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Italics represent the responses by the Iowa DOT. 
 
1. What was your procedure in reviewing consultant engineering bridge plans in the 
early 1960’s?  What is your procedure in reviewing consultant engineering bridge plans 
today? 
 
1960’s 
At the Iowa DOT, consultant-prepared engineering bridge plans from the 1960’s were only 
associated with major bridge projects like those over Missouri River or Mississippi River, rather 
than routine design work.  We interviewed one current employee who at that time worked with 
the FHWA and two former IA DOT employees, who all worked in that era.  Although we were 
unable to retrieve documents showing the evolution of plan reviews, the interviews all echoed the 
same philosophy, that consultant-prepared plans only received a constructability review.  With 
their initial plan submittal, we would have received the designer’s hand calculations, although 
we are not aware of having a policy in place that required the review of design calculations.  We 
relied on consultants to perform their own design quality control/quality assurance.  Consultants 
were hired for their expertise and were required to seal their plans, indicating their assurance 
that work was correct.  We would have prepared formal review comments, coordinated those 
comments with the FHWA, and formally met with the consultant to convey our intent.  Final 
plans would have then been prepared by the consultant. 
 
Today 
Philosophically, our processes are not much different from 45 years ago, but there are some 
nuances.  Prior to letting, a cursory and quality control review is performed by in-house staff to 
insure that the final design plans comply with Iowa DOT policies.  Along with our 
constructability reviews, we also strive for assurance that consultant-prepared plans are 
biddable and are consistent in presentation to those of in-house prepared plans.  We require 
calculations of consultants, which are electronically preserved in our document management 
system, but are still not reviewed.  In addition to our need for consultants due to their expertise, 
consultants may receive work due to the inability of our in-house staff to commit to excess work. 
 
For long-span or complex bridges, in-house staff works closely with consultants to establish 
design criteria and guidelines prior to final design and resolve design issues during final design.  
In some cases where signature bridges are involved, we may require an independent peer 
review. 



 2

 
2. How do you ensure the QA/QC process of a consultant engineering firm is 
adequate?  In the early 1960’s and today?  What procedures are in-place to ensure that the 
consultant does not submit an inadequate design? 
 
1960’s 
Back in the 1960’s, there were no established procedures to evaluate a consultant’s QA/QC 
process to ensure a high quality plan was provided to the IA DOT.  Our thorough 
constructability reviews, however, would have flagged any obvious idiosyncrasies. 
 
Today 
A portion of our Office of Bridges & Structures (OB&S) review process includes an in-depth 
review of the plan details and coordination with other IA DOT offices.  Plans are reviewed for 
accuracy and adherence to OB&S Bridge Design Manual (BDM) policy, AASHTO Standard 
Specifications or LRFD Design Specifications, and the OB&S Plan Checklist.  The checklist, one 
for bridge plans and another for box culvert plans, was assembled in 2000 to address common 
plan errors and design oversights.  The checklist is updated twice a year to reflect changes in 
OB&S policy and to alert designers of recent common errors and oversights.  It basically is our 
quality control guide and contains 300+ items to consider.  A paper copy of the checklist has 
been provided and is available on-line at:  http://www.dot.state.ia.us/bridge/standard.htm. 
 
The 100% Unapproved Plans are expected to be in final form with no missing details.  We expect 
any unresolved issues to be flagged, so that the reviewer can easily identify such instances.  
Every effort should be made to resolve outstanding issues prior to the 100% Unapproved Plan 
Submittal.  Consultant initiative to resolve outstanding issues is a separate category in the 
evaluations. 
 
The OB&S Bridge Design Manual (BDM) is also available at the above webpage.  Current work 
on the BDM includes updates to incorporate LRFD Design Specifications.  Designers are 
charged with being familiar and consistent with OB&S policy as stated in the BDM.  Prior to 
seeking assistance of the Consultant Coordination staff, designers should review design policy in 
the BDM.  If the BDM does not address the designer’s questions, then contact should be made 
with the Consultant Coordination Section to seek policy clarification. 
 
Once the reviewer has completed the initial plan review, all comments on both CADD and policy 
issues will be forwarded to the consultant.  The plan set, with comments, will also be distributed 
to other IA DOT offices including Construction, Design (Road and Soils), Materials, Districts, 
RCE (Resident Construction Engineer), etc.  This provides other IA DOT staff to review the plan 
details with comments and provide any additional feedback.  Typically, a two to three week 
review period is given to other IA DOT offices.  Any comments provided by other offices will be 
evaluated and forwarded to the design consultant for inclusion in the final plan submittal.  The 
goal of the Consultant Coordination Section is to give the consultant three weeks to incorporate 
review comments before the Final Plan Submittal. 
 
The Office of Contracts reviews the plan set for accuracy and correctness in areas such as 
Specifications, Bid Items, Method of Measurement, and Basis of Payment, etc. 
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It should be noted that the OB&S makes every effort to avoid “sheet swapping” (replacing 
incomplete or unfinished sheets after final plan turn in) by completing a thorough review of the 
plan set before the turn-in to Contracts.  If sheet swapping is due to a consultant error or 
omission, the evaluation will reflect this.  Sheet swapping for other reasons will not impact the 
evaluation score.  Again, sheet swapping should only be needed in extreme cases and not viewed 
as routine.  Extensive sheet swapping can result in the letting date being moved back and viewed 
negatively as a missed letting. 
 
When a construction issue needs the designer’s input, the OB&S will notify the designer of the 
issue and discussions on a solution will begin.  Negotiations may be necessary between the 
OB&S and the consultant regarding level of effort needed.  If the error was caused by the 
contractor, the consultant may be asked to track their time for the purpose of the IA DOT 
recovering cost from the contractor.  Consultants may be asked to work on their own time to 
resolve a plan error or omission, per the “Errors and Omissions” article of the Agreement.  
Time worked on the project, but not billed, should be annotated as such on subsequent invoices. 
 
3. What does the Iowa DOT consider a red-flag item when reviewing consultant 
engineering bridge plans?  What follow-up action is taken to address the red-flag item?  
Describe the level of detail the Iowa DOT uses in reviewing consultant engineering bridge 
plans? 
 
We are not entirely sure what is meant by “red-flag item,” but presume this is in the context of a 
major error.  It is not in the consultant’s interest to submit a poor quality plan, as that would be 
reflected in a subsequent evaluation and ultimately used both in future consultant selections and 
as one criterion in determining fixed fee on future work.  Further, errors and omissions 
constitute re-work on the part of the consultant at their expense. 
 
Plan comments, both major and minor in nature, are back-checked when the final plan is 
submitted, to assure that desired changes have been made. 
 
Although our plan review process is very extensive, its primary objective is to review the overall 
plan quality and not the structural adequacy of individual members. 
 
4. Does the Iowa DOT review consultant engineering bridge plans concurrently with 
the FHWA Division Office?  Does the Iowa DOT review the consultant plans with the 
expectation that FHWA will be performing a similar type of review? 
 
Interstate and major over-sight bridge projects are reviewed by our local FHWA in Ames.  While 
reviews by our DOT staff and the FHWA are concurrent, they are also independent.  We do not 
expect the FHWA to perform a similar review to the one we perform, so our review process is no 
different because of their involvement. 
 
Consultant-prepared plans arrive for review typically five months prior to letting (six for major 
projects with extra advertising), with an allowance of roughly five weeks for review time.  When 
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FHWA reviews field plan comments, the comments are addressed by DOT staff and changes are 
made to the plans or a response is given explaining the plan intent. 
 
5. What are the qualifications of the Iowa DOT personnel who conduct the review of 
consultant engineering bridge plans? 
 
Currently, the Office of Bridges & Structures has five engineers dedicated to reviewing 
consultant work, consultant contracting, and construction assistance, with their titles, roles and 
experience in the table below.  Regarding our position classifications, the TEI is an unlicensed 
civil or structural engineer, whereas the TE and TES are licensed, with the further distinction 
that the TES has advanced expertise.  A position description questionnaire for the three unique 
positions charges with review consultant-prepared plans has been provided.  We are in the 
process of filling another engineer position.  Beyond this, there are other supporting staff within 
the office; for instance, the Chief Structural Engineer and Assistant Bridge Engineer who 
dedicate a portion of their time overseeing policy and design criteria decisions made, especially 
for the more complex projects. 
 
Title     Primary Role     Yrs. Exp. 
Transp. Engr. Specialist (TES) Contracting, Coordination   20 
Transp. Engr. Specialist (TES) Preliminary Bridge    14 
Transp. Engr. Specialist (TES) Complex to highly complex plan reviews 11 
* Transp. Engr. Specialist (TES) Complex to highly complex plan reviews ?? 
Transp. Engr. (TE)   Mod. complex to complex plan reviews 27 
Transp. Engr. Intern (TEI)  Simple to mod. complex plan reviews  1 
 
* New position currently in process of filling. 
 
6. What is the percentage of bridge design work that is done in-house versus the 
percentage that is done by consultant engineering firms? 
 
Please see the attached two graphs that answer this question. 
 
7. Describe the structure of the Iowa DOT?  Is the bridge office centrally organized?  
How many district bridge offices are located in the state?  Are consultant engineering 
bridge plans reviewed at the central office or district bridge office? 
 
Within the IA DOT there are various Divisions:  Information Technology, Operations and 
Finance, Motor Vehicle, Planning Programming and Modal, and Highway.  The Highway 
Division is comprised of six Districts and three Bureaus:  Statewide Operations, Engineering 
Bureau and Research & Technology.  Within the Engineering Bureau are various offices:  
Bridges & Structures, Office of Design, Location & Environment, Right of Way, and Traffic & 
Safety.  Refer to organizational chart. 
 
The Office of Bridges & Structures is centrally organized, with technical bridge reviews 
performed there.  Refer to office organizational chart.  The six District Offices provide review of 
non-structural aspects of the plans. 






































