.  The system expedites the payments by making the partial estimate available to 
headquarters as soon as the project engineer enters it into the system. Bids are entered into the Bid 
Letting System (BIDS) to calculate the low bid for award of the contract.  
 
 In July 2004, DOTD implemented a client/server based construction management tool 
called SiteManager, which provides for data entry, tracking, reporting, and analysis of contract 
data from contract award through finalization. The new system will eventually replace ESTI. 
DOTD has also implemented a new tracking system, Program and Project Management (PPMS), 
for project scheduling, monitoring, and control.  DOTD will not replace any of its systems with 
PPMS; rather, it will continue to track project and letting information through its other systems.  
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IS DOTD EFFICIENTLY AND EFFECTIVELY MANAGING THE 
CONSTRUCTION OF ROADWAYS AND BRIDGES? 

 
Report Conclusions 

DOTD is not managing the construction process in the most efficient and effective 
manner because it manages individual construction projects and not the overall construction 
process.  The processes that are in place are designed to see each project to completion, but they 
are not designed to ensure that as a whole, construction projects are done in the most efficient 
and effective manner possible.  Well-designed, overall construction management processes that 
assist management may provide some assurance to the public that DOTD is spending tax dollars 
and time wisely.  DOTD does effectively manage individual construction projects for cost 
overruns and time delays.  

 
DOTD has taken the initiative to undertake two projects that could improve its 

capabilities to manage the overall construction process.  For example, DOTD is implementing a 
data warehouse to consolidate data from its various information systems into a single location.  
DOTD also initiated a process improvements and communications study, which was released in 
March 2005.  DOTD could use the results of these two initiatives to make better management 
decisions and improve its construction management processes. 

 
The following sections of this report describe the problems we identified with DOTD’s 

management of construction processes.  The sections also include recommendations and a 
description of DOTD’s current initiatives that could improve management processes. 
 
 

Reliable Data on Construction Projects Are Needed to 
Determine Efficiency and Effectiveness of the 
Construction Process  
 

DOTD lacks the data required to effectively manage the construction process.  We 
attempted to analyze the efficiency and effectiveness of the construction process by analyzing 
actual project cost and time compared to DOTD estimates.  Specifically, we wanted to test the 
validity of the estimates by comparing the actual cost and time of projects to DOTD’s estimated 
cost and time.  However, we had difficulty obtaining a list of completed construction projects to 
conduct our analysis.  This information is not readily accessible to DOTD, and we were not able 
to create an accurate list of completed projects.  In addition, DOTD does not always enter reason 
codes for change orders into its tracking database.  DOTD needs this data to effectively manage 
its construction process.  
 

No Readily Accessible Accurate List of Projects. The data to determine which 
construction projects DOTD completed were not readily accessible.  DOTD does not have a 
standard report to generate a list of completed construction projects.  Even with the assistance of 
DOTD staff, it took a long time to isolate only construction projects.  We had a difficult time 
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trying to create a list of completed projects because DOTD identifies some non-construction 
projects as construction projects in its data.  According to DOTD staff, the project tracking 
database (TOPS) was originally implemented to track only construction projects.  However, 
DOTD is now using TOPS to track all the types of activities it manages.  As a result, we had to 
follow an extensive process to identify and remove non-construction contract records from the 
list of completed projects we created.   Therefore, we cannot determine if the list of 1,183 
finished construction projects we were able to create is entirely accurate.  However, according to 
DOTD personnel, our list is as accurate as is possible.  Once DOTD has this data readily 
available, it can perform many types of analysis to determine the effectiveness of the 
construction process.  We were able to conduct some limited analysis using this data.  See 
Appendix A for the types of analysis we were able to conduct using available data.  

 
In addition, DOTD staff did not populate some key data fields necessary to evaluate cost 

overruns and time delays for completed projects.  For example, we had to remove over 100 
records that were missing the contract amount, cost-to-date of the project, or the actual days 
required to complete the project.  According to a DOTD official, these projects are not 
construction projects, even though they have construction project numbers.  

 
 

Recommendation 1:  DOTD should develop and implement policies and procedures and 
provide training to its staff to ensure that only construction projects are identified as construction 
projects.  As a result, DOTD will be able to use its databases to determine which projects are 
construction projects.  In addition, DOTD can use its database to determine which construction 
projects have been completed.   
 
DOTD’s Response:  We respectively disagree.  DOTD can retrieve a list of construction 
projects with minimal effort.  It takes less than 15 minutes to produce a list of completed 
construction projects using the DOTD intranet.  Although our Construction Management Section 
requires the support of the IT Section for special reports, this is not a problem for periodic 
information retrieval. Additionally, the Department implemented SiteManager on July 1, 2004 
for all DOTD administered projects.  This program will also allow us to track construction 
projects more quickly. Included in our response is Attachment “A” that gives an example of 
completed construction projects.  
 
Once we fully implement the Data Warehouse, we will enhance the ability of the Construction 
Management Section to retrieve even more detailed reports without the aid of the IT section. We 
anticipate these reports will be developed before June of 2006. 
 
Legislative Auditor’s Additional Comments:  DOTD Construction Management was 
not aware of how to create a list of completed construction projects.  We worked extensively 
with DOTD staff at the beginning of the audit process to obtain a list of completed construction 
projects because the Chief of Construction informed us that these data were not readily 
accessible.  In addition, we were told by DOTD IT staff that we could not easily obtain an 
accurate list of completed construction projects.  IT staff commented that valuable information 
such as how to generate a list of completed construction projects is not shared because people in 
DOTD’s various divisions do not communicate with each other.  If DOTD Construction 
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Management is not aware of how to generate the list, then management cannot be using the data 
to manage the construction process. 
 
The list of completed construction projects that DOTD generated may not be accurate.  Although 
our list and DOTD’s list were produced from the same database, our list contains 1,183 projects 
while DOTD’s contains 1,472.  One of the differences is DOTD’s IT staff included sidewalk 
projects in the list of construction projects and we did not.  In addition, because of inconsistent 
and incorrect entry of data some projects must be manually removed from the list of projects (see 
page 12 of this report).  The accuracy of the list depends upon the definition of a construction 
project the person generating the list uses, as well as the accuracy of the data in the system. 
 
SiteManager and the Data Warehouse will only be useful if accurate and complete data are input 
into them.  If implemented correctly, they will be valuable tools to help DOTD better manage the 
Construction Section.  
 
Recommendation 2:  DOTD should create a standard report to generate a list of completed 
construction projects.  DOTD should use these data as a tool to more effectively and efficiently 
manage the Construction Section.  
 
DOTD’s Response:  We partially agree.  DOTD is currently in a position to produce a list of 
completed projects as described above through the use of the existing systems, with the aid of the 
IT Section.  New reports will be developed in the Data Warehouse that will provide data to the 
managers of the Construction Section by the end of June, 2006.  
 
Recommendation 3:  DOTD should develop and implement policies and procedures and 
provide training to instruct staff on how to enter and review data related to cost and time of 
projects.  
 
DOTD’s Response:   We partially agree.  Although we agree that DOTD should continue to 
enhance its policies and procedures and continue to provide training to the staff on how to enter 
and review data related to cost and time of projects, the existing systems have built-in safeguards 
to prevent payment to a contractor without the contract amount, cost-to-date of the project and 
the actual days to complete the project being known and documented.  The Department is 
currently developing a training course on contract administration for Project Engineers.  All 
DOTD Project Engineers and any consultant engineer administering DOTD projects will be 
required to complete the training.  Implementation is scheduled for May, 2006.  
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errors may be 
in the plans.  
DOTD tracks 
and approves 
these 
modifications 
through the 
change order 
process using 
the ESTI 
database. 
DOTD began 
tracking and 
entering the 
reasons for 
change orders 
in the ESTI 
database in 
July 2003.  
However, 
from July 1, 
2003, to June 30, 2004, DOTD staff did not enter the reasons for 3.20% (66 of the 2,069) of the 
change orders. Exhibit 2 reflects the values entered for change orders from July 2003 to June 
2004.  
 

Also, our DOTD Road Design Performance Audit issued on February 23, 2005, reported 
that DOTD staff incorrectly coded the reasons for some change orders.  For example, DOTD 
staff miscoded some plan errors as design errors and some design errors as plan errors. 
Therefore, we cannot ensure that all change order reason codes entered into the database are 
accurate.   

 
Change orders can result in a significant amount of additional expenditures.  For 

example, we found that the change orders coded as plan/design error resulted in $15,102,614.33 
in cost overruns over the last five years.  Therefore, tracking the reasons for change orders can be 
a valuable management tool that will allow management to determine what is causing cost 
overruns and time delays.  If management understands why projects take longer or cost more 
than the original estimates, it can implement solutions and strategies to reduce cost overruns and 
time delays. 

 
In October 2004, DOTD hired a management consultant to improve its business 

processes.  The recommendations in the consultant’s report support our findings that DOTD 
should accurately enter and track the reasons for change orders.  The consultant’s March 2005 
report recommended that prompt entry of the reasons for change orders into its database and 
tracking these reasons would allow DOTD to identify problems and expedite its resolution. 

DOTD Staff Did Not Enter Reasons for Some Change Orders. DOTD may need to modify 
construction contracts for many reasons once a project is in construction.  For example,  

Exhibit 2 
Reason Codes for Change Orders Between  

July 1, 2003, and June 30, 2004 
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Recommendation 4:  DOTD should develop and implement policies and procedures and 
provide training to instruct staff on how to consistently enter and review change order reason 
codes in ESTI and SiteManager to ensure that these data are complete and accurate. This 
information would allow DOTD to identify cost overruns and time delays resulting from 
preventable causes such as design error.  
 
DOTD’s Response:  We partially agree.  The audit report indicates an error rate of 3.2% in 
entering reason codes. We believe this percentage does not represent a significant problem 
within this system.  Project Engineers began entering reason codes on July, 2003.  DOTD 
approves approximately 1,500 change orders per year and needed the first year (2003) of data to 
establish a baseline.  The first review of data was October, 2004 and is attached (See Appendix 
D, Attachment “B”).  The Department will soon retrieve another year of data where the 
information will be reviewed and modifications made as necessary.  Further, we believe the 
small margin of error is not detrimental to managing the construction program.  DOTD will 
continue to stress training our staff to improve the process.  
 
 

Correct Implementation of SiteManager Should Allow 
DOTD to Better Manage the Construction Process 
 

DOTD is replacing the ESTI database with a new project management tool called 
SiteManager.  According to DOTD staff, SiteManager will allow more standardization than 
ESTI. In addition, SiteManager provides for daily project updates rather than the monthly 
updates in ESTI.  More frequent project updates will provide management with real-time data for 
decision-making. Also, management can generate custom reports of project progress.  

 
SiteManager will provide management with more opportunities to manage the 

construction process rather than only individual projects if implemented correctly. However, we 
found SiteManager has a weaker system in place than ESTI to prevent overpayments to 
contractors. In addition, we found other problems, such as employees in some districts are 
resistant to the use of SiteManager and the designated SiteManager expert is retiring.  

 
Prevention of Overpayments.  We found that SiteManager has fewer controls to prevent 

overpayments than ESTI.  For example, ESTI prevented overpayments by ensuring that change 
orders were approved before payments were authorized to the contractor. Currently, SiteManager 
allows payments to go through, even though a change order has not been approved. According to 
a DOTD official, once SiteManager is fully implemented, payments will not be allowed to be 
paid until necessary change orders are completed.  

 
Employees in Some Districts Are Resistant to SiteManager. According to DOTD 

staff, there has been resistance from some of the districts to SiteManager’s implementation. 
Employees in some districts do not want to change the way things have always been done and 
are reluctant to use the new system. DOTD’s management consultant also reported concerns 
about the implementation of SiteManager. In its March 2005 report, DOTD’s consultant found 
that SiteManager has been operational in varying degrees across the state. For example, DOTD 
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first introduced it in north Louisiana. As a result, districts in the northern part of the state are 
more experienced in the use of SiteManager.  

 
SiteManager Expert Is Retiring.  The designated SiteManager expert, responsible for 

the implementation of this tool, will be retiring at any time, leaving a limited number of 
headquarters staff to complete its implementation. DOTD is training a less experienced engineer 
technician to replace the retiring employee in implementing SiteManager. DOTD’s consultant 
found that DOTD does not have a staffing plan to support SiteManager. The consultant’s report 
recommended that DOTD dedicate staff to support SiteManager and develop a plan to complete 
its implementation. According to a DOTD staff member, management has recognized the need to 
have an experienced person who is knowledgeable about DOTD’s construction processes in 
charge of implementing SiteManager. Management is considering filling the SiteManager 
expert’s role with an engineer once he retires.  

 
The successful implementation of SiteManager is important because it would encourage 

efficiency. For example, DOTD was routing paper copies of change orders to DOTD officials for 
approval. With SiteManager, change orders are approved electronically by DOTD officials. As a 
result, DOTD can process change orders quicker. In addition, DOTD can use SiteManager to 
generate a list of completed construction projects, if the necessary data are entered into the 
system. However, incorrect and unsuccessful implementation of SiteManager will further 
perpetuate the problem of unreliable and incomplete data. 
 
Recommendation 5:  DOTD should ensure that SiteManager has sufficient processes in 
place to prevent overpayments to contractors. Specifically, SiteManager should have processes 
in place to ensure that payments are not made until change orders are approved. 
 
DOTD’s Response:  We partially agree.  SiteManager, as a stand-alone program, cannot 
automatically prevent overpayment to contractors as does the ESTI system.  However, DOTD 
has internal policies that require change orders for quantity increases and monetary increases 
above certain amounts to be reviewed and approved prior to contractor payment.  In addition, 
ESTI is used to monitor this policy and prevent payment even though the contractor has already 
performed the work and is due payment. SiteManager does have the capability to flag these 
increases and notify the Project Engineer that a change order is necessary.  Overall, SiteManager 
is superior to ESTI regarding its handling of applications for payments.  As an example, with 
ESTI, records are documented in a field book and department personnel must manually total 
each daily quantity of work and transfer to a worksheet.  With SiteManager, field personnel enter 
the data directly into the program which then automatically totals daily quantities into the partial 
payment estimate.  
 
Recommendation 6:  DOTD should continue to consistently train all districts on 
SiteManager. In addition, DOTD should monitor the districts to ensure that they are using 
SiteManager correctly.  
 
DOTD’s Response:  We agree.  DOTD will continue to provide training and will aggressively 
monitor the proper use of SiteManager.  Seven out of our nine districts have been using 
SiteManager and have experienced only a short learning curve because they bought into the 
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change early into the program.  The other two districts are now catching up.  Our staff is 
aggressively training the districts as more features are bought on line.  
 
Recommendation 7:  DOTD should dedicate and train additional, experienced staff on 
SiteManager to ensure that it will be implemented correctly once the designated SiteManager 
expert retires. This recommendation parallels the recommendations in DOTD’s management 
consultant’s March 2005 report.  
 
DOTD’s Response:  We agree.  We agree that trained and dedicated staff is necessary to 
ensure that SiteManager is correctly and expeditiously implemented throughout all the Districts.  
As previously stated, SiteManager was implemented on July 1, 2004.  DOTD’s SiteManager 
expert is eligible for retirement; however, we are currently reviewing staffing and training as part 
of our change management effort.  
 
 

Evaluation of DOTD’s Cost Estimate Process Would Help 
It Ensure Construction Contract Costs Are Appropriate  

 
Currently, DOTD does not evaluate its cost estimate process.  Road design staff develop 

the cost estimates during the design phase and construction staff use the estimates to inform 
potential construction contractors approximately how much DOTD thinks the project should 
cost.  Road design staff use the average cost of individual items from recent successful bids to 
calculate the cost estimate for a new project. At their discretion, road design engineers use these 
numbers in developing the line-item cost estimate or they can choose to independently validate a 
price. However, DOTD does not have a formal process to evaluate the reliability of its cost 
estimates.  DOTD’s management consultant’s report also noted problems with cost estimates. 
The report contained the recommendation to implement a new project cost estimating process.  

 
To evaluate the reliability of DOTD’s cost estimates, we applied the FHWA (Federal 

Highway Administration) credibility of estimates guideline.  The FHWA is an authority on state 
transportation issues. The federal agency is responsible for ensuring that America’s roads are as 
safe and technologically up-to-date as possible. The FHWA’s credibility of estimates guideline 
states that for the cost estimate to be credible, it should be within plus or minus 10% of the 
contract amount 
for at least 50% 
of all projects. 
DOTD did not 
meet FHWA’s 
credibility of 
estimates 
guideline for 
three of the last 
five years. 
Exhibit 3 shows 
that for the last 
five years only 

Exhibit 3 
FHWA Credibility of Cost Estimates Guideline 

Applied to DOTD Construction Projects by Fiscal Year 
 FY 

1999-00 
FY  

2000-01 
FY 

2001-02 
FY 

2002-03 
FY 

2003-04 
All Five 
Years 

Total Number of 
Completed Construction 
Projects 

247 243 186 205 217 1098 

Percent of Projects With 
Cost Estimate Within +/- 
10% of Contract Amount 

54.30% 42.00% 46.20% 50.20% 46.10% 47.80% 

Failed or Passed Passed Failed Failed Passed Failed Failed 
Source:  Prepared by legislative auditor’s staff using information provided by DOTD.  
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47.80% of the estimates were within plus or minus 10% of the contract amount. Based on these 
results, DOTD’s cost estimates may not be credible. Exhibit 4 shows the percentage of estimates 
within plus or minus 10% of the contract amount by dollar intervals.  

 
 
Evaluating the process to develop the cost estimate could ensure more reliability of the 

estimate, and in turn, construction costs. As a result, DOTD could ensure the public that 
construction tax dollars are spent appropriately. 

 
Recommendation 8:  DOTD should develop and implement an ongoing process to evaluate  
and measure the reliability of its cost estimates.  
 
DOTD’s Response:  We partially agree.  We agree that periodic evaluation and measurement 
of overruns and underruns to cost estimates is necessary.  However, a distinction needs to be 
made regarding the responsibility of the Construction Management Section.  A cost estimate for 
a project is first developed by the design engineers in the Road and Bridge Design Sections.  
When a project is bid, a contract price is given to the Construction Section.  This contract price is 
the baseline upon which the Section is measured.  Change orders to the project are approved 
during the course of construction and, at the end, the measure of performance is the difference 
between the Contract price and final price.  Between fiscal years 1999 and 2004, an evaluation of 
1,472 projects indicates that the difference between contract price and final cost averaged 4.90%.  
 
In regards to the overall quality of the cost estimating process within DOTD, we agree that there 
needs to be significant improvements.  Recommendation 6.4 of the Process Improvement 
Initiative completed by Dye Management states, “Implement enhanced project estimating tools 
and processes.”  We are in the implementation phase of the initiative and are scheduled to 
complete this recommendation by the end of June, 2006.  
 

Exhibit 4 
FHWA Credibility of Cost  Estimates Guideline by  

Contract Amount for Fiscal Years 1999-2004 
Contract 
Amount 

Number of Projects 
Completed 

Number of Projects 
Within +/- 10% 

Percent of Projects 
Within +/- 10% 

 
Result 

$0-125,000 209 89 42.60% Failed 
$125,000-250,000 94 38 40.40% Failed 
$250,000-500,000 142 66 46.50% Failed 
$500,000-750,000 108 55 50.90% Passed 
$750,000-1 Mil 92 46 50.00% Passed 
$1 Mil-1.5 Mil 143 74 51.70% Passed 
$1.5 Mil-2 Mil 95 49 51.60% Passed 
$2 Mil-5 Mil 141 70 49.60% Failed 
>$5 Mil 74 38 51.40% Passed 
     Total 1,098 525 47.80% Failed 
Source:  Prepared by the legislative auditor’s staff using information provided by DOTD. 
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DOTD May Be Able to Lower Project Costs by Not 
Publishing Cost Estimates in the Bid Package  

 
Louisiana publishes the cost estimate in the bid package. The bid package is the 

advertisement notifying contractors that the project is available to be bid upon. Both the FHWA 
and AASHTO (American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials) discourage 
the publication of the cost estimate. Like FHWA, AASHTO is an authority on state 
transportation issues. It is a nonprofit, nonpartisan association representing highway and 
transportation departments in the 50 states, the District of Columbia, and Puerto Rico.  Reports 
issued by these entities state that publishing the cost estimate results in the following: 

 
• Firms may be able to use the information to manipulate their bids. 

• Bidders will know the approximate cost the contracting agency is willing to pay.  

• Releasing estimate information encourages bid rigging. 
 

The FHWA suggests that if a state wants to publish the cost estimate, it should publish a 
value range rather than an actual dollar amount.  The Louisiana DOTD publishes an actual dollar 
amount. 

 
Publishing the cost estimate can cause bids to be inflated, thereby increasing construction 

costs.  As a result, the public may be paying more for the construction of roads and bridges in 
Louisiana than is warranted.  This problem is compounded by the other concerns we found with 
DOTD’s cost estimates.  As mentioned in the previous section, DOTD’s cost estimates may not 
be reliable based on FHWA’s credibility of estimates rule.  In addition, DOTD does not evaluate 
its cost estimates to ensure they are appropriate. 
 
Recommendation 9:  DOTD should follow the guidance of FHWA and AASHTO regarding 
the publication of cost estimates in bid packages.  It should consider publishing a range if it 
decides the estimate must be published. 
 
DOTD’s Response:  We agree.  DOTD will begin publishing a value range beginning with 
the September 2005 lettings which will be consistent with FHWA and AASHTO guidelines.  
 
 

Evaluation of DOTD’s Time Estimate Process Would Help 
It Ensure Projects Are Being Completed Within 
Reasonable Time Budgets 
 
 DOTD does not evaluate its time estimate process.  DOTD personnel examine and 
evaluate individual time estimates for particular contracts; however, they do not evaluate the 
overall process for developing these estimates.  The process is based on production rates, which 
are industry averages of how long it takes to complete a particular construction activity. DOTD 
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has been using the same production rates for years. In a 1995 report, the Louisiana 
Transportation Research Center recommended that DOTD monitor its production rates on a 
continuous basis. In 2001, FHWA evaluated DOTD’s process for developing estimates and 
found that the production rates were out of date and did not include some new construction 
techniques.  DOTD could not tell us how it resolved these issues.  The FHWA also 
recommended in the 2001 report that DOTD replace an unused software system for developing 
time estimates.  This recommendation has not been implemented. 
 

DOTD can count contract time in calendar days or working days.  Calendar day contracts 
count every day on the calendar as a contract day, including Saturdays, Sundays, holidays, and 
non-work days.  Working day contracts only count the actual days a contractor works on the 
project.  The 2001 FHWA study found that DOTD’s time estimates were considerably longer 
than the actual time taken to complete the projects on calendar day contracts.  This finding could 
account for why 69.40% of the 49 calendar day contracts finished an average of 95.70 days 
early, with an average contract time of 397.50 days. If DOTD does not have accurate and reliable 
time estimates, it cannot provide the public with any assurances that construction projects are 
completed efficiently.  
 
Recommendation 10:  DOTD should develop and implement an ongoing process to 
evaluate and measure how time estimates are created.   
 
DOTD’s Response:  We partially agree.  As a result of FHWA’s 2001 report regarding 
contract time, the Department increased production rates by 25%.  This has led to more accurate 
estimating of the time needed to complete the project.  In addition, DOTD uses A+B bidding 
where the contractor specifies his construction time (B) and the contractor with the lowest total 
A+B bid is awarded the contract.  This ensures optimum contract time and costs for the benefit 
of the taxpayer and the traveling public.  DOTD penalizes contractors for completing projects 
behind schedule by charging stipulated damages.  The Department does monitor the number of 
projects completed within the original contract time and the number of projects completed within 
the amended contract time.  As an example, there were 31 completed projects in the last quarter 
of 2004/2005, and 58.1% were complete within the original contract time and 77.4% within the 
amended contract time.  This indicates to us that we do have room for improvement.  Team 6 of 
the Process Improvement Initiative is charged with the implementation of the Project Delivery 
Model.  Proper construction management is an integral part of this model.  Full implementation 
of the Model is scheduled for the end of June 2006.  
 
 

DOTD Needs a Contractor Performance Rating System to 
Help Ensure the Most Appropriate Contractor Is Awarded 
the Contract  
 

A contractor’s past performance is not considered in awarding of bids because DOTD 
does not have a performance measurement system for contractors.  Many states use a rating 
system to rate contractors and include past performance as a factor in qualifying contractors to 
bid on projects. For example, New Jersey considers contractor performance ratings while 
determining pre-qualification. New Jersey rates contractors on factors including progress 
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schedule, contract compliance, and project management. Florida also uses a rating system to pre-
qualify contractors before bidding. Florida rates applicants on organization and management, 
work experience, and ongoing contracts. DOTD staff commented that Louisiana uses the 
contractor licensing board as its pre-qualification system. However, the state licensing board 
does not rate contractors on performance.   

 
We found that DOTD has poor controls for tracking contractors who have failed to 

complete work and can therefore not bid on jobs for a specific period of time. We discuss 
DOTD’s processes for penalizing contractors in more detail later in this report.   

 
Recommendation 11:   DOTD should consider developing and implementing a contractor 
performance rating system. 
 
DOTD’s Response:  We disagree.  Two years ago, the legislature considered enacting a law 
to require pre-qualifying of contractors.  The Department reviewed the pros and cons of the 
proposed rating system and compared them to existing disqualification/debarment provisions in 
our contracts.  It is the opinion of our legal section that the chance of due process violations for 
the contractor and the possibility of project suspension prior to bid could far outweigh any 
benefit derived from a prequalification process.  We do have existing safeguards which include 
disqualification under the contract and debarment, which became effective in July, 2004.  In 
addition, the Department is protected during the contract work by a performance bond issued by 
an approved surety company.   
 
 

DOTD’s Processes Ensure Contractors Are Only Paid 
Contracted Construction Costs 
 

DOTD has management controls in place to ensure only contracted construction costs are 
paid to contractors. As stated above, DOTD manages individual projects as opposed to overall 
processes.  As a result, the controls to ensure contractors only receive payments for work that is 
included in the contract or in subsequent change orders are strong.  DOTD staff monitor and 
document all field activity during construction.  Changes to the contract are monitored through 
the change order process with its detailed approval system.  The current information system used 
to calculate payments for contractors, ESTI, has strong controls to ensure that only appropriate 
payments are made.  Its replacement, SiteManager, has some weaknesses in ensuring only 
appropriate payments are made, as discussed earlier in this report. For example, ESTI lets the 
project engineer know when a change order is required to process a payment and will not allow 
the payment until the change has been approved.  SiteManager flags the record but does not 
prevent the payment. 
 

One weakness we found in the management of individual construction projects is the 
repetitive nature of information included in DOTD’s governing documents (various manuals and 
memorandums).  According to one DOTD official, there are too many directives governing the 
construction process. As a result, DOTD staff may be unsure of where to find information on 
policies and which policies to follow, because information is provided in numerous places.  
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Recommendation 12:  DOTD should consolidate as much information regarding the 
construction process as possible to ensure that staff are following the correct policies and 
procedures. 
 
DOTD’s Response:   We agree.  Information is contained in many governing documents and 
our policies/procedures are constantly being reviewed and revised.  This is burdensome to some 
employees.  This has been identified as an improvement need in the Process Improvement 
Initiative.  The Department will continue to aggressively consolidate as much information as 
possible regarding the construction process.  
 
 

DOTD Should Track the Number of Times a Contractor Is 
Disqualified to Ensure Contractors Are Debarred When 
Necessary  
 

DOTD has processes in place to ensure that construction contractors follow established 
time budgets and to deter contractors from finishing behind schedule.  Contractors can be 
disqualified, debarred, placed in default, or charged stipulated damages for falling behind 
schedule or not finishing a project on time (see Exhibit 5 for a description of each).  While we 
found that DOTD has an effective process for monitoring and noting when time delays occur on 
individual projects, the deterrents of disqualifying and debarring contractors who do not 
complete work timely have some weaknesses. 
 

Disqualification and Debarment.  We found that DOTD does not historically track how 
often contractors are placed in disqualification.  DOTD looks only at the current month’s 
disqualifications.  Debarment, another consequence of untimely work, is based on how often a 
contractor is disqualified.  Since DOTD does not keep a historical disqualification record, some 
contractors who should be debarred may not be.  

 
Default.  Contractors can be placed in default, resulting in the surety company 

completing the job.  The project may be delayed even longer if the surety company has to take 
over. According to one DOTD official, DOTD does not place contractors in default very often 
because the department explores all other options before allowing the surety company to take 
over the job.  

 
Stipulated Damages.  DOTD can also charge the contractor stipulated damages if the 

contract is not finished in the allotted time.  We found that DOTD waived the stipulated damages 
for 15.60% of the contractors that were charged damages between fiscal years 1999 and 2002.  
However, DOTD did not waive any damages after September 25, 2002.  According to DOTD 
officials, they no longer waive damages charged to contractors.  
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Recommendation 13:  DOTD should keep a historical record of which contractors have 
been disqualified to determine whether some contractors are habitually disqualified. Once DOTD 
tracks the number of times a contractor has been disqualified, it should ensure that contractors 
are debarred when necessary. 
 
DOTD’s Response:  We agree.  The DOTD maintains historical records of contractors that 
have been disqualified.  The DOTD did not need to track the number of times a contractor has 
been disqualified until 2004 when the debarment rules became effective.  The Department is now 
tracking this information to assure contractors are debarred when necessary (see Appendix D, 
Attachment “C”).  
 
 

Following Any Efforts Made by FHWA, AASHTO and 
Other States to Track Construction Projects and Collect 
Data Uniformly Will Allow DOTD to Participate in 
Comparisons Among States 
 

We could not compare cost overruns in Louisiana with cost overruns in other states 
because of inconsistent cost data collection among states. An AASHTO/FHWA report states that 
cost overrun data are unreliable for comparison across states because of the variance in the way 
each state tracks costs. For example, states differ in the way they define cost overruns. Some 
states do not consider quantity increases as cost overruns, while others do. Also, some states 
consider any amount over the contingency amount a cost overrun, while other states consider any 

Exhibit 5 
Consequences for Untimely Work 

Deterrent Description Duration Reason 
Disqualification 
(Spec. 108.04) 

During period of 
disqualification, the contractors 
cannot bid on contracts nor be 
approved as a subcontractor on 
contracts. 

Until completed work is within 
acceptable range, or work on 
contract is successfully finished, 
or one year from project 
completion if in default. 
 

Contractor falls outside 
acceptable percentage of 
project progress or falls into 
default.  

Debarment 
(R.S. 48:295.1, 
 R.S. 48:295.2, 
LAC 70:1.Chapter 9) 

Contractor cannot receive bid 
invitations, requests for 
proposals, or award of contracts 
by DOTD. Also, contractor 
cannot be selected as a 
consultant, subcontractor or 
subconsultant.  

Commensurate with the 
seriousness of the cause or 
causes for debarment.  
Generally, should not exceed 
three years.   

Committing certain 
offenses, such as criminal 
conviction. Also, if a 
contractor is disqualified a 
certain number of times in a 
year. 

Default 
(Spec. 108.09 and 
Spec. 108.04) 

The department has the authority 
to take over and allow the surety 
company to complete the job. 

Contractor is disqualified from 
bidding for one year unless 
debarment proceedings are 
instituted. 

Certain performance issues 
such as contractor walks off 
the job (usually) or various 
other reasons including poor 
performance. 
 

Stipulated Damages 
(Spec. 108.08) 

Contractor requires more days 
than the contract allows to finish 
the job. 
 

n/a…Damages are paid. Contractor does not finish 
the job in the specified time. 

Source:  Prepared by the legislative auditor’s staff using information provided by DOTD. 
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amount over the bid price as a cost overrun. Louisiana DOTD defines cost overruns as final costs 
that exceed the original contract amount.  

 
For similar reasons, we could not compare project timeliness in Louisiana to timeliness in 

other states. FHWA, AASHTO, and GAO studies have reported problems with lack of data 
regarding time delays in construction projects. They found that the differences in how states 
track projects and collect information make it difficult to identify the true time of project 
delivery. A GAO report stated that there is no accepted measurement to determine whether 
contractor performance is timely. For example, some states do not consider a project delayed if 
the project completion date was adjusted during construction. Other states consider a project 
delayed based on the original completion date in the contract.  

 
Louisiana DOTD defines a project as late when the final contract time exceeds the 

adjusted contract completion time. According to this definition, 10.8% of projects we analyzed 
finished late, 79.8% finished early, and 9.4% finished on time.  We found that 35% of the 
projects we analyzed had days added to the original contract time. 

 
FHWA, AASHTO, and the states must make efforts to track and collect data for 

construction projects, such as the cost and time to complete projects. In addition, states need a 
standardized method of defining construction cost and timeliness and tracking these data. Once 
states collect construction data uniformly, comparisons can be made among states, and efficiency 
and effectiveness can be measured through these comparisons. 

 
Recommendation 14:  DOTD should follow any best practices or procedures developed or 
recommended by FHWA and AASHTO related to consistently tracking construction data such as 
project cost and time.  
 
DOTD’s Repsonse:  We agree.  DOTD periodically reviews best practices and procedures 
developed and recommended by FHWA and AASHTO and implements when appropriate. This 
does include tracking construction data such as project cost and time.  Our staff regularly attends 
national conferences to keep up with best practices and will continue to be aggressive in 
implementing improved procedures.  
 
 

DOTD Needs Relevant Performance Indicators to 
Evaluate the Construction Management Function 

 
We attempted to analyze the validity and reliability of DOTD’s fiscal year 2003-04 

performance indicators in the Louisiana Accountability System (LaPAS) as they relate to the 
construction process. However, none of these indicators are relevant to the construction process. 
Therefore, the Construction Division cannot ensure that it is fulfilling its mission, goals, and 
objectives. In addition, because DOTD does not report the performance of its Construction 
Division in LaPAS, legislators cannot make effective funding decisions based on the division’s 
performance. DOTD’s consultant’s report supports our finding that DOTD does not have useful 
performance measures in place to measure its efficiency and effectiveness. The March 2005 
report provided recommendations for developing effective indicators.  
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Recommendation 15:  DOTD should work with the Office of Planning and Budget (OPB) 
to determine whether performance indicators relating to the construction management function 
should be entered into LaPAS.  
 
DOTD’s Response:  We agree.  The DOTD’s 2006-2010 Strategic Plan does not contain 
performance indicators for the Construction Management Section.  However, recommendations 
1.1 through 1.6 of the Process Improvement Initiative completed by Dye Management 
specifically focuses on revising the department’s performance indicators to be more meaningful 
and in line with the Department’s mission.  Once these new performance indicators are initiated 
and the department has refined the collection of data, the Department will meet with the Office 
of Planning and Budget to determine whether performance indicators relating to the Construction 
Management function should be entered into LaPAS.  We anticipate meeting with OPB in the 
fall of 2006 so that new performance indicators can be incorporated into the 2007-2008 
operational plan that accompanies the budget submittal.  
 
Recommendation 16:  DOTD should follow the recommendations in its consultant’s report 
on how to develop effective performance indicators.  DOTD should use those recommendations 
to develop performance measures specifically related to key construction management functions.  
 
DOTD’s Response:  We agree.  DOTD is in the process of implementing the 
recommendations in our consultant’s report regarding the development of effective performance 
indicators related to the construction management function.  
 
 

Implementation of Current Initiatives Would Help DOTD 
Improve Availability and Reliability of Data and Develop 
Stronger Management Processes 
 

The manner in which DOTD’s various information systems store data creates several 
problems, including inaccessible and unreliable data. DOTD has recognized the need to 
consolidate the information from its various systems into a single location to provide access to a 
more comprehensive view of the data than is currently available. To address this need, DOTD 
has taken the initiative to identify the types of information it needs to conduct its business and 
implement a data warehouse to bring together the disparate sources of information and use this 
information for decision-making. DOTD contracted with private consultants in July 2004 to 
develop the data warehouse. Through interviews with DOTD’s staff, the consultants found that 
the construction staff are interested in obtaining information relevant to conducting their work, 
such as:  

 
• Time taken to complete construction projects 

• Cost of completed projects 

• Accuracy of cost and time estimates 
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• Percentage of projects completed late or on time  

• Reasons for change orders  

• Time spent on preparing and approving change orders 

The information that DOTD’s staff have indicated they are interested in obtaining is 
much of the same information that we have identified in this report as being either unavailable or 
unreliable. The data warehouse, once fully implemented, should help DOTD’s management 
identify incomplete information and make data more readily accessible.  

 
DOTD also hired a management consulting firm to conduct a process improvements and 

communications study that will lead to the implementation of a new project delivery process. In 
its March 2005 report, the firm identified several areas in construction management needing 
improvement and made recommendations including ensuring the successful implementation of 
SiteManager by providing adequate staffing and planning.  The firm also recommended that 
DOTD enter reasons for plan changes as soon as they are identified and consistently track them 
using its database, enhance project cost estimating tools and process, and develop effective 
performance indicators.    

 
Recommendation 17:  DOTD should use the results of the data warehouse project to 
improve the reliability and availability of its data. As a result, many of the data deficiencies we 
identified in this report could be corrected.   
 
DOTD’s Response:  We agree.  DOTD is in the process of implementing the 
recommendations in our consultant’s report with our new Data Warehouse.  This tool will allow 
our managers easy access to critical data.  The pilot program will be released to our managers by 
the end of September.  We will continue to expand the Data Warehouse to include additional 
reports over the course of this year.  
 
Recommendation 18:  DOTD should use the results of its process improvements and 
communications study to develop and implement formal processes to use its construction data as 
a tool to make management decisions.   
 
DOTD’s Response:  We agree.  DOTD is in the process of implementing the 
recommendations in our consultant’s report regarding improvements to construction 
management.  We are currently in the process of developing effective performance indicators to 
improve construction management.  
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COST AND TIMELINESS ANALYSIS 
 

Although the data that we received from DOTD must be qualified according to 
information discussed in this report, we were able to conduct some limited analysis.  This 
analysis is an example of what DOTD management could do if it had reliable data and had 
stronger overall management processes.  For example, knowing which work types tend to have 
more cost overruns could be invaluable knowledge for management when deciding how to spend 
a pool of limited funds. 
 
 
Cost Overrun Analysis 
 

The results of our analysis comparing the final cost to the contract amount were: 
 

• 50.41% of all contracts had cost overruns once completed.  

• We did not find a significant variance in the average cost overruns among 
districts. However, when comparing the percentage of projects with cost 
overruns, District 2 (Bridge City) had the highest percentage of projects with 
overruns and District 3 (Lafayette) had the lowest percentage.  

• The average cost overrun of all projects was 4.21%. 

• When looking at overruns by work type, we found that concrete projects 
tended to have overruns more often than the other types of projects. 

Exhibit 6 on the following page shows the final cost compared to the contract amount by 
district, by dollar interval, and by work type.  

 



DOTD CONSTRUCTION _______________________________________ 

 
- 28 - 

 
DOTD can use this type of analysis to make better management decisions.  For example, 

DOTD could determine if particular districts or work types have higher overruns than others.  
This analysis could allow management to make more informed decisions regarding resources.   
Ensuring that this type of data is readily accessible and accurate would enable management to 
collect and analyze data on a regular basis.   
 

Exhibit 6 
 Comparison of Final Cost to Contract Amount by District 

 
 

District  
Number 

 
 
 

District Name 

 
 

Number of 
Contracts 

 
Number of 

Contracts With 
Overruns 

Percent of 
Contracts 

With 
Overruns 

Percent of 
Overruns to 

Total Number 
of Contracts 

 
Percent of 

Total 
Contracts 

 
 

Average 
Overrun 

2 
Bridge City 

(New Orleans) 153 94 61.44% 8.46% 13.77% 6.54% 
3 Lafayette 99 35 35.35% 3.15% 8.91% 3.25% 
4 Shreveport 140 72 51.43% 6.48% 12.60% 1.92% 
5 Monroe 131 70 53.44% 6.30% 11.79% 1.91% 
7 Lake Charles 76 34 44.74% 3.06% 6.84% 6.81% 
8 Alexandria 128 58 45.31% 5.22% 11.52% 1.69% 
58 Chase 85 39 45.88% 3.51% 7.65% 3.75% 
61 Baton Rouge 163 83 50.92% 7.47% 14.67% 7.59% 
62 Hammond 136 75 55.15% 6.75% 12.24% 3.21% 

     Total  1,111 560 50.41% 50.41% 100.00% 4.21% 
 

Comparison of Final Cost to Contract Amount by Dollar Interval 

Dollar Interval Count Contract Amount Final Cost 
Amount 

Difference 
Percent 

Difference 
0-125,000 216 $14,905,191.00 $15,385,222.00 $480,031.00 3.22% 

125-250,000 94 $17,290,215.00 $16,889,631.00 -$400,584.00 -2.32% 
250-500,000 142 $52,053,333.00 $53,048,581.00 $995,248.00 1.91% 
500-750,000 108 $66,445,222.00 $67,586,146.00 $1,140,924.00 1.72% 

750-1 Mil 92 $78,994,789.00 $80,401,951.00 $1,407,162.00 1.78% 
1 Mil-1.5 Mil 144 $177,140,571.00 $179,532,657.00 $2,392,086.00 1.35% 
1.5 Mil-2 Mil 95 $162,169,379.00 $162,300,919.00 $131,540.00 0.08% 
2 Mil-5 Mil 145 $422,308,647.00 $434,323,263.00 $12,014,616.00 2.84% 

>5 Mil 75 $838,023,787.00 $896,937,061.00 $58,913,274.00 7.03% 
     Total 1,111 $1,829,331,134.00 $1,906,405,431.00 $77,074,297.00 4.21% 

 
Comparison of Final Cost to Contract Amount by Work Type 

 
Work Type 

Work Type 
Description 

Number of 
Contracts 

 
Percent of Total 

Overrun 
Percent 

Contracts With 
Overruns 

Percent of Total 
for Work Type 

A Asphalt 707 63.64% 3.24% 315 44.55% 
B Bridge 98 8.82% 2.65% 56 57.14% 
C Concrete 75 6.75% 7.53% 55 73.33% 
M Maintenance 34 3.06% 1.57% 17 50.00% 
P Public Works 1 0.09% -23.57% 0 0.00% 
S Safety related 20 1.80% 5.81% 15 75.00% 
Y Grounds/ Bldg. 85 7.65% 7.28% 47 55.29% 
Z Seldom Used 91 8.19% 5.31% 55 60.44% 

     Total  1,111 - 4.21% 560 50.41% 
Source:  Prepared by legislative auditor’s staff using information provided by DOTD.  



________________________________________________APPENDIX A 

 
- 29 - 

Estimate, Contract Amount and Final Cost Analysis 
 

The results of our analysis comparing the contract amount to the cost estimate were: 
 
• On average, the contract amounts were 3.21% less than the cost estimates.  Two 

districts, 7 and 61, had average contract amounts that were higher than the cost 
estimates. 

• While the overall average was 3.21%, we found large variances between 
individual projects.  For example, 27 of the projects had estimates 40% over 
the contract amount and 22 projects had estimates 40% under the contract 
amount.  

• When stratified by work type, the contract amounts for concrete and bridge projects 
tended to be greater than the DOTD cost estimates. 

Exhibit 7 shows the contract amount compared to the cost estimate for each district, 
dollar interval, and work type. 
 

Exhibit 7 
Comparison of Contract Amount to Cost Estimate by District 

District 
Number of 
Contracts 

Contract  
Amount 

Estimate 
Amount 

Amount  
Difference 

Percent  
Difference 

2 152 $230,865,568.00 $249,446,229.00 -$18,580,661.00 -7.45% 
3 99 $249,639,649.00 $254,669,187.00 -$5,029,538.00 -1.97% 
4 135 $225,672,957.00 $233,883,326.00 -$8,210,369.00 -3.51%  
5 130 $170,067,200.00 $182,746,356.00 -$12,679,156.00 -6.94% 
7 74 $161,684,881.00 $158,743,533.00 $2,941,348.00 1.85% 
8 126 $190,083,806.00 $197,924,795.00 -$7,840,989.00 -3.96% 
58 85 $121,737,643.00 $124,909,006.00 -$3,171,363.00 -2.54% 
61 162 $276,112,027.00 $269,430,295.00 $6,681,732.00 2.48% 
62 135 $183,581,642.00 $197,651,850.00 -$14,070,208.00 -7.12% 

     Total 1,098 $1,809,445,373.00 $1,869,404,577.00 -$59,959,204.00 -3.21% 
 

Comparison of Contract Amount to Cost Estimate by Dollar Interval 

Dollar Interval 
Number of 
Contracts 

Contract  
Amount 

Estimate 
Amount 

Amount  
Difference 

Percent  
Difference 

0-125,000 209 $14,412,017.00 $16,378,334.00 -$1,966,317.00 -12.01% 
125-250,000 94 $17,290,215.00 $18,767,961.00 -$1,477,746.00 -7.87% 
250-500,000 142 $52,053,333.00 $55,888,284.00 -$3,834,951.00 -6.86% 
500-750,000 108 $66,445,222.00 $70,060,486.00 -$3,615,264.00 -5.16% 

750-1 Mil 92 $78,994,789.00 $83,682,666.00 -$4,687,877.00 -5.60% 
1 Mil-1.5 Mil 143 $176,061,975.00 $184,976,144.00 -$8,914,169.00 -4.82% 
1.5 Mil-2 Mil 95 $162,169,379.00 $174,314,943.00 -$12,145,564.00 -6.97% 
2 Mil-5 Mil 141 $409,153,170.00 $419,752,670.00 -$10,599,500.00 -2.53% 

>5 Mil 74 $832,865,273.00 $845,583,089.00 -$12,717,816.00 -1.50% 
     Total 1,098 $1,809,445,373.00 $1,869,404,577.00 -$59,959,204.00 -3.21% 
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Comparison of Contract Amount to Cost Estimate by Work Type 

Work Type 
Work Type  
Description 

Number of  
Contracts 

Contract  
Amount 

Estimate  
Amount 

Percent 
Difference 

A Total Roadway-asphalt 703 $939,888,367.00 $1,003,726,332.00 -6.36% 
B Total Bridges 95 $334,170.653.00 $326,726,161.00 2.28% 
C Total Roadway-concrete 72 $401,280,363.00 $395,151,306.00 1.55% 
M Total Maintenance-roadway 33 $7,120,816.00 $8,007,284.00 -11.07% 
P Total Public works 1 $3,163,062.00 $3,640,872.00 -13.12% 
S Total Safety related 19 $11,869,004.00 $13,541,299.00 -12.35% 
Y Total Grounds/building related 84 $24,266,059.00 $27,883,625.00 -12.97% 
Z Total Seldom used 91 $87,687,049.00 $90,727,698.00 -3.35% 
Total  1,098 $1,809,445,373.00 $1,869,404,577.00 -3.21% 

Source:  Prepared by the legislative auditor’s staff using data provided by DOTD. 
 

The results of our analysis comparing the final contract cost to the cost estimate were: 
 

• On average, the final costs were 0.89% more than the cost estimates developed by 
DOTD.  

• While the overall average was 0.89%, we found large variances between 
individual projects.  For example, 54 of the projects had estimates 40% over 
the final cost and 30 projects had estimates 40% under the final cost.  

• Based on the analysis in Exhibit 8, it appears that the dollar amount of a 
project impacts how close the final cost will be to the estimate.  Smaller 
projects on average have final costs below the estimate amount while very 
large projects (over 5 million) have final costs above the estimates. 

• When stratified by work type, the final cost amounts for the majority of the work 
types tended to be less than the estimate.  However, the final cost amounts for 
concrete and bridges tended to be more than the estimate to the extent that it 
brought up the overall average. 

Exhibit 8 shows the final contract cost compared to the cost estimate for each district, 
dollar interval, and work type. 
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Exhibit 8 
Comparison of Final Cost to Cost Estimate by District 

District Count Final Cost 
Estimate 
Amount 

Amount  
Difference 

Percent  
Difference 

2 152 $246,085,409.00 $249,446,229.00 -$3,360,820.00 -1.35% 
3 99 $257,760,919.00 $254,669,187.00 $3,091,732.00 1.21% 
4 135 $229,912,089.00 $233,883,326.00 -$3,971,237.00 -1.70% 
5 130 $173,422,707.00 $182,746,356.00 -$9,323,649.00 -5.10% 
7 74 $172,708,821.00 $158,743,533.00 $13,965,288.00 8.80% 
8 126 $193,320,928.00 $197,924,795.00 -$4,603,867.00 -2.33% 

58 85 $126,301,135.00 $124,909,006.00 $1,392,129.00 1.11% 
61 162 $297,091,477.00 $269,430,295.00 $27,661,182.00 10.27% 
62 135 $189,485,092.00 $197,651,850.00 -$8,166,758.00 -4.13% 

     Total 1,098 $1,886,088,577.00 $1,869,404,577.00 $16,684,000.00 0.89% 
 

Comparison of Final Cost to Cost Estimate by Dollar Interval 
Dollar  

Interval Count Cost to Date 
Estimate  
Amount 

Amount  
Difference 

Percent  
Difference 

0-125,000 202 $13,374,853.00 $15,590,699.00 -$2,215,846.00 -14.21% 
125-250,000 107 $19,560,338.00 $21,606,481.00 -$2,046,143.00 -9.47% 
250-500,000 135 $50,300,245.00 $54,642,935.00 -$4,342,690.00 -7.95% 
500-750,000 115 $72,207,227.00 $75,448,122.00 -$3,240,895.00 -4.30% 

750-1 Mil 80 $69,369,395.00 $72,405,031.00 -$3,035,636.00 -4.19% 
1 Mil-1.5 Mil 146 $179,864,538.00 $189,570,574.00 -$9,706,036.00 -5.12% 
1.5 Mil-2 Mil 96 $163,560.453.00 $172,019,250.00 -$8,458,797.00 -4.92% 
2 Mil-5 Mil 141 $413,853,275.00 $412,300,213.00 $1,553,062.00 0.38% 

>5 Mil 76 $903,998,253.00 $855,821,272.00 $48,176,981.00 5.63% 
     Total 1,098 $1,886,088,577.00 $1,869,404,577.00 $16,684,000.00 0.89% 

 
Comparison of Final Cost to Cost Estimate by Work Type 

Work  
Type  

Work Type  
Description Count  Final Cost  

Estimate  
Amount 

Percent  
Difference 

A Total Roadway-asphalt 703 $970,361,652.00 $1,003,726,332.00 -3.32% 
B Total Bridges 95 $343,095,672.00 $326,726,161.00 5.01% 
C Total Roadway-concrete 72 $432,033,626.00 $395,151,306.00 9.33% 
M Total Maintenance-roadway 33 $7,225,257.00 $8,007,284.00 -9.77% 
P Total Public works 1 $2,417,669.00 $3,640,872.00 -33.60% 
S Total Safety related 19 $12,569,636.00 $13,541,299.00 -7.18% 
Y Total Grounds/building related 84 $26,042,056.00 $27,883,625.00 -6.60% 
Z Total Seldom used 91 $92,343,009.00 $90,727,698.00 1.78% 

     Total  1,098 $1,886,088,577.00 $1,869,404,577.00 0.89% 
Source:  Prepared by the legislative auditor’s staff using data provided by DOTD. 

 
Comparing the cost estimate to the contract and final contract cost would allow DOTD 

management to determine how much the estimates vary from the contract amount and final costs. 
As discussed earlier in this report, DOTD’s cost estimates may not be reliable.  By performing 
the type of analysis that we performed, DOTD management could make more informed 
decisions about the construction cost estimates and could use this analysis to help lower 
construction costs.  
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Construction Time Analysis 
 

The results of our construction time analysis were:  
 

• 80% of contracts finished early, 11% finished later, and 9% finished on time. 

• 35% of all projects had days added to the original contract amount. 

• We did not see a correlation between timeliness and individual districts.  

• When stratified by work type Safety, Concrete and Bridge construction 
projects tended to run late more often than other types of construction 
projects. 

Exhibit 9 shows the percentage of total projects with time overruns for each work type.  
 

Exhibit 9 
Late Projects by Work Type  

 
Work Type 

 
Work Type Description 

 
Late Contracts 

 
Total 

Overrun Percentage 
of Total 

S Total Safety Related 4 17 23.53% 
B Total Bridges 15 85 17.65% 
C Total Concrete 8 52 15.38% 
Z Total Seldom Used 9 76 11.84% 
A Total Asphalt 48 512 9.38% 
Y Total Buildings/Grounds 5 66 7.58% 
M Total Maintenance 1 22 4.55% 
P Total Public Works - 1 0.00% 

     Total  90 831 10.83% 
Source:  Prepared by the legislative auditor’s staff using data provided by DOTD.  

 
Analyzing the timeliness of projects would allow DOTD to make better management 

decisions.  For example, DOTD could use this data to determine which contractors are late and 
how often they have been late.  
 
 

Cost Per Mile of Road Construction 
 

The results of our cost per mile analysis were:  
 

• There were only a small number of new construction projects, so we could not 
adequately compare north and south Louisiana.  For example, the average cost 
per mile of new construction was $38,554,899.84 in District 03.  The cost per 
mile was skewed in that district because there was a project that cost 
$177,297,310.00 per mile.  According to a DOTD official, this project was so 
costly because it involved building a brand new interchange. Also, the small 
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number of projects for comparison (5) also contributed to the high average 
cost per mile in District 03. 

• We could not compare the cost per mile of new construction in North and 
South, or with other states, because we could not identify comparable projects.  
For example, there was no way to determine if a project consisted of two lanes 
or four.  As discussed earlier in this report, once data are collected uniformly 
across states, comparisons such as cost per mile of new construction can be 
made. 

• According to a DOTD official, using cost per mile to compare projects is 
difficult because different types of projects can vary significantly in cost.   

Exhibit 10 shows the cost per mile and the cost per capita for completed and new 
construction projects. 

 
Exhibit 10 

Cost Per Mile and Per Capita for Construction Projects  
From July 1, 1999, Through June 30, 2005  

 
 
 
 

District  

 
 

Part 
of 

State 

 
Number  

of 
Completed 

Projects 

 
Average  

Cost Per Mile 
of Completed 

Projects 

 
Cost Per 

Capita for 
Completed 

Projects 

 
Number  
of New 

Construction 
Projects 

Average  
Cost Per Mile  

of New 
Construction 

Projects 

 
Cost Per 
Capita of 

New 
Construction 

04 North 110 $848,830.02 $202.97 15 $4,302,680.41 $140.30 
05 North 113 $678,128.75 $242.94 7 $5,121,262.81 $113.65 
08 North 105 $587,277.58 $193.62 22 $1,015,100.42 $70.12 
58 North 81 $437,594.28 $422.52 5 $1,424,821.88 $84.92 
02 South 121 $1,913,309.17 $181.34 7 $4,277,292.26 $23.45 
03 South 81 $2,971,653.35 $400.07 5 $38,554,899.84 $320.41 
07 South 62 $784,610.90 $171.63 4 $5,047,023.10 $71.23 
61 South 127 $1,032,096.25 $202.20 12 $4,925,000.82 $91.17 
62 South 114 $580,490.99 $137.53 14 $1,694,176.14 $49.29 

Statewide  914 $1,077,922.91 $2,154.82 91 $5,006,236.02 $964.54 
Source:  Prepared by the legislative auditor’s staff using information provided by DOTD.  

 
Analyzing the cost per mile of construction projects would allow DOTD to determine if 

costs in certain districts or work types are inflated. Management could use this type of 
comparison to identify areas in which construction costs could be lowered. 
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AUDIT SCOPE AND METHODOLOGY 
 
We conducted this performance audit under the provisions of Title 24 of the Louisiana 

Revised Statutes of 1950, as amended.  We followed the applicable generally accepted 
government auditing standards as promulgated by the Comptroller General of the United States.  
Preliminary work on this audit began in January 2004. 
 
 

Audit Scope 
 

This audit focused on the construction function administered by DOTD’s Office of 
Highways.  The audit covered road design activities taking place from July 1, 1999, through 
June 30, 2004.  Our audit objective was to answer the following question: 
 

Is DOTD efficiently and effectively managing the construction of roadways and bridges?  
 
 

Methodology 
 

To gain an understanding of DOTD’s construction function, we performed the following 
procedures: 
 

• Researched state laws, rules, and regulations 

• Analyzed DOTD’s current funding  

• Reviewed DOTD’s Internet site 

• Interviewed staff at DOTD headquarters 

• Interviewed construction staff at two of DOTD’s nine geographic districts 

• Surveyed contractors who routinely do business with DOTD 

To obtain information on whether DOTD is efficiently and effectively managing the 
construction process, we performed the following procedures: 
 

• Obtained copies of certain information systems maintained by DOTD and 
analyzed information relevant to the construction function, including basic project 
information, cost data, and time data 

• Assessed the management controls for controlling cost overruns and time delays 

• Researched AASHTO and FHWA’s findings on construction cost and time issues  
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• Assessed DOTD’s performance measures relating to the Construction Division to 
determine their relevance  

• Reviewed the DOTD Road Design audit team’s interviews with the consultants 
DOTD hired to obtain more information regarding DOTD’s current efforts and 
reviewed DOTD’s consultant’s March 2005 process improvements and 
communication study  
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MAP OF DOTD’S NINE GEOGRAPHIC DISTRICTS 
 
 

 
 

Source:  Prepared by the legislative auditor’s staff using information provided by DOTD. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

District 02 
 
District 03 
 
District 04 
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District 07 

District 08 

District 58 
 
District 61 
 
District 62 
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MANAGEMENT’S RESPONSE 
 
 

The following pages contain the Department of Transportation and Development’s 
response to our findings, conclusions, and recommendations. 
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