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MID-ATLANTIC CHAPTER, ACPA 
c/o The American Concrete Pavement Association 
9450 W. Bryn Mawr Ave., Suite 150 
Rosemont, IL 60018 
847.966.2272 | www.acpa.org 

  

  

August 25, 2021 

 
Barton A. Thrasher, P.E. 
Chief Engineer 
Virginia Department of Transportation  
1401 East Broad Street 
Richmond, VA 23219 
 

Dear Mr. Thrasher: 

The Mid-Atlantic Chapter, ACPA has reviewed VDOT’s policy guidance related to pavement type 

selection, Life Cycle Cost Analysis, and pavement design, with an eye towards outlining a path forward 

to bring and sustain competition between two healthy paving industries in the Commonwealth.   

Below are our thoughts regarding the three bullets initially brought forward by former VDOT Chief 

Engineer Garrett Moore in 2018. 

• Areas of construction or maintenance where we believe concrete pavement can be competitive. 

o Concrete pavement is routinely competitive in a variety of construction and maintenance 

areas (applications) in geographic locations where there already is a healthy concrete 

pavement industry to compete with an established asphalt industry.  In these locations, the 

active and spirited participation of both paving industries in the highway paving program is 

founded on a process that considers equivalent pavement sections and employs an LCCA 

process consistent with FHWA best practice guidance.  1 

o This includes for new pavement alignment, pavement reconstruction, lane addition, 

concrete overlay, truck climbing lanes, intersections, roundabouts, interchanges, rest 

areas and ramps.  We believe there are a number of projects let in past years where 

concrete should have been considered (e.g. I-66 Express Lanes, I-81 widening/ 

reconstruction, I -64 between Newport News and Richmond).   

o As noted during past communications with both VDOT and CTB, significant cost savings are 

realized for both concrete and asphalt pavement when competition between the industries 

is introduced and sustained.  Peer-reviewed research conducted at Massachusetts Institute 

of Technology (MIT) clearly establishes that inter-industry competition is one of the most 

influential contributors to paving material unit costs. 2 With a healthy and sustained two-

pavement system, VDOT will not only facilitate a marketplace where concrete and asphalt 

 
1 FHWA Technical Advisory T 5040.39  Use of Alternate Bidding for Pavement Type Selection, Dec 2012 
2 Industry Competition and Paving Material Unit Costs, MIT CSHub Topic Summary Vol 2020 Issue 2 

http://www.acpa.org/
https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/pavement/t504039.cfm
https://cshub.mit.edu/news/topic-summary-industry-competition-and-paving-material-unit-costs
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pavement will both be competitive across a range of applications, but also realize significant 

cost savings in the process. 

 

• Potential obstacles in VDOT’s guidance or contract documents to the ability of concrete 

pavements to compete and positive recommendations to improve the documents.  

o As for the obstacles in VDOT’s current guidance and/or contract documents that affect the 

ability of concrete pavements to compete, we would like to point out that of the list of 18 

projects (16 of which actually bid) you provided to us in your letter where concrete 

pavements were included, only one project actually received concrete pavement bids.  This 

tells us that contractors did not consider the concrete pavement option competitive, and 

consequently did not submit a bid.  As for the specific reasons why, there are several: 

▪ Often, the initial pavement designs were not equitable (structurally comparable 

over the design period) which created an initial cost difference making concrete 

pavement not competitive.   

▪ The minimum project lengths for application of VDOT’s pavement type selection 

process (PTSP) are such that some of the project types cited above, like turn lanes, 

climbing lanes, roundabouts, ramps and interchanges were not considered.  

▪ Project constructability and phasing often made it nearly impossible to build the 

concrete pavement option -- typically the constructability and phasing were 

established in the context of the way the asphalt option would be built.  Specifically, 

MOT requirements often did not allow lane widths wide enough to accommodate 

the tracks of a slipform paver. Phasing often did not account for the fact that 

concrete pavements are not built in stages (different lifts) but in one single pass. 

Also, lane closure times often did not allow enough opening to traffic time.  

▪ The remaining obstacles pertain to the way alternate bidding has been handled.  

The VDOT alternate bidding process is not consistent with FHWA’s best practice 

guidance (referenced above in footnote 1). In particular, project awards have been 

based on project first cost only, with no credit given for concrete’s lower life cycle 

costs (in other words, not using what FHWA refers to as a life cycle cost bid 

adjustment). Additionally, asphalt pavements are bid by the ton and concrete 

pavements by the square yard.  If an asphalt pavement is thicker than designed, 

then the contractor gets paid for all material placed; whereas, for concrete, the bid 

price is not impacted if the pavement is thicker.  And finally, VDOT continues to 

cover the risk of variable materials prices for asphalt by including price adjustments 

while no such risk is being covered for the concrete alternative. In alternate bid 

scenarios (as well as design build situations) this amounts to an unequal sharing of 

risk, which violates the integrity of the bidding process. 

o We would suggest the following as positive suggestions for improving VDOT’s process.  

▪ Use AASHTOWARE Me Design to ensure equivalent pavement structures for 

concrete and asphalt pavement designs.   

▪ Adjust/reduce the project length minimum to allow for inclusion of smaller projects 

like those mentioned above where concrete can compete.  

▪ Take the differences between asphalt and concrete paving into account during 

project development, MOT and phasing in particular.  
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▪ Adjust the Life Cycle Cost Analysis process to conform with FHWA best practice 

guidance. 

• Initial concrete pavement design life (time to first rehab in an LCCA) is 

designated 20 years, but with design improvements and designated 

preventative maintenance and, we feel that the initial life should be 

extended. Although we realize the difficulties with quantifying such life 

extension, given the specific items cited below, we estimate that the 

improvements will increase performance by a conservative 20% or 4 more 

years added to the performance of the original pavement before CPR 

(Concrete Pavement Repair). 

• As for discount rate, we suggest following FHWA guidance (see footnote 1) 

and use the most current published discount rate (30-year real interest rate) 

from the United States Executive Branch’s Office of Management and 

Budget (OMB).   The most recent value published in OMB Circular A-94 

Appendix C can be found at: https://www.whitehouse.gov/wp-

content/uploads/2020/12/M-21-09.pdf   The current discount rate to be 

used for calendar year 2021 is -0.3%.   

• Departments of Transportation across the nation (VDOT included) typically 

perform more than one CPR/repair on their jointed concrete pavements 

before placing an asphalt overlay.  Georgia in particular does 2-3 CPR’s with 

no reported loss of performance.  We suggest doing two CPR’s on jointed 

pavements and one on continuously reinforced pavements before doing an 

AC overlay.  

• Do we have good data to support the timing and amount of preventative 

maintenance and concrete pavement restoration? These inputs are very 

important and should be supported with actual data where possible. The 

inputs for this analysis are extremely variable and the necessary data to 

confirm the inputs is typically lacking.  The inputs (including the timing/life 

of the applications) can lead to considerable arguments as to the validity of 

the results.  Although using the probabilistic approach recommended by 

FHWA doesn’t provide results beyond reproach, it certainly helps.  

Therefore, we recommend that the probabilistic approach be incorporated, 

or use AASHTOWare’s Pavement ME Design to establish each specific 

pavement design’s performance period.  

▪ Adjust the Alternate Bidding (ADAB) process to conform with FHWA best practice 

guidance detailed in FHWA’s Technical Advisory T 5040.39 Use of Alternate Bidding 

for Pavement Type Selection (see footnote 1).  Specifically, VDOT’s current alternate 

bidding procedures deviates from FHWA’s best practice guidance (as detailed in 

FHWA T5040.39) in three main areas: 

• VDOT’s process does not Including a life cycle cost bid adjustment  

• VDOT’s process includes materials price adjustments  

• VDOT’s process does not use the same unit measurement for payment  

 

 

https://www.whitehouse.gov/wp-content/uploads/2020/12/M-21-09.pdf
https://www.whitehouse.gov/wp-content/uploads/2020/12/M-21-09.pdf
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• Outline a path forward to bring concrete pavement competition to Virginia. 

o From our perspective, VDOT needs to send a clear signal to industry (both asphalt and 

concrete) that VDOT is serious about marshaling the benefits of competition between 

industries.  Industry needs to be confident that VDOT is committed to the health of both 

industries before being willing to take the necessary steps (and make the necessary 

investments) to be competitive.    

o There are several paths that VDOT can take to spur and maintain inter-industry competition, 

and which path VDOT chooses will likely be a function of current market dynamics and 

experience: 

▪ Announce the letting of concrete pavement projects (as is currently done routinely 

for asphalt): 

• Select several concrete pavement projects each year for multiple years to 

send a clear signal to BOTH industries (e.g. - Florida).  Doing a number of 

projects over several years prevents the competing industry from “buying” 

the jobs or use unbalanced bids to bias the process. 

• As a starting point, projects can be selected in areas of the state where 

single-bidder lettings are particularly prevalent.  The local ready-mix 

concrete industry can supply smaller, local projects.  Bigger paving projects 

will likely attract the attention of several out-of-state mainline pavers as 

well.   

• Projects can also be selected to include concrete overlays and 

reconstruction projects in critical locations each year (e.g. interchanges, 

intersections, ramps, heavy‐truck routes).  

▪ Consider alternate bidding (ADAB) where appropriate: 

• Use of ADAB can be an effective way to make cost-efficient pavement-type 

selections, provided the process is done in accordance with FHWA 

guidelines.  Requirements in those guidelines (as detailed earlier) include; 

use of equivalent designs; use of LCCA bid adjustments; no commodity price 

adjustments; and use of equivalent materials quantity measures (i.e. SY).   

• Several states have used ADAB with success (e.g. KY, LA, NC, WV), but the 

process can be contentious at times.  Also, regional market dynamics 

regarding ownership of aggregate sources will impact the effectiveness of 

ADAB. 

▪ Maintaining healthy paving industries by balancing quantities (e.g. SY concrete to 

tons of asphalt).   

• This is a process used successfully by several states who recognize that it is 

in the best interest of the agency and the taxpayer to have more than one 

paving industry routinely participating in the states’ paving program (e.g. IA, 

WI, MN).   

• These states also try to smooth the peaks and valleys for both industries, to 

provide stability and predictability in the program.  This certainty helps 

enhance the health of both industries and contributes to consistent 

competitive pricing.   
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• These states have some of the lowest unit costs in the nation for both 

asphalt and concrete pavement. 

o In an effort to help identify good candidate projects for concrete pavement moving forward, 

we would like to request a list of upcoming projects that are going through VDOT’s PTSP.  In 

addition, we’d like to work with local VDOT districts to identify good candidate projects for a 

concrete pavement option.   

Currently there is not a strong concrete paving presence in Virginia for the obvious reason that concrete 

pavement has over time been selected out of the VDOT process. However, the Virginia based/owned 

ready-mixed concrete industry remains capable to supply local concrete paving projects (e.g. ramps, 

intersections, rest areas, roundabouts, interchanges). The re-emergence of a viable concrete pavement 

industry in Virginia to check and compete with the well-entrenched and dominant asphalt paving 

industry is beneficial to both VDOT and Commonwealth taxpayers.   

The concrete pavement industry remains committed to be a sound technical resource and a partner to 

VDOT.  We will help in whatever way we can with pavement and materials design and technical 

assistance, in order that VDOT can deliver the most cost effective, safe and sustainable pavements 

possible.  We are also happy to expand on the significant long-term CO2/GHG benefits associated with 

concrete pavement on Virginia’s highways.  Much research has been conducted in recent years to 

substantiate the lower lifetime CO2 footprint of concrete roadways.   

We are anxious to meet with you at your convenience to discuss the items above, and to outline next 

steps.     

Sincere regards, 

     

Thomas M. Madden     Richard A. McDonough 

President      Director 

Atlantic Contracting & Material Co., Inc.   The Lane Construction Corporation 

Chairman-Mid-Atlantic Chapter, ACPA   Vice Chairman-Mid-Atlantic Chapter, ACPA 

9712 Dorval Avenue     14500 Avion Pkwy 

Upper Marlboro, MD 20772    Suite 200 

       Chantilly, VA 20151 

 

C:  
Mr. Leif G. Wathne, P.E., Executive Vice President, American Concrete Pavement Association 


