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SCOPE OF WORK

The scope of work for this effort should include how the synthesis will be carried out, what the final product or products will be and an approximate cost proposal for the entire effort.  After the technical panel has completed the scope of work it should be presented to FHWA’s Office of Asset Management for review, comment and approval prior to beginning the work.

TECHNICAL PANEL MEMBERS

Bill Beuter – Virginia DOT; John Perry – FHWA Washington DC; Alan Samuels – Arizona DOT; & Lee Onstott – New Mexico DOT.  The National Highway Institute and the Transportation Curriculum Coordination Council can also be solicited for representation on the technical panel.  Technical panel members will be asked to assist in the reviews and in putting together the final report and making comments through out the process.  Additional stakeholders can be used through out the process to assist the technical panel members and could include but not be limited to Project Engineers and Senior Inspectors.

SYNTHESIS SURVEY

The technical panel should start by doing a brief email survey / synthesis of the current state of the practice in resident engineer academies to determine what types are being used ie. experienced based training, formal training or extended off site training and what are the length and duration of them and whether or not they are willing to share an outline of what they put their engineers through.  How do these academies work in each state and who are the principal contact people?  If they don’t have academies do they have other types of assisted training initiatives such as university grants and scholarships, summer work study programs etc.?  This could be a simple Transportation Research Information System literature review to collect data from previous TRB Staffing and Training Synthesis, NCHRP Reports or similar studies on this topic.  The email survey results could be used to update these earlier background report results.  In addition to the literature review the technical panel can also interview several state transportation agency chief construction engineers to get their comments and direction on how to proceed and what the synthesis should focus on.  

PROPOSAL & COST ESTIMATE

After the preliminary data collection process is complete the technical panel needs to propose to FHWA’s Office of Asset Management which 4 to 6 academies they recommend to do detailed field reviews on and what type of information will be gathered and how it will be collected.  The 4 to 6 Academies should be identified based on the type of training they are doing, ie. experienced based training, formal training or extended off site training such as at an academy.  Bill Beuter and one of the other technical panel members should go to the field sites to do the analysis.  The FHWA Office of Asset Management will cover the costs for panel members travel.  The technical panel should provide a cost proposal to cover the cost of Bill’s travel and one assistant to assist him for the 4 to 6 field visits.  Bill’s costs could be, say six trips at $1,000 each for a total of approximately $6,000.  Bill’s assistants could be, say six trips at $800 each for approximately $4,800.  The final estimate could be in the vicinity of say $12,000 to $15,000.  The Office of Asset Management will review and approve the final scope of work, proposal and cost estimate prior to the team doing the actual field reviews. 

FIELD REVIEWS

Field reviews should be in the neighborhood of 1 to 2 days in length, and cover interviews with the central office and with new project / resident engineers and senior engineers.  The technical panel should prepare a questionnaire to assist in interviewing top management, new resident engineers at the academies and people who have been through academy and are applying their training out on the job.  The goal should be to determine how effective the training is and collect the type of information the technical panel sees as needing to be gathered.  The 4 to 6 field reviews should geographically represent various locations across the United States.  Bill Beuter should travel to each of the field reviews while his assistants can vary depending upon the location of the reviews.

FINAL PRODUCT & TIME FRAME

The Resident Engineer Academy Technical Panel will prepare a state of the practice report talking about the strengths and weaknesses of the training base identified during the synthesis, survey outreach and the field reviews.  The results should discuss workmanship and training needs to get people qualified, and the panels recommendations on how to develop similar academies and where the AASHTO Highway Subcommittee should be going.  How many academies are there?  Where are they and which ones are working well?  Best Practices could also be presented in the final report.  This report should be presented to the AASHTO Highway Subcommittee on Construction and the Transportation Curriculum Coordination Council by the spring of 2002.  The findings and recommendations of this synthesis could also be presented at the Summer AASHTO Highway Subcommittee on Construction meeting in August of 2002.

* Technical Panel (TP) submits proposal to OAM (8/15/01)

* Bill meets with Dr. Jon Wergin at VCU, Richmond (8/31/01)

* TP develops survey based on projected data needs and reporting

mechanisms in consultation with Technical Committee (9/15/01)

* Bill & assistants complete follow-up site visits (10/15/01)

* TP provides preliminary info to TCCC (12/01)

* TP synthesizes all information (1/31/02)

* TP finalizes draft report (3/31/02)

* TP distributes draft report to TCCC (4/15/02)

* TP completes draft final report (5/15/02)

* TP completes final report (7/01/02)

* Jim Sorenson presents report to AASHTO SOC & SOM
