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I TINTRODUCTION

The purchasing power of a dollar made avallable to the State for highway con-
struction varies from time to time for any number of reasons. In order that
those responsible for long range construction planning may have at their
disposal a means of measuring this varying purchasing power at any time and

projecting it to any future point in time,” a cost index of highway construction

o

.......

has been prepared. 'This index equates the present cost of highway construction
to the cost during the index base period or, in more simple terms, 1ndicates
the amount of construction one dollar would have purchased if spent during the

base perlod rather than at the present or some past or future year.

In addition to thls means of measuring purchasing power, a properly designed

-

index may be of use in estimating individual projectéi_ Knowing the present
value of the index and the anticipated trend, the designer should be able to
compute the index for the project estimate and arrive at a logical conclusion

regarding the valldity of the estimate.
Thls two fold purpose governed the design of the index.

IT INDEX DESIGN

As deslgned, the index presented here may be defined as: "A weighted average of
unit blds submitted by the successful bidders during a selected base period for
various ltems representing substantially all of the construction operations pro-

vided for in a highway construction contract."
Index Items

The first step in the design of the index was to select the 1tems to be included.
In general terms, highway constructilon operations may be classified as grading,

structures, surfacing and incidentals. Strictly speaking, an index should include

1
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all of the contracted bild items of the base period and conversely, an ldeal
index would be one which contains only one ltem representing each of the four
generalized construction operations. However, neither of these extremes
would be practical since the former would involve several hundred individual

bld 1tems and the latter would not be truly representative.

The Bureau of Public Roads maintains a bid price index (See Figure l) made
up of weighted average prices for six items. This index is representative
of work involved 1n grading, structures and surfacing and is apparently
quite successful in detecting price trends in the entlre nation. However,
the absence of an item for flexible base and several other construction

operations preclude an identical index for Texas.

The Hlghway Design Division, Bridge Division and Secondary Roads Division
are currently using an index based on the year 1949 which includes all of
the contract bid items for that base period. Current projects are compared
to similar projects in 1949. However, some items included in this index
are outdated since items such as continuously reinforced concrete pavement,
upgraded flexible bases, cement stabllized bases and asphaltic concrete

pavement were not used extensively in 1949,

The Construction Division's Cost Index as reported in 1953 (See Figure 2)
includes eleven items which are a comprehensive representation of highway
construction from 1949 through 1953. The 1tems contained in this index
were selected for tentative inclusion in the new inaex. During preparation,

some changes were made 1n the minor index items.
Base Perilod

The selectlon of the base period for accumulating the average prices con-



stituted the next step in developing the index. The Bureau of Public Roads
Index was originally based on the 1925-29 period but was updated and revised
for the period 1957-59 in keeping with the effort of all Federal agencies to
base any statistical data on this period. The index used by the Design
Divisions 1s based on the year 1949 and the Construction Division Index is
based on a five year period from 1949 through 1953; however, construction
innovations and specification changes since that period might produce some
fictitious varlstions in applicatlon of the index. The 1957-59 base period
was selected In order that the index could be correlated with the BPR Index.
Average prices were developed for that perlod and a possible index prepared.
The results were somewhat disappointing in that only approximately 50 percent
of the total cost of several projects selected at random were represented in
the index. Also, this index appeared to indicate a much greater price rise
for 1963 than was reflected by the indices used by the Department. This
could be attributed to several factors but is belleved to be primarily the
result of adoption of the current standard specifications with possibly

some Influence from changes in design such as the advent of continuously

reinforced concrete pavement and upgraded flexible base.

The base period was then moved forward to the years 1961-63. Several factors
prompted selection of thls period as the base. The 1961 specifications

(the forerunner of the current standard specifications) were adopted and put
into use early in this period and the bid history for both the 1961 and 1962
specifications was stored on the computer. Also, sufficient bid history had
been accumulated on continuously reinforced concrete pavement, high-type
flexible base and other relatively recent design innovations to assure reli-
able averages for these i1tems. ProjJects governed by the 1951 specifications

even though they were let in 1961 are not included in the index.
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Statistical Derivations

Figure 3 indicates the composition of the index. The items are divided into
four general categorlesy excavation, base, surfacling and structures with the

latter three further separated by generalized pay items.

The area and State average prices for excavation include common and un-
classified excavation only; however, in computing the relative weight on
an individual project, such items as overhaul, borrow, sprinkling and

rolling of embankment material should be Included 1n the item weight.

The itemlzed breakdown of flexible base was deemed necessary to avoid
misleading fluctuatlons of the index. If only one overall State average
for flexible base was included as originally planned, one large project
contalning a substantial quantlty of one of the more expensive bases would
result in a fictitlous rise in the index for that letting. Separate
welghted averages for each flexible base ltem should counteract this

and result in a more stable and accurate index. Average prices are in-
cluded for various types of flexlible base. For most of these ltems an
average price for delivered flexlble base is also shown. Since shell
with sand admixture and shell with sand and caliche admixture are bid
both dellvered and with haul paid for separately, the average price in-
cludes the volume of shell divided into the sum of shell, sand, calilche
and additional gquarter mile haul. Therefore, the only prices shown for
these ltems are on a delivered basis., Bid history‘indicates that cement
stabllized base and flexible base used in Districet 21 are always bid on a
delivered basis. A delivered price has not been included for caliche,
bankrun gravel or foundation course since a delivered bid history for
these 1tems was not available. In the future 1f these items are bld on a

delivered basis, an index price can be established.



All flexible base 1n the index was computed on a cublc yard basis using a
conversion factor of 1.4 from ton to cubic yard for caliche, bankrun
gravel, processed gravel, iron ore, crushed stone, foundatlon course and
the dellivered base used 1n District 21, The converslon factor from ton to
cublc yard on shell with sand admixture and éhell wlth sand and caliche

admixture 1s 1.12.

The conversion factor from ton to cublc yard for cement stabilized base 1s
2.0. If cement stabllized base is measured by square yard, the conversion
factor is derived from dividing 36 by the depth in inches of the cement
stabilized base placed. (Figure 5 indicates the conversion factors for

various ltems of the 1ndex.)

Surfacing was dlvided into four categorles with a further breakdown to
separate jointed reinforced and continuously reinforced concrete pavement.
Aggregate and asphalt for surface treatments Include all surfacing aggregates
and asphalt for seal coats, one, two and three course surface treatments.
The average price for asphaltic concrete pavement includes Hot Mix Asphaltilc
Concrete Pavement only. However, in calculating the welght of each item and
relative weight, cold mix limestone rock asphalt pavement, hot mix-cold

laid asphaltic concrete pavement and tack coat should be included. Concrete
pavement was divided Into two groups because of the price variation for a
greater amount of reinforcing steel used in the continuously reinforced
design. The average prices for concrete pavement were computed on a cublc

yvard basis. (See Figure 5 for conversion factors.)

The structural items originally included only reinforeing steel, structural
steel and structural concrete. However, 1t was found that prestressed con-

crete beams constitutes a large percentage of structursl items and was added



to the composition of the index. The item of 24 inch plpe was also added
as an indicator item to reflect any price changes in areas of construction
not directly related to the major 1tems, although 1t does not constitute

a substantial percentage of the index. In calculating the weight of the
item and the relative weight for Pipe 24", all sizes of reinforced concrete
and corrugated galvanized metal pipe should be included. The average
prices for structural steel were developed from I-Beam Steel and Girder
Steel omitting miscellaneous structural steel; however, mliscellaneous

steel should be used in arriving at the relatlve welghts for structural

steel.

The i1tems of sprinkling and rolling were originally included in the index;
however, they were deleted since they constituted a very minor percentage

and the weighted averages obtained were not realistic.

The average prices indlcated are derived by dividing the summation of the
total contract cost for each ltem during the base period by the summation
of the quantitles for the period. In order to determine the weight each
item should be given in the index the total contract cost of similar 1tems
of work should be added to the 1tem cost, e.g. overhaul, borrow, etc. added
to excavation; tack coat added to asphaltic concrete pavement; etc. as previously
discussed. The relative weight for the four general categories 1s then
determined from the total adjustment cost of each item and the total cost
in the index. The relative welghts computed In this manner should approx-
imate the relative proportions of grading, structures, base and surfacing
in an ordinary construction contract as shown in Figure 3. The weight of
each item and relatlive welght shown in the composition of the index is
based on constructlion during the three year base period; however, the

welght of each 1tem and relative welght should be calculated on each pro-



Ject. To calculate price trends for a given period the weight of each 1ltem

and relative weight should be adjusted according to construction for that

period. (See Figure 8D)

Application

In computing the State index for a monthly letting, or any other period of
time, the welghted average unit price for each of the 1ndex items 1s cal-
culated as previously described for the index. The item index is then deter-
mined by dividing the average price by the index base period average. The
welght of each item for those i1tems constituting the excavatlon, base, sur-
facing and structures index is then multiplled by thls item index and the
summation of these products multiplied by the relative welght to arrive at
an index factor percentage. Summation of the four index factor percentages

results in the overall index.
Figure 4 illustrates the overall index for each month since 1950.

IIT AREA INDICES

As previously mentioned, an index which could be applied to individual pro-
Jects could be of significant beneflt to the designer 1n preparing the esti-
mate for highway construction projJects. Knowlng the average cost of the pro-
Ject, Judgment could then be used to determine probable increased or decreased
cost due to conditions peculiar to that project. To develop an index sultable
for application to individual projects, weighted avérage prices equivalent to
those developed for the statewide index had to be determined for each area

of the State having comparable conditions.

Four factors were selected to determine the grouplngs. Any one of these
factors was consldered sufficient Justification to warrant a separate area

grouping.



. Usual Construction Practice
. Climate

. Geological Formation

. Usual Type of Project

W e

The first factor alone dictates that each of the various districts be separated
since even adjacent districts often use different specification bid items.
Consideration of the second factor led to a further separation of the lower

counties in the coastal area.

Consideration of the geological formatlon was on an extremely generalized
basis., While the presence of large quantities of rock 1n certain counties
was recognized, there was not sufficient bid history in some of the counties
from which reliable welghted averages could be computed. There was also some
indication that portions of a county should be grouped separately; however,

this would not be a practical grouping for utllizing the computer history.

Consideration of the last factor dlctated that the heavy metropolitan areas
having expressway type construction under heavy trafflc be separated from

other counties In that district.

Figure 6 indicates the county groupings which resulted from this process.

Forty-two separate grouplngs are Indicated.

The index items which constitute the statewlide 1ndex were extracted from the
bild history for each separate area and weighted averages computed. This
resulted in a separate index for each area which, when recombined, is 1dentical

in average prices, quantities, relative weights, etc. to the State index.

Flgures 7A-TD indicate the welghted average prices for each index item. 1In
several instances where prices are not shown, these areas elther did not have
a history for the particular bid item or d4id not have sufficient history to

reflect a realistic weighted average. When this occurs, the State average



should be used in computing the index on an individual project until such

time as sufficlent bild history for this item 1s established.

Application to Individual Projects

Individual index forms have been prepared for each area for computation of
the index for individual projects. Samples of these forms with typical
project data inserted are shown in Figures 8A-8C. A form for each area with

index 1list price 1s included in the Appendix.

Figure 8A indicates the procedure followed in computing the index for a
typical grading, structures and surfacing project. The estimate price

for each index item contained in the project 1s entered under "Estimated
Cost" and divided by the index list price for the particular area to deter-
mine the "Item Index". Where more than one bid item 1s contained in the
project for any index item, such as several types of aggregate for surface
treatment, an approximate welghted average price should be determlned for
use In computing the index., Where more than one 1tem 1s included for each
type of work such as will usually be the case for base, surfacing and
structures, the weight to be glven each item must be determined. Thils
welght may be an approximation or may be an exact calculation based on the
total estimated cost of each of the ltems. In each case the total weight
of each of the four general categories must equal 100 percent. For example

Excavation 1s only one 1tem so 1t equals 100 percent.

Under flexible base the sum of all base items shall equal 100 percent and the

same pertalins to the surfacing and structural categories.

The product of the item index and welght of each item i1s the "Item Index

Factor".



These factors, when added, determiné the composite 1tem index for each type

of construction.

The relative weights shown on figure 8A are those determined from the
composition of the 1ndex; however, these should be adjusted to correspond
with the project. The product of thils welght and the composite 1tem
index determines the index factor percent which, when added, produces the

project index.

Figure 8B and 8C show application of the index to projects having only
base and surfacing and surfacing respectively. The procedure to be followed
in computing the index 1s 1ldentical to that described above except for
relative welght. These weights were adjusted to the actual proportions

of the types of construction contemplated 1ln the project.

The index for individual projects 1s not so critical that strict rules need
to be established for 1ts computation. Since one of the functions of the
index is to aid the designer in estimating the project, conslderable lati-
tude may be exercised 1n arriving at the weight of each item, adjusted
relative weights, etc. The most important factor determined is probably
the item index since this figure represents the deviation of the estimated
price from the weighted average of past bid history 1n that area. Judgment
and experilence can be used to determine 1f this deviation is Jjustified by

conditions peculiar to the project.

IV FUTURE MODIFICATIONS

From time to time it will become apparent that newly developed ltems should
be added to the index. Such construction ltems as lightweight surfacing
aggregates, asphalt stabilized base, etec. will no doubt need to be added

10
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to assure representation of a high percentage of the cost of individual
projects. New items may be added to the statewlde index or to the area
indices at any time by converting the price of the new item back to the
base perlod. However, 1t will be necessary tQ accumulate a sufficient

price history on a new ltem to assure a reallstic welghted average.
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THE HIGHWAY CONSTRUCTION BID PRICE INDEX

COMPILED BY THE BUREAU OF PUBLIC ROAIS

Ttem Unit Base Base unit Base dol- Relative
F47 quantity price lar amount welght
Thousands] - Thousands Percenjc]+
Excavation Cu, Yd, 3,001,805| $0.h2 | $1,529,592 33.
Surfacing:
Portland cement concrete sq. yd. 154,953 h.38 678,221 15.0
Bituminous concrete ton 111,516 6.66 Tho, b2 16.4
Subtotal, surfaces 1,420,693 31.54
Sirycturess
Reinforcing steel 1b. 2,206.879 .129 285,139 6.3
Structural steel 1b. 2,581,462 .195 502,294 11.1
Structural concrete cu. yd. 14,583 54.18 790,027 17.k4
Subtotal, structures 1,577,460 34.8
Total 4,507,745 100.0
Basic values and relative weights of the 1957-59 base index

Figure 1
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4, & LA,

T. & TA.

8,9,10.
11.
12,

13.

CONSTRUCTICON DIVISION

ORIGINAL COST INDEX

1949-1953 Base

Period
Ttem Unit Relative
Index
(Current Rate)
("Base Rate )
Roadway Excavation Cu., Y4.

(Ord. Comp. & Dens. Cont.)
Sprinkling

Rolling

Flexible Base

(ord. Comp. & Dens. Cont.)
Asphalt

Aggregate

Concrete Pavement

(Jointed & Cont. Reinf.)
Bituminous Mixtures

Class "A" Concrete
Reinforecing Steel

Structural Steel

Hour

Cu. Yd.

Gal.

Cu. Y4.

Cu. Yd.

Ton

Cu. Y4d.

Lbs.

Ibs.

Total

Index

Figure 2

L

(% of '49-153)

(

Weight

Base

11.90

2.93
3.02

25.23

6.75
5.28
10.68

10.78
12.57
5.13

5.73
100.00

Amount



Price to be Weight of Relative

Ttem uantities Av. Price Total Total Money Total to be Used for State Each Item Weight
Added to Item Incl in Weight Average Percent Percent
1. FEXCAVATION 130,452,447, 3 L3 56,269,859, $ 26,109,913. $ 82,379, 772- $ .43 100.
TOTAL EXCAVATION 82,379,772.- 18.
2,
%a; Caliche (232) 8,465,917. 1.32 11,216,867. 3,544,559,
Delivered  } V] e 14,761,426, 1.32 13.5
(b) Shell with Sd. Adm. 2,149,176 3.64 7,814,898, | ccmmmmmeeo 7,814,898, 3.64 6.
(234 )(Delivered)
(c) Bank Run Gr. (236) 710,632. 1.01 15,452, 428,080. 1,143,532. 1.01 1.
(d) Processed Gr. (238) 2,579,320. 1.19 3,066,773. 1,271,182. 4,337,955. 1.19 b,
Delivered 346,982, 2.43 843,519, |  —mmmmemeee- 843,519. 2.h43 .5
(e} Iron Ore (240) 2,735,675. .97 2,644,305 2,17h,749. 4,819,054, .97 h.
Delivered 534,579. 2.90 1,547,868, |  cmememee- 1,547,868. 2.9 1.
(f) Ccrushed Stone (242) | 10,329,450. 1.45 15,023,120. 4,049,303. 19,072,k423. 1.45 17.
Delivered 9,207, T41. 2.94 27,089,725, | @ cmmmemmeeee 27,089,725. 2.94 2.
(g) Fnd Crse (246) 11,254,187. 1.06 11,880,692. 4,507, k7. 16,338,139. 1.06 1.
(h) Cem Stab Base 806,498. 10.29 8,301,508, | = —eememmeeeo 8,301,508. 10.29 12.
(i) Shell with Sand & 41k,258. 2.74 1,134,377, |  =mmmmmmeme- 1,134,377. 2.74 1.
Ccal (Ty E) Delivered
(3) Delivered Base 1,084,453, 2.52 2,735,435, |  cmmmmmeeeo 2,735,435, 2.52 2.
Dist. 21
Average All Base 50,798,814, 2.17 L 504,177, 15,395,682, 109,989,859. 2.17 wo.
TOTAL BASE 109,989,859. ] es.
3. SURFACING -
(a) Ager for Surf Treat | 3,12%,870. 6.19 19,332,410 | = ——memem-- 19,332,410. 6.19 14.
(b) Asph for Surf Treat § 93,861,760. .15 13,763,071 | commmeemee 13,763,071. .15 10.
(c) AcP 5,527,743 5.98 33,069,603. h,289,401. 37,359,00h . 5.98 27. B
{3) Canc Pav.
(1) Jtd Reinf 1,001,81h. 19.33 19,363,216. 624,125. 19,987,341. 19.33 15. )
(2) Contin Reinf 2,113,793. 22.03 46,557,254, 573,441, 47,130,695. 22.03 3h.
TOTAT, SURFACING 137,572,521, 100. 3.
L. STRUCTURES I
(a) C1 A Conc 1,140,812. 46.63 53,197,117. | = ——=—=o—eeee 53,197,117, 46.63 46,
(b) Reinf St1 229,119,655. -10 23,680,603. | @ --mmw-mo——- 23,680,603. .10 20. o
(¢) Str St1 121,455,365. .15 18,258,900, | @ —emm—mmeeee 18,258,900, .15 16. L,_ .
(d) Prestr Conc Beams 791,132, 14.31 11,322,269, |  ~emmme———e- 11,322,269. 14,31 10.
(e) Pipe 24" 392,695. 4.8k 1,899,710. 7,377,316. 9,277,026. 4.8y 8.
TOTAL STRUCTURES 115,735,915. 100. 26.
TOTAL ALL ITEMS 445,678,063, 100.
SOMROSTTTION OF INDEX

Figure 3
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CONVERSION FACTORS

Types of Base Conversion Factor
Included in Fach Item From Ton to CY

a. Caliche(232) 1.50

b. Shell with Sand Admix(234)&(Type D) 1.12

c. Bank Run Gravel(236) 1.40

d. Processed Gravel(238)&(Type B) 1.40

e. Iron Ore(240)&(Type C) 1.40

f. Crushed Stone(2hZ§&(T e A) 1.k0

g. Foundation Course(2h6¥p 1.40

h. Cement Stabllized Base 2.00

1, Shell with Sand & Caliche Admix(Type E) 1.12

J. Delivered Base used in Dist. 21 1.40

Concrete Pavement and Cement Conversion Factor
Stabilized Base From SY to CY
Depth SY

6 Inch 6.0

7 o 5.143
g k.5
9 " 4.0
10 " 3.6

1" 3.273
12 " 3.0

Figure 5



9 NNDI

I i
DALLAM ISHEmNIHANS. IOCHIL- LIPS~
Foro | TrRee |coms
-------- T P iy et
HARTLEY [moore [HUTCH- ]RoeemslNEMP
! HILL
_._.__._,,L.,,ﬂ__p_‘_.;___
fe ] | WHEEL-
OLDHAM  POTTERICARSON] GRAY :iﬂ'
ARM COLLINGS:
DEAF SMITH e ONLEY
Ismon | WORTH
T L -
PARMER|CASTRO [SWISHE HALL ic’"'“
i ! ! mzsss7\/w
T J"‘ﬁL ''''' ; —l —HARDE-
| ! i ,{MAN
BAILEY‘LAMB IHALE ’FLOYD MOTIEV COTTLE Wit &
M FOARo BARGER !
oo A'—*+'— —'+-—-* et~ + ‘1CLAY MON-l iLAMAR| RED
. luochcv;Luae,ocxlc;zosw povens) KING |KNOX pavioR arcuer | }W;”E COOKE JaRAYSON FANNIN| l"“’ER BOW!E
: . H e — ’fazma
_'_‘_f _4‘"—'”4_'_‘ wno?-—_. i ic LS mTt9
YOAKUM’TERRY JLYNN |GARZA KENT[STONE 'HASKELL l‘“’”"G JACK |WISE DENTole“"N uuN*erxmsli L§| CASS
I T i L. - BT
T T T T PALO i R woor Psuun*MANON
‘SHACKEL- {PARKER ful A
GAINES lnmwsou sonoen;scunn\r'msusn JJONES FORD PHENSE PINTO | 2 3"‘"" VAN T~ é, uAnmsou
MAN i
—-_L.~ JUENE T S — Y ZANDT!
! — 4_ +CALLA- HOOD jonnsond £y | 15 gt —-—- SMITHS il
ANOREWS | MARTIN MOWARDIM)TCHELLINOLAN|TAYLOR| AL e JeasTiang P ENDERsoN/ PANOLA
! ERATH s - {RUSK
S S i | i P ! o i
7
T I \ _‘cnsao--
i imio- foass!ster- COMAN ANDER- | SHELBY
“LOVING WINKLE| oR COKE KEE ]
s i FECTOR [ "Lano cocxzune' lrunneLs fcove- !anow~\ CHE y r. 9 SON NACOG-\,__
U S 1,_ Y PR MAN AMIL-DA - ¢ h uocnzs\ Twy
HUDSPETH — 4 : TON zZ
CULBERSON ! waRrD o L-T.... N e - . ZE
/ (Y CRANE|UPT0N - F’ =aToM | M”-‘-s - ‘ HOUSTON . ANGE' m% iSABINE
REEVES /L, |GREEN oncrof , - RERNNIIN
= 1RiON | ! ve- SAN g LA\ | P i
6 cuz.anuiSAeA wPasAs N BE L L N B oBERT: | —," /'TRINITY,it JAS- INEW-
T ; \ soN > Mapison R 7 PER ;TON
PECOS {serLeichER IMENARD MiLam® . Y POLK :
! : BURNET, a
CROCKETT |- —-—-— - —- — ; WILLIAMSON P
! ! L “BURLE-
o jsuTToN [KimBLE N e son 1
'. . ; i g Travie 75 LEE .
; . TERRELL : | \\1 ! \
PRESIDIO | 2N )
' VAL b | ' AYS 7 BASTROP,
| BREWSTER KERR  xeN- R
YERDE 3 ﬁ,_—\ !DALL . CALD-\ FAYETTE," .
,‘QEAL \\L //COMAL WELL /'
! v y TR >—-~<COLORADO Jupy i AL ,
! J .._\S GON- ¢ N X y
i [ R 7 ZALES »\LAVACA 4 /
BN )
15¢ o
VERICK | '\ WITT
|ZAVALA KARNES
"_._.__._.. ,,,,,, 4 ...... o1 b
H mMe- |
La | 1 ; .
ID'MM'T SALLE MULLEN ! >
LIVE Y »Z
! oax M.
APATMG D) STATE OF TEXAS
Y
cReS? AREA INDICES
i 0
. i
[BROOKS enEDY
El
{:\:{ILLACY
HIDALGO -~ .~ s
' 3

{CAME!



ITEM NO. 1

SXCAVATION,
(Common & Unclassified)
LlBIC YARDS

AGE,

Average Average
2 .50 15 Lk
2A .50 15A b0
3 36 16 33
3A ko 16A R
4 ko 16B .48
LA 45 17 .37
5 39 18 36
6 .66 184 .63
7 .58 19 .33
8 43 20 LY
9 .48 20A .55
9A .51 20B .80
10 .31 21 .30
11 .35 214 .32
12 .37 22 .37
124 .78 22A LT
12B .58 23 46
13 .39 2k L6
13A .61 2ha .33
14 i 25 .30

Figure TA
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CURIC XARDS
Hawh Mot Included
SHELL WITH|[BANK RUN|PROCESSED| IRON | CRUSHED | FOUNDATION [CEMENT STAB | SHELL WITH DELIVERED
CALICHE| SAND ADM | GRAVEL | GRAVEL ORE STONE COURSE BASE SD.& CAL{TY E)|BASE(DIST 21)

State
average] $ 1.32 $1.01 [81.19 $ .97 |$ 1.45 |3 3.06

1 1.57 1.35

2 1.8 1,06 1,49 1.36

24

3 90 W 7L 1.63 .91

34 1.53

A 1.38 1.3k 141

LA 134 1.40

5 1.38 1,27

6 Lol 1,25 1,80 1.26

7 L 41 265

3 1.47 ,90 42 .83

9 L, 54 295

Gh 1,52 1.85 .97

10 1.3k 295 1,07 1,69 Lokl

11 .93 1,94 1.03

12

124

158

13 1.48 1.25 1.11

34 1.16 1,11

1 .56 1.5, 1.28

Thh 1.47 .97

15 1,042 .85 1,28 BT

154 1.15

1 1.01 Ry

164 1,10 1.09

168 136 1.18

17 .78 .79 1.85 O1

18 1.22 | 1,48 1.28 I35

18 2.38

19 .95 .86

20 .02 T.60
204 1.20 .93

20B

21

214 118

22 A 1.17 .58

224 20 1,27 1.7

23 1,29 295 1,36 .60

2k 1,06 299 1,06 .88

214, 1,15

25 1,05 1,09 1,19 1,01

DELIVERED AVIliGS

State

Average] $ 3464 $ 2.3 [$ 2.9 | $2.94 | $ 1.46  |$10.29 $ 2.7 $ 2.52
1 3.98

2 1.75 2.28

24 2.12 2.1

3 NN

34

A

LA

S

2

B 2.91

9

O&

0 2.10

. 535

1 2,499 2.6h 750
124 35k 3.51 10,51
12B 3.66 448 10,89
13

134 3.91 351
L 2,24,

Lia

15 2.03

154 245

164 2.67
16B 2.8,
7 2,19 3.87

18 2.45 3.22

164 1470

19 2.32 3.62

20 3,20

204 3.8L

208 3.57

21 .52
214

22

224

23 23k

20, 245

2L 2.03

28

Figure 7B




ITEM NO, 3

verage . . .

1 .15 T.70 NN 17.&2 21.50
e .15 6.30 5.8k 19.71
oA 17 7.31 6.57 21.50
3 L1h 5.26 5.54 k.47

3A .15 6.21 6.74 16.13 21.50
i .15 6.15 6.93

LA .16 6.25 6.88 17.54 25,42
5 .15 5.86 7.01

6 .15 5.01 8.06 19.62

7 .15 5.55 6.02

8 .15 5.12 5.90

9 .13 5.90 5.89 20.62
%A L1b 6.00 5.53 17.71 20.49
10 .15 T.71 7.27 21.67
11 .13 7.87 6.58 19.23

12 .16 7.89 5.19

12A .16 8.7k 6.71 22.08 24,71
128 .16 8.0k 6.0k 22,02

13 .15 6.88 6.56 18.85 19.27
13A L1h 6.51 6.12 21.82

1k .15 4.86 5.13

1LA .15 5.71 5.6k

15 J1h 5.28 4.87

15A L1h 4,89 k.92 17.36
16 L1h 7.01 6.16

16A L1h 6.88 6.27

16B .13 6.24 5.77

17 L1h 6.51 5.99 21.62
18 .15 7.16 6.26 17.04 20.57
18A .16 7.13 7.28 17.32 23.38
19 L1k 6.92 6.87

20 .15 8.25 10.18 20.77

20A .12 7.34 7.81 21.60 25.56
20B L1h 9.19 8.90 22,77 24,17
21 .15 6.72 6.31

214 .16 6.56 5.65

22 L1k 5.64 5.94

224 .15 5.35 5.95

23 .15 5,43 6.27

2L .16 4,89 4,66

2ha .16 5.30 5.03 20.16
25 .15 5.90 5.16




ITEM NO. 4

R UCTURES
iT
CLASS A REINFORCING STRUCTURAL PRESTRESSED
CONCRETE STEEL STEEL CONC. BEAMS PIPE 24"
C.Y. Lb. Lb. L.F. L.F.
= | - T—ﬁ
State

Average $ U46.63 $ .10 $ .15 $ 1k.31 $ L4.84
1 43.97 .10 .15 14.95 b, 41
2 48.95 11 .15 13.98 4.64
2A 45,62 .10 .15 14,58 4.15
3 LL L6 .10 L1k 1h.26 L.37
3A 47,03 .10 .15 14.91 Ian
L 58.66 .12 .15 - 4.93
LA 48.69 11 .15 - k.12
5 55.06 11 .15 - L, 73
6 51.05 .12 .19 16.50 5.56
7 418.41 11 .15 17.57 L.92
8 45.97 .10 L1k - L.87
9 48,72 J11 .17 15.91 4.81
9A L6.07 .10 .20 16.83 4.30
10 45,01 .10 L1h 15.00 4,03
11 49.10 L11 17 13.67 L.61
12 418.26 J11 .18 15.83 5.26
12A 50.02 .10 .15 13.83 6.22
12B 57.07 11 .20 14.32 5.89
13 Lk,15 .11 .15 1L4.00 5.18
134 51.83 L11 .21 13.00 5.80
1k L, 77 .10 .16 12.83 4.69
14A 51.11 J11 - 12.37 5.04
15 L6.75 11 .15 14,03 4.66
15A 34.85 .09 J11 1k.25 4,01
16 L7.48 .11 17 - 5.43
164 48,23 .10 - 12.93 5.42
16B 51.32 .11 .14 15.37 4.85
17 48.83 .11 .17 13.82 4.50
18 43.26 .10 L1k 13.02 4,29
18A 48.55 .10 .15 1,1k 4.31
19 46.11 .10 .15 15.64 4,34
20 55.92 .12 - - 4,63
20A 53.19 .12 - - 5,32
20B 56 .02 .12 .15 19.36 6.25
21 L7.64 .10 .13 - 5.39
21A L. 77 11 - 12.62 5.93
22 46.30 J11 - - 5.0k
224 42,48 .10 .22 20.43 5.22
23 45,05 J11 .16 15.27 L.87
2l 49.89 .11 - 17.15 5.43
2LA 40.61 .10 .16 15,02 5.21

25 L7.56 11 .15 - 5'°3J_J

Figure 7D
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Index Wt of Ttem Composite kelative Index
Est. List Ttem Each Item Index Ttem Welght Factor
Item Cost Price Index (Percent) Factor Index Percent Fercent
1. Excavation 49 20 L 3§ 100 .28
B Y 18. 176
2. Base
(=) Caliche
Delivered
{t) Shell with S=nd Admix
{c) PRegk Rupn Gravel
Delivered
(d) Processed Gravel
Deljvered 2.12
(e) Iron Ore
Delivered
{f) Crushed Stone
Dellvered 2.34 2.4 T 09 100 1.09
(g) Tnd Crse
Delivered
(n)_Cem Steb Base (Shell)
(1) Shell -Ath Sand & Cal (Ty E)
(:) Delivered Base (Dist. 21)
3.  Swrlecling L.o2 25. 21z
[z) Aggr for surf Treat 8,00 7.311 1.09 164 .53
(v} Asph for Surf Trest 11 171 1,00 10 .10
(e) AT ©.40 6.57 - 91 27 . 262
(d) Conc Pzvement
(1) Jtd Fein? o
(2) Contin Felnf 22.47 21,50 | |.04 49 509
L, Structures 102 aL. 3‘4§
(2) Cl 4 Comc $0.00 B5.82 | 1.1o 56 . 616
(b) FEeinf Stl .10 .10 (.00 20 .20
(c) Str Stl A4S .15 L.oo 16 .16
(d) Prestr Conz Besm: — 14,58 - -
fej Fipe 24 .10 L, 29 8 0719
1.05 26. . 273
Tspntrol: Tab No. 24 Tnd
Prolect: T 820-4(73)441, etc. Counties  Tarrant naex 1. 04
Highwey: Int, 520
County:  Tarrapt Figure 8A




Index Wt of Ttem Composite kelative Index
Est. List Item Each Ttem Index Ttem Welght Factor
Item Cost Price Index (Percent) Factor Index Percent Fercent
1. Excavation .39
‘2. Dbase
(=) Caliche .30 1.3 17.942 100 .o42
Delivered
{b)  Shell with Sand Admix
{¢) Benk Rup Gravel
Delivered
(d) Frocessad Gravel
Delivered
(e) Iron Ore
Delivered
(f) Crushed Stone
Delivered
_{(g) ¥nd Crse 1.27
Delivered
{h) Cem Stzb Base (Shell)
(4)  Shell -Ath Sand & Cal (Ty E)
() Delivered Base (Dist. 21)
D2 .
3. Surfacing Db 15 T07
()] émn'fm~8mf Treat 6.2% 5.60 \.07 55 . S8%
(v) A’S‘Dh for Surf Trest 16 151 t.oT @45 . 48Z
(c) ACF 7.01
(d) Conc Pzvement
(1) Jtd Eelin?f
(2) Contin Feinf
1.07 ‘ ]
L, Structures 25 26%
(=] Cl £ Conc 55,00
(b) Feinf Stl L11
(c) Str Sti .15
{d) Prestr Conc Besms L.73
Te) Fipe 24~
Control: Tab No. 5
Project: S, 125 (2) CountieS: EIT Counties inm District 5 Index .98
Highw=zy:
County: = voakum Figure BB




Index Wt of Ttem Composite kelative Index
Est. Tist Item Fach Ttem Index Ttem Weight Factor
Item Cost Price Tndex (Percent) Factor Index Percent Fercent
1. FExcavation .31
2. Base
(=) Caliche 1,34
Delivered
{b) Shell with Sand Admix
{¢) B=nk Fup Gravel
Delivered
(d) Processad Gravel .95
Delivered 2.10
(e) Iron Ore 1.07
Delivered
(f) Cruashed Stone 1.69
Delivered
(g) TFnd Crse 1.44
Delivered
{h) Cem Stab Base (Shell)
(4) Shell -ith Sand & Cal (Ty E)
(2) Delivered Base (Dist. 21)
3. Surfacing
(2] Aggr for Surf Treat 1.00 7. 7L | 507 T 063
(b) _Leph for Suarf Trest 16 15 11,07 3 032
(¢) ACF 1.47 7.27 1 1.03 %0 918
(d) Conc Psvement
_ (1) Jtd Feint
(2) Contin Eeinf 21.67
|.0l O .
L, Structures 0 Lol
(z) Cl £ Cone 55,01
(b) Feinf St1 .10
(¢] Str stl 1L
(d) Prestr Con: Bezms 15.00
Te) Fipe 247 4,03
Control: 191-2-25,Etc. Tab No. 10 Tndex 1.0l
Project: C 191-2-25,Etc. Counties: All Countles In DIstrlct 10 =
Highwzy:
County: Cherckee Figure 8C



Index Wt of Ttem Composite Kelative Index
Est. List Ttem Each Item Index Item Welght Factor
Ttem Cost Price Index (Percent) Factor Index Percent Percent
Excavation 487 31113 1007 1D
.13 12 .136
‘2. Base
(=) Csaliche 1.3 1.32 1 .23 1713 « 213
Delivered -
{b) Shell with Sand Admix - 3,60
{¢) Bapk Rup Gravel 9% 1.01 1 .94 J .ool
Delivered et
(d) Processed Gravel - 1.19
Delivered - 2.43
{e) Irom Ore .87 .97 ] 1.00 = . 00%
Delivered 2.40 2.90 .83 5.2 043
(£f) Cruashed Stome .46 L4511 1. 01 137 . 138
Delivered 271 2,954 92 4.6 . 502
(g) Fnd Crse .38 1.06 [ '1.30 8.2 . 107
Delivered -
(h) Cem Stsb Bzse (Shell) \%.44 10, .31 .4 .00%
(1) _Shell -ith Sand & Cal (Ty BY| - 2. Th
(1) Delivered Base (Dist. 21) - 2.52
100% .ol4 30 .304
Surfacing o
(e Aggr for Surf Treat 6.36 6.19]1 1.03 6 062
(b} Asph for Surf Treat G A5 1 .07 5 o
(c) ATP 6.17 5,981 1.03 34 .350
(4) Conc Pesvement
(1) Jtd Feinf 1 1. 67 19. . 91 S 046
(2) Contin Eeinf 20.14 22,03 9] 50 45%
{007 . 961 33 . 319
Structures
(2) Cl & Come 49.00 1663 1. 0% s4q . 567
(b) Reinf Stl . 108 .10 .08 21 .221
(c) Str Stl .15 .15} 1.00 1z . 120
(a]_Prestr Conc Berms 14.07 | 14,31 .98 4 . 039
{e) Fipe 23 5.0| L.84 | 103 9 . 093
{007 |. 046 25 .26]
STATE AVERAGE FRICES FOR USE IN CALCULATING A MONTHLY OR YEARLY INDEX Index 1.02
‘;‘ WEIGHT OF FEACH ITEM AND RELATIVE WEIGHTS HAVE BEEN ADJUSTED Figure 8D
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Index Wt of Item Composite Felative Index
Est. List Ttem Each Item Index Item Welght Factor
Jtem Cost Price Tndex (Percent) Factor Index Percent Fercent
1. Excavstion .3k
2. Base
\n) Csliche
Delivered
(bY Shell with S=nd Admix
{¢) Bsnk Rup Gravel
Dalivered
{d) Processsd Grovel
Delivered
(e} Iron Ore
De.dvered
(f) Crushed Stone 1.57
Delivered 3,98
(g) Fnd Crse 1.35
Delivered
{h) Cem Stsb Base (Shell)
{4) Shell -ith Sand & Cal (Ty E)
(:) Delivered Base (Dist. 21)
3. Surfaclng _
Tz) Aggr for surf Trest 770
(b) Asph for Surf Trest .15
(e) ACE unn
{d) Conc Pzvement
(1) Jtd Fein? 17 Lo
(2) Contin Feinf 7,50
4.  Structures
(=] Cl £ Ccne 43,07
(b) Feinf Stl .10
(c) Str Stl .15
(d) Prestr Conc Besms 14,95
Tey Fipe 24~ 'S
Index
Tab No. 1
Counties: All Countles in District 1



Index Wt of Item Composite kelative Tndex
Est. List Ttem Each Item Index Ttem Welght %aCtort
Item Cost Price Index (Percent) Factor Index Percent ercen
1. Excavstion 20
2. Bsse
(=) Caliche
Delivered
{b) Shell with Sand Admix
(¢) Bapk Rup Gravel 1.18
Delivered
{(d) Processsd Gravel 1.06
Delivered 1.75
{(e) 1Iromn Ore
Delivered
(f) Cruashed Stone 1.49
Delivered 2,28
(g) Fnd Crse 1.36
Delivered
(h) Cem Stesb Base (Shell)
(1) Shell -dith Sand & Cal (Ty E)
(3) Delivered Base (Dist. 21)
3. oSurfacing
{a) Aggr for Surf Trest 5.30
(b) Asph for Surf Treat .15
(c) ACP 5 8L
(d) Conc Pzvement
(1) Jtd Feinf ——e
(2) Contin Feinf 19,71
L. Structures
{z] C1 £ Conc L8.95
(b) PFeinf Stl 371
{c) Str Stl 15
(@) Prestr Conc Beszms 13,08
Te) Pipe 24 L, 6L
Index
Tab No. 2

Counties: A11 Counties_in District 2 except Tarrant




Ttem

Index Wt of Composite Felative Index
Est. List Item Each Item Index Ttem Welght Factor
Ttem Cost Price Tndex {Percent) Factor Index Percent Fercent
1. Excavation .50
2. Base
{=) Caliche
Delivered
(b) Sheil with Sond Admix
() PBapk Rup Gravel
Delivered
(a) Processsd Gravel
Deljivered 2.12
(e) Iron Ore
Delivered
(f) Crushed Stone
Delivered > 1)
(g) Fnd Crse
Delivered
(n) Cem Stat Bese (Shell)
(4) Sheil -dth Sand & Cal (Ty E)
() Delivered Base (Dist. 21)
2. Surfacing
(=) Aggr for Surf Treat 7.31
{(b) Asph for Sarf Treat 17
(c) AC 6.57
fd) Conc Pzvement
(1) Jtd Feinf e
(2) Contin Eeinf 57,50
L. Structures
(=] C1 L Conc 5 &
(b) Eeinf Stl 10
(ec) Str Sti 1s
{d) Prestr Ccnc Be:ms 1L 58
Te) Fipe 24 R
Index
Tab No. 2 A
Counties: Tarrant




Ttem

Index Wt of Composlte kelative Index
Est. List Item Each Ttem Index Ttem Welght Factor
Item Cost Price Index {Percent) Factor Index Percent Percent
1. Excavation .36
2. Base
(=) Caliche
Delivered
{b) Shell with Sand Admix
{¢) Bapk Rup Gravel -90
Delivered
(3) Processed Grovel . Th
Delivered
(e) TIrom Ore
Delivered
{f) Cruashed Stone 1.63
Delivered 3. 45
(g) Fnd Crse .91
Delivered
(n) Cem Stat Base (Shell)
(1) Shell -ith Sand & Cal (Ty E)
(i) Delivered Base (Dist. 21)
3. Surfacing
{e) Agegxr for Surf Treat = o6
(b) Aeph for Sarf Trest .
(C) ACP 5 qh
(d) Conc Pzavement
(1) Jtd Feinf 1L b7
(2) Contin Feinf
L. Structures
(¢} Cl1 E Cone Iy Y5y
(b) Peinf St1 10
(c) str stl 1L
(d) Prestr Conc Bezms 11,26
Te) Fipe 24~ VEY:
Index

Tab No. 3

Counties:

A1l Counties in District 3 except Wichita




Tndex Wt of Ttem Composite Felstive | Index
Est. List JTtem Each Ttem Index Ttem Weight Factor
Item Cost Price Index (Percent) Factor Index Percent Fercent
1. Excavation .40
2. Base
(=) Caliche
Delivered
{(b) Shell with Sand Admix
{¢)  Repk Rupn Gravel
Delivered
(d) Processed Graovel
Deljvered
{(e) TIron Ore
Delivered
(f) Crushed Stone
Delivered
(g) Fnd Crse 1.53
Delivered
(h) Cem Stab Bese (Shell)
(1) Sheil -dth Sand & Cal (Ty E)
(1) Delivered Base (Dist. 21)
2. surfzcing
— =Y Aggr for Surf Treat .21
(b) Acsph for Sarf Trezt .15
(c) ACP 6.73
(d) Conc Pavement
(1) Jtd Peinf 16.13
{2) Contin Eelnf 21.50
L. Structures
T-] CL Z Conc 7703
(b) Feinf St1 .10
{c) Str Stl .15
{d) Prestr Conc Besms 14.91
Te) Fipe 24 L 6h
Index
Tab No. 3 A
Countles: Wichita




Ttem

Index Wt of Composite Kelative Index
Est. List Ttem Each Ttem Index Item Weight Factor
Item Cost Price Index (Percent) Factor Index Percent Percent
1. Excavation L0
2. Base
(=) Caliche 1.38
Delivered
(b) Shell with Sand Admix
{¢)  Bopk Rup Gravel
Delivered
(a) Processsd Gravel 1.3%
Delivered
(e) TIrom Ore
Delivered
(f) Crushed Stone
Delivered
(g) Fnd Crse 1.41
Delivered
(h) Cem Steb Base (Shell)
(1) Spell -dth Sand & Cal (Ty E)
(1) Delivered Base (Dist. 21)
3. oSurfaclng
Tz) Aggr for Surf Treat ~56.15
(b) Leph for Surf Treat .15
(e) ATP 6 .93
(d) Conc Pavement
(1) Jtd Relnf
(2) Contin Feinf
L, Structures
(2] C1 L Conc £8 66
{b) Eeinf Stl 1o
(c) str Stl 35
(d) Prestr Conz Bezms
Te) Fips 254~ %.93
Index
Tab No. N

Counties: A1l Countles in District 4 except Randall and Potter




Tab No. L A

Index Wt of Ttem Composite Kelative Index
Est. List Ttem BEach Item Index Item Welght Factor
Item Cost Price Index (Percent) Factor Index Percent Fercent
1. Excavstion RIL
2. Base
(=) Caliche
Delivered
_(b) sShell with Sand Admix
(c) Bapk Rup Gravel
Delivered
(d) Processsd Gravel 1.34
Delivered
(e) Iron Ore
Delivered
(f) Cruashed Stone
Delivered
(g) Fnd Crse 1.10
Delivered
(h) Cem Steb Base (Shell)
(1) Shell -Ath Sand & Cal (Ty E)
(1) Delivered Base (Dist. 21)
3. surfaclng
{z) Aggr for Surf Treat 6.25
(b) Asph for Sarf Trest 16
(¢) ACP £ 88
(d) Conc Pevement
(1) Jtd Feinf 17.54
(2) Contin Feinf 25 .52
L, Structures
{z)] Ci £ Conc L8.69
() Feinf Stl 11
(c) Str stl 1t
fd) Prestr Conc Besms
Te) Fipe 237 412
Index

Counties: Potter and Randall




Item

Counties: A1l Counties in District 5

Index Wt of Composite kelative Index
Est. List Ttem Each Item Index Ttem Welght Factor
Ttem Cost Price Index {Percent) Factor Index Percent FPercent
1. Excavation .39
2. Bsse
{=) Caliche 1.38
Delivered -
{(b) Shell with Sand Admix
{c) Bank Rup Gravel
Delivered
_(4) Processed Gravel
Delivered
~(e) Tron Ore
Delivered
(f) Crushed Stone
Delivered
(g) Fnd Crse T.27
Delivered
" (n) Cem Stab Base (Shell)
(1) Shell -Ath Sand & Cal (Ty E)
(i) Delivered Base (Dist. 21)
3. SurTfacing
(2] Aggr for surf Trest 5.86
(b) £sph for Surf Trest 15
() ACP 7.01
{d) Conc Pzvement
(1) Jtd Peinf
(2) Contin Feinf
L. Structures
(z) C1 £ Conc >>.06
{b) FReinf Stl 11
(c) Str stl 15
(@) Prestr Conc Bezms
Te) Fipe 24 L 7
Index
Tab No. 5



Counties: A1l Countdies im Distydet 6

Index Wt of Ttem Composite kelative Index
Est. List Item Each Ttem Index Ttem Welght Factor
Item Cost Price Index (Percent) Factor Tndex Percent Percent
1. Excavation ,66
2. Base -
(=) Caliche 7 L)
Delivered
(b) Shell with Sand Admix
{¢) Bapk Rup Gravel 1.25
Delivered
{d) Processed Gravel
Delivered
~(e) TIron Ore
Dellvered
{f)  Crushed Stomne T.80
Delivered
(g) Fnd Crse 1.26
Delivered
(n) Cem Stab Base (Shell)
(1) Shell -dth Sand & Cal (Ty E)
(1) Delivered Base (Dist. 21)
3. Surfacing
(e Aggr for Surf Treat 5 .01
_(b) &seph for Sarf Trest 15
(c) ACP YA
(d) Conc Psvement
(1) Jtd Reinf 19.62
(2) Contin Feinf
4, Structures
(z) C1 £ Conc 51.05
(b) FEeinf Stl 10
(c) Str Stl 19
{d) Prestr Conc Bezms 1650
(e) FPipe 23 = ££
Index
Tab No. 6



Tab No. 7

Index Wt of Ttem Composlte kelative Index
Est. List Ttem Each Item Index Item Welght Factor
Item Cost Price Index (Percent) Factor Index Percent Percent
1. Excavation .58
2. Bsse
(=) Caliche
Delivered
(b) Shell with Sand Admix
(¢) Bapnk Rup Gravel
Delivered
(d) Processed Gravel
Delivered
(e) TIrom Ore
Delivered
(f) Crushed Stcne 1.542
Delivered
(g) ¥nd Crse ce
Delivared
(k) Cem Steb Bese (Shell)
(4} Shell -4th Sand & Cal (Ty E)
(Y Delivered Base (Dist. 21)
3, Surfacing
[e] Agegr for Surf Trest CICEE
(b) £eph for Surf Trest 1c
(¢} £TE 600
(d) Conc Psvement ’
(1) Jtd Feinf
(2) Contin Felnf
4. Structures
(=] Ci1 £ Conc L8. L1
) Feinf Stl 11
(c) Str Sti 1c
{d) Prestr Conc Besms 17 o
fe) Fips 24~ L &
Index

Counties: A717 Counties in District 7




Index Wt of Ttem Composite kelative Index
Est. List Ttem Each Item Index Ttem Welght Factor
Item Cost Price Tndex (Percent) Factor Index Percent Fercent
1. Excavation .43
2. DBase
(=) Caliche 147
Dellvered
{b) Shell with Send Admix
{¢) Baspk Rup Gravel
Delivered
{(d) Processsd Gr=vel .90
Delivered
(e} Iron Ore
Delivered
(f) Crushed Stone 14D
Delivered 2 Q]
(g) TFnd Crse .83
Delivered
(h) Cem Steb Base (Shell)
(1) Shell -Ath Sand & Cal (Ty E) |
(1) Delivered Base (Dist. 21)
3. Surfaclng
Te] Agpgr for surf Treat )
{b)} Asph for Surf Trest 15
(c) ACE c an
{3} Conc Pzvement
(1) Jtd Eeinf
(2) Contin Feinf
L. Structures
{(¢] Ci L Conc N5g7
{b) Feinf Stl .10
(c) Str Sti 1L
(d) Prestr Conz Beums
Te) Fips 2% L .87
Index
Tab No. 8
Counties: All Counties in District 8



Item

Index Wt of Composite Kelative Index
Est. List Item Each Ttem Index Ttem Welght Factor
Item Cost Price Index {Percent) Factor Tndex Percent Fercent
1. Excavation .18
2. Base
(=) Caliche
Dellvered
{b) Shell with Sand Admix
(¢) Bapk Rup Gravel
Delivered
(4) Processzd Gravel
Delivered
(e} Iron Ore
Delivered
(f) Crushed Stomne 1.54
Delivered
(g) ¥nd Crse .95
Delivered
(h) Cem Steb Base (Shell)
(1) Shell -ith Sapd & Cal (Ty E)
(1) Delivered Base (Dist. 21)
3. Surfacing
{e) Aggr for Surf Treat 5,90
(b) Asph for Sarf Treat 13
{(e) ATP 5.89
(4) Conc Pzvement
(1) Jtd Feinf
(2) Contin Feinf 26.62
L,  Structures
(z) Cl £ Conc 18,72
(b) Reinf Stl 11
{c) Str stl 17
(d) Prestr Conc Besms 15.9]
(e) Pipe 247 L 81
Index
Tab No.

Counties:

le Tounties In District 9 except McLennan




Ttem

Index Wt of Composite kelative Index
Est. List Ttem Each Item Index Item Welght Factor
Item Cost Price Index (Percent) Factor Index Percent Percent
1. Excavation .01
2. DBase
(=) Caliche
Delivered
_(b) Shell with Sand Admix
{¢) Bapk Rup Gravel
Delivered
{(d) Processed Gravel 1.52
Delivered
(e) TIrom Ore
Delivered
{f) Crushed Stome 1.85
Delivered
{(g) Fnd Crse .97
Delivered
(h) Cem Stzb Base (Shell)
{4) Shell -4th Sand & Cal (Ty E)
(i) Delivered Base (Dist. 21)
3. Surfacing
— (&) fggr for Surf Treat %.00
(b) Asph for Surf Treat 1L
{e) ATP c ca
(d) Conc Pavement i
(1) Jtd Feinf 17.71
(2) Contin Feinf 20.49
L, Structures
{z) Cl £ Conmc L6.07
b) FReinf Stl 10
(c) Str Stl 0
{(d) Prestr Comc Besms 1F 82
I4 e o4
‘e) Fipe 2% b .30
Index
Tab No. 9 A
Counties: Mcl.ennan



Ttem

Counties: A1l Counties in District 10

Index Wt of Composite kelative Index
Est. Tist Ttem EBach Item Index Item Welght Factor
Item Cost Price Index (Percent) Factor Index Percent Fercent
i. Excavation 31
2. Base
(=) Caliche 1.3h
Delivered
{b) Shell with Sand Admix
{¢c) Bapnk Rup Gravel
Delivered
{(8) Processad Gravel .95
Delivered 2.10
(e) TIron Ore 1.07
Delivered
{f) Crashed Stone 1.69
Delivered
(g) Fnd Crse 1.4%
Delivered
(h) Cem Steb Base (Shell)
(1) Shell -dth Sand & Cal (Ty E)
(1) Delivered Base (Dist. 21)
3. sSurfaclng
Tz) Aggr for Surf Trest 7. 7L
(b) Asph for Surf Trest 15
{(c) ACP 7 o7
{d) Conc Pavement
(1) Jtd Beinf
(2) Contin Feinf 21.67
L. Structures
{z) C1 A& Conc 45,01
(b) Reinf Stl .10
(c) Str Stl 1L
(d) Prestr Conz Bezms 15 .00
fe) Fipe 23~ 4,03
Index
Tab No. 10



Index Wt of Item Composite Felative Index
Est. List Item Each Item Index Item Weight Factor
Item Cost Price Index {Percent) Factor Index Percent Fercont
. Zxcavation .35
_. “Base
(z) Caliche
Delivered
{(b) Shell with Sand Admix
{c)  Bapk Run Gravel
Delivered
{d) Processsd Gravel
_Delivered
(e} TIrom Ore .93
Delivered
(£) Crushed Stone 1.9%
Delivered 5,35
‘S) Fnd Crse 1.03
Delivered
(h}) Cem Steb Base (Shell)
(4) Shell -Ath Sand & Cal (Ty E)
(1) Delivered Base (Dist. 21)
3. Surfacing B}
{a) Aggr for Surf Treat 7.87
(b) Asph for Surf Treat 12
(c) ACP £.58
(d) Conc Pavement i
(1) Jtd Reinf 19.23
(25 Contin Peinf
4, Structures
(z} Cl A& Conc 49,10
(b) Reinf Stl .11
(c) Str Stl 17
{d) Prestr Conz Besms 12 .67
{e) Pipe 2% L 61
Index

Tab No. 11

Countles: A331 Counties in District 11




Ttem

Index Wt of Composite kelative Index
Est. Tist Ttem Each Item Index Item Welght Factor
Item Cost Price Index {Percent) Factor Index Percent Percent
1. FExcavation .37
<. Base
(=) Caliche
Delivered
{b) Shell with Sand Admix
{(¢) PBapk Rup Gravel
Delivered
(d) Processed Gravel
Delivered 2.89
(e) Irom Ore
Delivered 2.6h
(£) Crushed Stomne
Delivered
(g) Fnd Crse
Delivered
(h) Cem Stab Base (Shell) 7.50
(1) Shell -ith Sand & Cal (Ty E)
(#) Delivered Base (Dist. 21)
3. Surfaclng -
{e) Aggr for Surf Treat 7.89
(b) _Asph for Sarf Treat .16
(¢) ATP 5.19
(d) Conc Pavement
(1) Jtd Reinf
(2) Contin Peinf
L, Structures
(z] C1 A& Conc 13.26
(b) FReinf Stl .11
{e) str stl 18
(d) Prestr Conz Bezms 15.93
le) Fipe 23~ 5.26
Index
Tab No. 12

Counties: Austin, Waller and Montgomery




Index Wt of Ttem Composite kelative Index
Est. List Ttem Each Item Index Ttem Welght Factor
Item Cost Price Index (Percent) Factor Index Percent FPercent
1. Excavation .78
2. Bsse
{(z) Caliche
Delivered
(b} Shell with Sand Admix ~3.54
{¢) Bspk Run Gravel
Delivered
{(8) Processsd Gravel
Delivered
{e) TIromn Ore
Delivered 2,51
(f) Crashed Stome
Delivered
(g) ¥Fnd Crse
Delivered
I
(h) Cem Stab Bzse (Shell) 10.41
{4) Sheil -4th Sand & Cal (Ty E)
(i) Delivered Base (Dist. 21)
3. Surfacing .
T=) Lggr for Suri Trest 8.TE
(t) Asph for Surf Trest 16
(¢) &#TP 6.71
{3d) Copc FPzvement
(1) Jtd Fein? 22.08
{2) Contin Feinf 2L .71
L, Structures
{z}) Cl £ Conc 50.02
(t) Feinf St1 10
{c) Str sti 15
(@) Prestr Conc EBerms 12,83
Te) Flpe 24 6 .00
Index
Tab No. 12 A o
Counties: Harris




Tte.

Index Wt of Composite Felative Index
Est. List Item Each Ttem TIr.o.x Item Welght Factor
Ttem Cost Price Index (Percent) Tegtor Index Percent FPercent
1. Excavation .58 ,
<. Base
(=) Caliche
Delivered
(b} Shell with Sand Admix 3.66
_(¢) Bagk Rup Gravel
Delivered
(d) Processad Gravel
Deljivered
(e) Tron Ore
Dellvered L 48
(f) Crushed Stone
Delivered
(g) Fnd Crse
Deliveared
{h) Cem Steb Base (Shell) 10.89
Shell -dth Sand & Cal (Ty E
(1) Delivered Base (Dist. 21)
3. sSurfaclng
{2 LAggr for Surf Trezt 8.0k
(b) Asph for Sarf Trest 16
(c¢) ATP 6.04
{d) Conc Pavement
(1) Jtd Feir? 22.02
(2) Contin Feinf
L, Structures
(=] C1 L Conmc 57.07
(b) Feinf stl 1L
(c) Str St1 0
(d) Prestr Tonc Beoms 14,32
Te) Fipe 2% c 8
Index
Tab No. 12 B
Counties: Brazorias, Ft. Bend, Galveston and Matagorda




Ttem

Index Wt of Composite kelative Index
Est. List Ttem Each Item ., Index Ttem Welight Factor
Ttem Cost Price Index (Percent) | Factor Index Percent Fercent
1. FExcavation .39
2. Bsse
{2) Caliche
Delivered
(b} Shell with S=nd Admix
(c) Bsnk Rup Gravel 1.48
Delivered
(4) Processed Gravel
Deljivered
(e) TIron Ore 1.25
Delivered
(f) Crushed Stone
Delivered
(g) Fnd Crse 1.11
Delivered
(h) Cem Steb Base (Shell)
(1) Shelil -dth Sand & Cal (Ty E)
(3) Delivered Base (Dist. 21)
2. Surfaclng
(e] Agegr for Surf Treat 6.88
(b) Asph for Surf Trest qc
(e¢) ATP 6,56
{d) Conc Pavement
(1) Jtd Reinf 18.85
(2) Contin Feinf 19.27
L]
4. Structures
(=) Cl £ Conc o TS
t) Reinf Stl 11
(c) Str Stl .15
(d) Prestr Tonc Berms 1L 00
Te) Fips 24~ = 18
Index

Tab No.

Counties: Fayette, Gonzales, Dewitt, Lavaca & Colorado

13




Index Wt of Ttem Composite kelative Index
Est. List Ttem Each Item Index Ttem Welght Factor
Item Cost Price Index {Percent) Factor Index Percent FPercent
1. Excavation .61
2. Base
(=) Caliche
Delivered
{(b) Shell with Sand Admix 3.91
{c) Bepk Rup Gravel
Delivered
{d) Processed Gravel 1.16
Delivered
(e) TIron Ore
Delivered
(£) Cruashed Stone
Delivered
{(g) Fnd Crse 1.11
Delivered
(h) Cem Stab Base (Shell)
(1) Shell ~Ath Sand & Cal (Ty E) 3.51
(i) Delivered Base (Dist. 21)
3. oSurfacing
{g) Aggr for Surf Treat 6.51
(b) Asph for Sarf Treat J
(c) ACP £.12
(d) Conc Psvement
(1) Jtd Feinf 21.82
{2) Contin Feinf
%. otructures Y
(z) C1l £ Conc 51.8
(b) FEeinf Stl 11
(¢) Str Sti .21
{d) Prestr Conc Bezms 12.00
Te) Fipe 2%~ = 89
Index
Tab No. 13 A
Countles: Calhoun, Jackson, Victoria and Wharton




Ttem

Index Wt of Composite kelative Index
Est. List JTtem Each Ttem Index Item Welght Factor
Item Cost Price Index (Percent) Factor Index Percent Percent
1. Excavation Ll
2. Base
(=) Caliche
Delivered
(b) _Shell with Sand Admix
(¢) Renk Fup Gravel .56
Delivered
(d) Processed Gravel
Delivered
{(e) Iron Ore
Delivered
~ (£f) Crushed Stone 1.54
Delivered 2.24
(g) ¥Fnd Crse 1.28
Delivered
(h) Cem Stab Base (Shell)
(1) _Shell zith Sand & Cal (Ty E)
(i) Delivered Base (Dist. 21)
3. Surfaclng
(2] Aggr for Surf Treat L .86
(b) Asph for Surf Treat .15
(¢) ACE 5.13
(4) Conc Pavement
(1) Jtd Eeinf
(2) Contin Feinf
4, Structures
(=) Cl 4 Come LL .77
(b) FEeinf Stl .10
{c) Str Stl .16
(d) Prestr Conc Besmg 12,53
Te) Fipe 21 h.69
Index
Tab No. 14

Counties: Willismson, Travis, Hays, Caldwell, Bastrop, Lee




Item

Est.
Cost

Index
List
Price

Item
Index

Wt of
Each Item
(Percent)

Ite.
Irocx
;'ctor

Composite
ITtem
Index

kelative
Welght
Percent

Index

Factor
Percent

1.

Excavation

202

2.

Base

(=) Caliche

Delivered

{b) Shell with Sand Admix

{¢) Bapk Rup Gravel

Delivered

(d) Processed Gravel

Delivered

(e) Ironm Ore

Delivered

{£) Crushed Stome

1.L7

Delivered

(g) Fnd Crse

-97

Delivered

{h) Cem Steb Base (Shell)

(1) chell -dth Sapd & Cal (Ty E)

(i) Delivered Base (Dist. 21)

Surfacing

{a] Apgpgr for Surf Treat

S5.1L

(b) Asph for Sarf Treat

(e) AZP

15
5.6L

(3) Conc Pzvement

(1) Jtd Reinf

(2) Contin Peinf

Structures

(z) Cl £ Conc

51.11

(b) FEeinf Stl

.11

(e) Str stl

(d) Prestr Conc Bezms

12.37

{e) Fipe 24~

5.0b

Tab No. 1L A

Index

Counties: Blanco, Burnet, Llano, Mason, Gillespie




Ttem

Index Wt of Composite kelative Index
Est. List Ttem Each Item Index Ttem Welght Faetor
Ivem Cost Price Index (Percent) Factor Tndex Percent Percent
1. Excavation R
2. Base
(=) Caliche 1.42
Delivered
{t)  Shell with Sand Admix
[l _Bapk Rup Gravel .85 i
D=livered !
{3 Progessed Gravel %
Deiivered
‘e’ Irom Ore :
~ Delivered E
B ¥ Cruashed Stone 1.28 ; "
Sellivered 5 0% ;
¥
(g Fnd Crse .81
Delivered
(n, Cem Steb Base [Shell)
{i) Shell -dth Sand & Cal (Ty E
() Delivered Base (Dist. 21)
2. surfacing
(z) Aggr for Surf Treat c o8
b, Asph for Sarf Treat 1l
(c; ACP 4,87
‘4, Conc Pavement
= =% 44 Feinf .+ . 4 1
: Contin Fedinf I D R D
e e g
- 11 }
e 15 o
S 14,03 —- SR
- 4,66
Index
Tab To. 15

Counties:

A1l Counties

in District 15

except Bexar




Index Wt of Item Composite kelative Index
Est. List Ttem Each Item Index Ttem Weight Factor
Ttem Cost Price Index (Percent) Factor Index Percent Percent
1. Excavation b0
2. Base
{=) Caliche
Delivered
{b) Shell with Sand Admix
{¢) Bapk Rup Gravel
Delivered
(d) Processed Gravel
Delivered
(e} Iron Ore
Delivered
(f) Cruashed Stone 1.15
Delivered s hE
(g) TFnd Crse
Delivered
(h) Cem Stsb Bese (Shell)
(4) Shell <ith Sand & Cal (Ty E
(i) Delivered Base (Dist. 21)
T, Burlacing
(2] Aggr for Surf Treat 7..80
(b) Asph for Sarf Treat 1L
() ACF L.g»
{(d) Conc Pavement
(1) Jtd Feinf
(2) Contin Feinf 17.36
L.  Structures
~(z) Ci £ Come 34.3%
(b) Reinf Stl .09
{c) Str Stl 17
(d) Prestr Conz Besms 14,25
(e) Pipe 2& AJQ]—
Index
Tab No. 15 A
Counties: Bexar



Ttem

Counties: Karng_s-Ljve Ogk

Index Wt of Composite Kelative Index
Est. List Ttem Each Ttem Index Ttem Welght Factor
Ttem Cost Price Tndex (Percent) Factor Tndex Percent Percent
1. Excavsation .33
2. DBase
L2 Caliche
Delivered
{b) Shell with Ssnd Admix
(¢) Bapk Rup Gravel
Delivered
(3) Processed Gravel
Deljvered
{e) Iron Ore
Delivered
{£) Crushed Stone
Delivered 1,01
(g) Fnd Crse
Delivered
(h) Cem Steb Base (Shell) N-Yi
(4) Shell -Ath Sand & Cal (Ty E)
(i) Delivered Base (Dist. 21)
3. oSurfacing
Te) Aggr for surf Treat 701
(b) Acph Por Surf Trest 1L
(c) ACP 6.16
(d) Conc Pavement
(1) Jtd Peinf
(2) Contin Feinf
L, Structures
{¢) Cl & Conc L7, 48
(b) Feinf Stl .11
{c) Str Stl .17
(d) Prestr Conz Becms
(e) Fipe 247 :5!)4'%
Index
Tab No. 16



__DNueces

Index Wt of Item Composite kelative Index
Est. List Ttem Each Item Index Ttem Welght Factor
Ttem Cost Price Index (Percent) Factor TIndex Percent Fercent
1. Excavation Ive)
2. Base
(=) Caliche 1.10
Delivered
{b) Shell with Sand Admix
{(¢) Bspnk Rup Gravel
Delivered
(d) Processed Gravel
Delivered
(e) Irom Ore
Delivered
{f) Crushed Stone
Deldivered
(g) Fnd Crse 1.09
Delivered
(h) Cem Stesb Base (Shell)
(4) Shell -dth Sand & Cal (Ty E) 2,67
(i) Delivered Base (Dist. 21)
3. Surfacing
{a] Aggr for Surf Treat .38
(v) Aeph for Surf Trest 1)
(e¢) AZP 6.27
(d) Conc Pavement
(1) Jtd Feinf
(2) Contin Feinf
L. Structures
=) C1 A Cone 00.723
(b) Feinf Stl .10
(c) Str Stl
(d) Prestr Conc Besms 12,02
Te) Fipe 23" AT
Index
Tab No. 16 A
Counties:



Index Wt of Item Composlte Felastive Index
Est. List Ttem Each ITtem Index | Ttem Welght Factor
Ttem Cost Price Index (Percent) Factor :  Index Porcent Fercent
.  Excavaticn .48
2. 3=se
(5) Caliche 1.36
Delivered
{b) Shell with S=nd Admix
(¢) Bepk Run Gravel
Delivered
{d) Processzd Grzvel
Delivered
~ {e) Iron Ore
Delivered
{f) Crushed Stone
Dellvered
(g) TFnd Crse 1.18
Deldvered
(h) Cem Stab Base (Shell)
(1) Sheil -dth Sand & Cal {Ty E) 2.8h
(+) Delivered Base (Dist. 21)
2., Surfacing
{e) FEggr for Surf Tre=st G ok
(b) Asph for Sarf Trest
{(¢) ATP 5.
(d) Conc Pavement
(1) Jtd Feinf
(2) Contin Feinf
4., Structures
“{z) Cl £ Conc 57,30
(b) FPeinf Stl 11
{c) Str stl 14
(d)  Prestr Conc Besms 15.37
Te) Fipe 247 L 85
Index

Tab No. 16 B
Countles: prangas,Bee,Goliad,Jim Wells,Kleberg,Refuglo,San Patriclo




Index Wt of Ttem Composite kelative Index
Est. List Ttem Each Ttem Index Ttem Welght Factor
Ttem Cost Price Index (Percent) Factor Index Percent Percent
1. Excavation 37
2. Base
(=) Caliche
Delivered
(b) Shell with Sand Admix
{¢c) Bapk Rupn Gravel .8
Delivered
() Processsd Gravel
Delivered
(e) Trom Ore .79
Delivered 2519
(f) Cruashed Stone 1.85 |
Delivered 2.87
(g) ¥Fnd Crse 01
Delivered
(n) Cem Stsb Base (Shell)
(1) Shell -Ath Sand & Cal (Ty E)
(1) Delivered Base (Dist. 21)
2. ourfaclng
(e] Aggr For Surf Treat 6.51
(v) Leph for Sarf Trest .1k
(c) AZF 5.99
(8) Conc Pevement
(1) Jtd Feinf
(2) Contin Feinf 21.62
L. Structures
(] _C1 £ Conc 48,83
(t) Feinf St1 11
{c) Str stl 17
(d) Prestr Concz Be:zms 13.82
le) Fipe 23~ L .50
Index

Tab No. 17

Counties:

All Counties in Distrdict 17




Iteﬁ

Index Wt of Composite kelative Index
Est. List Ttem Each Item Index Ttem Welght Factor
Ttem Cost Price Index (Percent) Factor Index Percent Percent
1. Excavation 36
2. Base
\éingaliche
Delivered
(b) Shell with S=pd Admix
{¢) Benk Run Gravel 1.22
Delivered
(d) Processzd Grsvel 1.48
Delivered 2.45
(e} TIron Ore
Delivered
{f) Cruashed Stone 1.66
Delivered 3.22
(g) Fnd Crse 1.35
Delivered
(h) Cem Steb Base (Shell)
(1) Shell -dth Sand & Cal (Ty E)
(3) Delivered Base (Dist. 21)
3. Surfacl
{z)  Aggr for Surf Trest 738
(b) Acph for Surf Treat .15
(c) ATP 626
(d) Conc Pavement
(1)__Jtd Peinf 17.0k4
(2) Contin Feinf 20.57
4, Structures
“{z) Cl 4 Conc 13,56
(b) FPeinf Stl 10
{c) sStr stl 1L
(d) Prestr Conc Be=ms 12.02
Te) Fipe 247 L .29
Index
Tab No. 18
Counties: ALl Counties in District 18 except Dallas




Item

Index Wt of Composite kelative Index
Est. List Ttem Each Item Index Item Welght Factor
Ttem Cost Price Tndex (Percent) Factor Index Percent FPercent
1. Excavation .63
2. DBsase
{=) Caliche
Delivered
_{b) Shell with Sand Admix
{(c) Bepk Rup Gravel
Delivered
{8) Processed Gravel
Delivered
(e) TIron Ore
Deldivered
(f) Crushed Stone o .38
Delivered 4.70
(g) Fnd Crse
Delivered
(h) Cem Stsb Base (Shell)
(4) Shell -dth Sapd & Cal (Ty E)
(i) Delivered Base (Dist. 21)
3. Surfacing
(=) Aggr for Surf Treat 7.1
(b) Aeph for Surf Treat .16
(c) ACP 7.28
(d) Conc Pzvement
(1) TJtd Feinf 17.32
(2) Contin Peinf 23,38
L. Structures
(=) Cl1 E Conmc 18.55
(b) Feinf Stl .10
~ (c) Str Stl 15
(d) Prestr Conz Bezms 14 .14
le) Fipe 25" .31
Index
Tab No. 18 A
Counties: Dallas




Counties: A1l Counties im District 19

Index Wt of Ttem Composite Felstive Tndex
Est. List Item Each Ttem Index Ttem Welght gactur
Item Cost Price Index {Percent) Factor Index Tercent Percent
L. I©Xcavation .33
2. 3ase
i2)  Csaliche
Delivered
(t) Shell with Sand Admix
{c¢} Bapk Rup Gravel .95
Delivered
{d) Processsd Gravel
Delivered
{e) Iron Ore Nz
Deiivered 2,32
{f) Crushed Stone
Delivered 3,62
(g) Fnd Crse
Delivered
(h) Cem Stab Base (Shell)
(1) Shell -Ath Sand & Cal (Ty E)
(3) Delivered Base (Dist. 21)
3. oSurfacing
(a) Aggr for Surf Treat ~6.92
(b) Asph for Surf Tresat L1/
{c) ATP .87
(d) Conc Pavement
(1) Jtd Feinf
(2) Contin FPeinf
4, Structures
(=) Cl £ Conc L. IT
(b) Reinf Stl 10
(c) Str Stl .15
(d) Prestr Conc Bezms 15,6/
{e) Fipe 24° W
Index
Tab No. 19



Index Wt of Ttem Composite Eelative Index
Est. List Ttem Each Item Index Ttem Welght Factor
Ttem Cost Price Tndex (Percent) Factor Index Percent Fercent
1. Excavation Ll
2. Base
{z) Caliche
Delilvered
(b) Shell with S=snd Admix 3.58
{¢) PRapk Rup Gravel
Delilvered
{(d) Processed Gravel
Deljvered
(e) TIron Ore gp
Delivered
{f) Crashed Stone 1.60
Dellvered
{(g) Fnd Crse
Delivered
(h) Cem Stsb Base (Shell)
(1) Shell :4th Sand & Cal (Ty E)
(5)  Delivered Base (Dist. 21)
3. osurfacing
() Aggr for Surf Trest 5. o5
(b) Acph for Sarf Trest 15
{e¢) ATP 10.18
(d) Conc Pavement
(1) Jtd Feinf 5077
(2) Contin Eeinf
4, Structures
(=} ClL & Cone 55.92_
(b) PReinf Stl .12
{c) Str sSti
(d) Prestr Conc Besms
Te) Fipe 2% .63
Index

Tab No. 20

Counties:

Newton, Jasper & Orange




Index Wt of Ttem Composite kelative Index
Est. List Ttem Each Item Index ITtem Weight Factor
Ttem Cost Price Tndex (Percent) Factor Index Percent Percent
1. Excavation .55
2. Base
(=) Caliche
Delivered
{(b) Shell with Sand Admix 3.8%
{¢c) Bapk Rup Gravel
Dellvered
(3d) Processed Gravel
Delivered
(E) Iron Ore 1.20
Delivered
{(f) Crushed Stone
Delivered
(g) Fnd Crse .93
Delivered
(n) Cem Stab Base (Shell)
(1) Shell -ith Sand & Cal (Ty E)
(i) Delivered Base (Dist. 21)
3. Surfaclng
{a] Appr for Surf Treat 7.3k
(b) Acph for Sarf Treat .12
{c) ACF 7.81
{d) Conc Pzvement
(1) Jtd Eeinf 21.60
{2) Contin Peinf oo of
L. Structures
(=) Cl £ Conc £3.1G
(b) FReinf Stl 12
{(c) Str Stl
{d) Prestr Conc Bezms
(e) Pipe QI#" 5L22
Index
Tab No. 20 A

Counties: Tyler-Hardin-Liberty




Index Wt of Ttem Composite kelative Index
Est. List Item Each Ttem Index Ttem Weight Factor
Ttem Cost Price Index {Percent) Factor Index Percent Fercent
1. Excavation .80
2. Base
(=) Caliche
Delivered
{b) Shell with Sand Admix 3.57
{¢) Bspk Rup Cravel
Delivered
(d) Processed Grsvel
Delivered
{(e) Iron Ore
Delivered
{f) Crushed Stone
Delivered
(g) Fnd Crse
Delivered
(h) Cem Stasb Base (Shell)
(1)  Shell -ith Sand & Cal (Ty E)
(i) Delivered Base (Dist. 21)
3. OSurfaclng
(2] Aggr for Surf Treat 9.1
(b) Asph for Sarf Treat 1L
(c) ACF 8.90
(d) Conc Pzvement
(1) Jtd Feinf oo 77
(2) Contin Felnf 24,17
L, Structures
(=) C1 & Conc 50 .02
(b) Feinf Stl 12
(c) Str stl 15
(d) Prestr Comc Bezms 19.36
Te) Fipe 25 625
Index
Tab No. 20 B
Countles: Jefferson = Chambers




Index Wt of Ttem Composite kelative Tndex
Est. List Ttem Each Ttem Index Ttem Welght Factor
Ttem Cost Price Index (Percent) Factor Index Percent Fercent
1. Excavaticn .30
2. DBase
(=) Caliche
Delivered
{b) Shell with Sznd Admix
{¢) Bank Run Gravel
Delivered
(d) Processed Grevel
Delivered
~ (e) Iron Ore
Delivered
{f) Crushed Stone
Delivered
(g) Fnd Crse
Delivered
(h) Cem Steb Base (Shell)
[4) Shell -dth Sand & Cal (Ty E)
(3) Delivered Base (Dist. 21) 2.52
3. oSurlacing
{a) Aggr for Surf Trest .72
{(v) Aeph for Sarf Treat .15
(e) ACF 6.31
{d) Conc Pavement
(1) Jtd Feinf | ] oo
(2) Contin Eeinf —————
L, Structures
“{z) Cl £ Conc L7.64
{t) Feinf Stl .10
{c) Str Stl .13
{d) Prestr Conz Berms b | ;cam=
(e) Fipe 247 5 _2Q
Index
Tab No. 21

Counties: Brooks=-Kennedy-Willscy-Cameron-Hidalgo



Index Wt of Ttem Composite Felative Index
Est. List Ttem Each Ttem Index Jtem Welght Factor
Item Cost Price Index (Percent) Factor Index Percent Fercent
1. Excavstion 32
2. Base
(=) Csliche 1,18
Delivered
(b) Shell with Sand Admix
(¢) Benk Rup Grevel
Delivered
(d) Processed Gravel
Delivered
{e) TIron Ore
Delivered
{f) Crushed Stone
Delivered
(g) Fnd Crse
Delivered
(k) Cem Stsb Base (Shell)
(1) Sheil -dth Sapd & Cal (Ty E)
(3) Delivered Base (Dist. 21)
3. sSurfacing
Tz) Aggr for Surf Trest 6.56
{v) Lsph for Sarf Treat .16
() ATF 5,65
{d) Conc Psvement
(1) Jtd Eeinf
(2) Ccntin Feinf
L. Structures
(=] Cl £ Conc L. 77
(b) Feinf Stl 11
{c) Str Stl e
~ (d) Prestr Conc Bezms 12 .62
(ej Fipe o4 5,93
Index
Tab No. 21 A
Counties: Webb-Duval-Jim Hogg-Starr-Zapata



Index Wt of Ttem Composite kelative Index
Est. List Ttem Each Item Index Ttem Welight Factor
Item Cost Price Index (Percent) Factor Index Percent Percent
1. Excavation .37
<. Base
{=) Caliche .Th
Delivered
{b) Shell with Send Admix
(¢) _Bapk Rup Gravel
Delivered
(d) Processed Gravel
Delivered
(e) Trom Ore
Delivered
(f) Crushed Stone 1.17
Delivered
(g) Fnd Crse .58
Delivered
(n) Cem Stab Base (Shell)
(4) Shell -dth Sapd & Cal (Ty E
(i) Delivered Base (Dist. 21)
3. ourfacing
{e] Aggr for Surf Treat AN
(b) Acph for Sarf Treat 1l
(e) AZE 5.9
(d) Conc Favement
(1) Jtd Eeinf —m
(2} Contin Feinf ————
4, Structures
(z) Cl & Conc 46,30
b) Feinf Stl 171
{c) Str Sti e
(d) Prestr Conc Bezms ————
Te) Fipe 24~ 5 oL
Index

Tab No. 22

Counties:

Maverick-Zavala-Dimmitt




Index Wt of Ttem Composite kelative Index
Est. List Ttem Each Ttem Index Ttem Welght Factor
Iiem Cost Price Index (Percent) Factor Index Percent Percent
1. FExcavation 1T
2. Base
(=) Caliche .80
Delivered
{b) . Shell with Sand Admix
(¢) Bapk Rup Gravel
Delivered
(d) Processed Gravel
Delivered
~ (e) TIron Ore
Delivered
(f) Crushed Stone 1.27
Delivered
(g) Fnd Crse 1.27
Delivered
(h) Cem Stab Base (Shell)
(1) Shell -ith Sand & Cal (Ty E
(1) Delivered Base (Dist. 21)
3. sSurfacing
(&) Aggr for Surf Treat ~5.35
(b) Asph for Surf Treat 15
{c) ACP _5.9%
(a) Conc Pavement
(1) Jtd Eeinf —————
{(2) Contin Feinf N
4, Structures
{z) C1 £ Cone 42,48
(b) Reinf Stl .10
[ Str Stl 20
(d) Prestr Conc Besms 2043
(e) FPipe 247 5,00
Index
Tab No. 22 A

Counties: Val Verde-Edwards-Regl-Uvglde-Kinney




Ttem

Index Wt of Composite Kelative Index
Est. List Jtem Each Item Index Item Weight Factor
Ttem Cost Price Index (Percent) Factor Index Percent Fercent
1. Excavation 16
‘2. DBase
{=z) Caliche 1.29
Delivered
{b) Shell with Sand Admix
(¢) Bapk Run Gravel
Delivered
{d) Processed Gravel .95
Delivered
(e} 1Iron Ore
Delivered
(£} Crashed Stome 1.36
Delivered 2.34
(g) Fnd Crse .60
Delivered
(k) Cem Steb Base (Shell)
(4) Shell -ith Sand & Cal (Ty E)
(1) Delivered Base (Dist. 21)
3. ourfacing
(a) Aggr for Surf Treat 5.43
{v) Asph for Surf Treat .15
(e) ACP 6.0
(d) Cone Pavement
(1) Jtd Eeinf
(2) Contin Peinf
4. Structures
(=] Cl £ Conc 15.05
(b) Reinf Stl .11
{(c) Str Stl 16
(d) Prestr Conc Bezms 15 o7
{e) Fipe 24~ 87
TIndex
Tab No. 23
Counties: All Counties in District 23




Index Wt of Ttem Composite kelative Index
Est. List Item Each Item Index Item Weight Factor
Ttem Cost Price Index (Percent) Factor Tndex Percent Percent
1. Excavation .16
2. Base
{(2) Caliche 1.06
Delivered
— {(b) _Shell with Sand Admix
{(c) Bapk Rup Gravel
Delivered
{(4) Processed Gravel .99
Delivered
() TIron Ore
Delivered
(£} Cruashed Stone 1.06
Delivered FRT
(g) Fnd Crse .88
Delivered
(h) Cem Stsb Base (Shell)
(4) Shell -ith Sand & Cal (Ty E)
(1) Delivered Base (Dist. 21)
3. Surfacing
{a) Aggr for Surf Treat T.89
(b) Asph for Surf Treat 16
(e} ACP L AR
(d) Conc Pzvement
(1) Jtd Eeinf S
(5) Contin Feinf ———
4, Structures
(=] Cl £ Conc 519,89
(b) Reinf Stl .11
(c¢) Str Stl Y
(@) Prestr Conz Beszms 17.15
{e) Pipe 24 5.143
Index
Tab No. 24

Counties: A1l Counties in District 24 except El Paso



Counties: FE1 Pago

Index Wt of ITtem Composite kelative Index
Est. List Ttem Each Item Index Item Welght Factor
Item Cost Price Index (Percent) Factor Index Percent FPercent
1. Excavation o33
2. Base
(=) Caliche
Delivered
(b) Shell with Sand Admix
(¢) Bapk Rup Gravel
Delivered
_{d4) Processed Gravel
Delivered
(e) TIron Ore
Delivered
(£) Crushed Stone 1.15
Delivered 2.03
(g) ¥nd Crse
Delivered
(h) Cem Steb Base (Shell)
(1) Shell ;44h Sand & Cal (Ty E)
(i) Delivered Base (Dist. 21)
3. Surfacing
{2y Aggy for 3urf Treat t 30
(b) Asph for Sarf Treat .16
(¢) ACF 5.03
(d) Conc Pzvement
(1) Jtd Feinf ————-
(2) Contin Feinf 20,16
L., Structures
(=) Cl £ Conc L0.61
{H) Feinf Stl 10
(c) Str Stl 16
(d) Prestr Conz Beems 15.02
{e) Fipe 23~ 581
Index
Tab No. o4 A



Ttem

Composife

Index Wt of kelative Index
Est. List Ttem Each Item Index Ttem Weight Factor
Jtem Cost Price Index (Percent) Factor Index Percent Percent
1. Excavation 30
2. Base
{=) Caliche 1,05
Delivered
{b}) Shell with Sand Admix
{¢) Bapk Rupn Gravel
Delivered
(4) Processed Gravel 1.09
Delivered
(e) Irom Ore
Delivered
(f) Crushed Stome 1,19
Delivered
(g) Fnd Crse 1.01
Delivered
(n) Cem Stzb Bese (Shell)
(1) Shell -dth Sapd & Cal (Ty E)
(1) Delivered Base (Dist. 21)
3. Surfacling
(2] hggr for Surf Treat = o0
(b) Asph for Sarf Trest -
(¢) ACP 5718
(d) Conc Pzvement
(1) Jtd Peinf ————
(2) Comtin Feinf | ]| c--es
L4, Structures
(=) _C1 £ Conc L7.56
(b) Feinf Stl .11
(c) str stl B
{d) Prestr Conc Bezms
Index
Tab No. o5

~ Counties: All Countles in District 25
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