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INTRODUCTION 
 

 
At the direction of the Executive Branch Audit Committee, the Division of Internal 
Audits (DIA) conducted an audit of the Nevada Department of Transportation 
(NDOT). The audit focused on NDOT’s key processes related to contracting 
activities, personnel time management, and flight operations. The audit’s scope 
and methodology, background, and acknowledgments are included in Appendix A. 
 
DIA’s audit objective was to develop recommendations to:  
 

✓ Improve oversight of key processes and operations. 
 

Nevada Department of Transportation 
Response and Implementation Plan 

 
DIA provided draft copies of this report to NDOT for review and comment. DIA 
considered NDOT’s comments in the preparation of this report; NDOT’s response 
is included in Appendix B. In its response, NDOT accepted the recommendations. 
Appendix C includes a timetable to implement the recommendations. 
 
NRS 353A.090 requires within six months after the final report is issued to the 
Executive Branch Audit Committee, the Administrator of the Division of Internal 
Audits shall evaluate the steps NDOT has taken to implement the 
recommendations and shall determine whether the steps are achieving the desired 
results. The Administrator shall report the six-month follow-up results to the 
committee and NDOT. 
 
The following report (DIA Report No. 25-03) contains DIA’s findings, conclusions, 
and recommendations. 
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Improve Oversight of Key Processes and 
Operations 

 

The Nevada Department of Transportation (NDOT) can improve oversight of key 
processes and operations by: 
 

• Increasing oversight of contracting activities and other key processes;  

• Improving personnel and payroll practices; and 

• Enhancing policies and procedures for the Flight Operations program. 
 
Improving oversight of key processes and operations will increase transparency 
through the administrative rulemaking process, reduce overtime costs, and ensure 
compliance with statute and Federal Aviation Administration regulations. 
Improving oversight of key processes and operations could benefit Nevada by up 
to $950,000 annually.  
 
 

Increase Oversight of Contracting Activities and Other Key 
Processes 
 
The Nevada Department of Transportation (NDOT) should increase oversight of 
contracting activities and other key processes by adopting formal regulations and 
rules of practice in accordance with the requirements of NRS 233B, referred to as 
the Nevada Administrative Procedure Act (APA).1 Increasing oversight will: ensure 
NDOT complies with the APA; increase Board of Directors’ (Board) and legislative 
oversight and transparency; ensure public access to the rulemaking process; and 
ensure fair notice to the public for participation in the rulemaking process. 
 
NRS 408 is the primary statute governing NDOT operations with the legislative 
intent of making “…the Board of Directors of the Department of Transportation 
custodian of the state highways and roads and [providing] sufficiently broad 
authority to enable the Board to function adequately and efficiently in all areas of 
appropriate jurisdiction, subject to the limits of the Constitution and the legislative 
mandate proposed...”2 The Board is authorized to delegate this broad authority as 
it deems necessary, in accordance with several sections of its authorizing statute.3 
 
  

 
1 For purposes of this report, contracting activities include the procurement of agreements, construction 
contracts, design-build contracts, amendments, and other legal instruments requiring execution by the Board 
and/or the Director. 
2 NRS 408.100(5). 
3 NRS 408.100(6)(b); NRS 408.131(6). 
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Board Has Delegated Much of Its Broad Authority to NDOT Director 
 
The Board has delegated much of its broad authority granted by statute to the 
NDOT Director through Board resolutions adopted at public meetings. At NDOT’s 
request at the April 30, 1990 Board meeting, the Board delegated signature 
authority to the Director to enter into all agreements, construction contracts, and 
other legal instruments without Board review and approval. This absence of Board 
oversight remained in place until the July 11, 2011 Board meeting, at which time 
the Board established limitations to the Director’s delegated signature authority. 
 
NDOT tracks Director and Board approval authorities for agreements, contracts, 
and various NDOT key processes in its Board of Directors’ Matrix (Matrix). See 
Appendix D for the Matrix. The Matrix was most recently approved by the Board at 
the August 12, 2024 Board meeting to align the Matrix with current processes and 
to improve source and historical information.4 
 
Board Established Limitations in 
Delegated Authority for Transparency 
 
The Board established limitations to the Director’s delegated signature authority in 
2011 to be more transparent and provide more information to the public and the 
Board. A representative from the Office of the Attorney General present at the July 
11, 2011 Board meeting observed that the 1990 authorization for the Director to 
enter into all contracts was an “extraordinary delegation of authority.” Board action 
taken in 2011 limited the Director to approving agreements up to $300,000 and 
construction contracts up to $5 million. Agreements and contracts above these 
thresholds required Board approval with the intent of providing for more 
accountability and oversight between the Board and NDOT.  
 
2023 Board Action Significantly 
Increased Director’s Authority 
 
The 2011 approval thresholds pertaining to the Director’s delegated signature 
authority remained in place until the November 13, 2023 Board meeting, when 
NDOT requested, and the Board approved, a significant increase effective 
December 31, 2023. The Director’s delegated signature authority increased from 
$300,000 to $10 million for agreements and from $5 million to $40 million for 
construction contracts, or increases of 3,233% and 700%, respectively.5 NDOT’s 
request for the increase in the Director’s delegated signature authority raised 
concerns with the Board and a member of the public. 
 
  

 
4 The Board again revised the Director’s delegated signature authority on June 9, 2025, and the draft Matrix 
in Appendix D was pending Board approval at the time of report writing. 
5 The Director’s delegated signature authority was again amended at the December 11, 2023 Board meeting 
whereby Board approval is required for any contracts in which the low bid received is greater than 20% more 
than the engineer’s estimate when the engineer’s estimate is $5 million or more. 
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Concerns Voiced Regarding Significant Increase in Delegated Authority 
 
Board members and a member of the public voiced concerns regarding NDOT’s 
request for a significant increase in the Director’s delegated signature authority at 
the November 2023 Board meeting. The member of the public, a representative of 
a local trade union, stated increasing the signature authority of the Director to these 
levels was far beyond an inflationary adjustment. NDOT submitted information for 
Board review to support its request for the increase, including a review of signature 
authority in other states completed by a third party contractor.6 NDOT represented 
at the meeting most agreements and contracts signed by the Director are related 
to day-to-day business. 
 
A Board member questioned whether the Board could bring for discussion or vote 
on a contract or agreement the Director had already approved. The Director 
explained already approved contracts or agreements could not come for a vote; 
however, the Board could ask questions. The Board member indicated the 
importance of being mindful that accountability and transparency are not 
undermined with the increase in delegated signature authority; however, the 
increase was ultimately approved by the Board at the conclusion of the discussion.  
 
Increase in Delegated Authority Reduced Board Oversight and Transparency 
 
The 2023 increase in the Director’s delegated signature authority reduced Board 
oversight and transparency. Most agreements and construction contracts 
executed since the effective date of the increase through June 30, 2024 were 
approved by the Director and presented to the Board as informational items. This 
increase in delegated signature authority resulted in the Board being informed of 
almost all contracting activities following execution by the Director without an 
opportunity for the Board to discuss and vote. This decrease in Board oversight 
negatively impacted transparency in NDOT operations and provided expansive 
authority to the Director with little oversight. 
 
No Agreements Required Board Approval 
After Signature Authority Increased 
 
No agreements executed between December 31, 2023 and June 30, 2024 
required Board approval following the increase in the Director’s delegated 
signature authority to $10 million.7 All 122 agreements executed were approved 
by the Director and disclosed to the Board as informational items. In contrast, the 
Board approved 158 (27.3%) agreements executed prior to the increase in the 
Director’s delegated signature authority during the period of July 1, 2022 through 

 
6 Third party review discussed under section titled, “Other States Do Not Grant Agency Heads Broad Signature 
Authority without Regulatory Oversight.” 
7 Director approvals also include all emergency, grant, and interlocal agreements (except university service 
agreements), which are presented to the Board as informational items. 
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December 30, 2023. Exhibit I shows NDOT agreements approved before and after 
the 2023 increase in the Director’s delegated signature authority.  
 
Exhibit I 

NDOT Agreements Approved Before and After 
2023 Increase in Director’s Delegated Signature Authority 

July 1, 2022 – December 30, 2023a # of Agreements 
% of Total 

Agreements 

Director Approval, up to $300,000 421 72.7% 

Board Approval, over $300,000 158 27.3% 

Total 579 100.0% 

   

December 31, 2023 – June 30, 2024a # of Agreements 
% of Total 

Agreements 

Director Approval, up to $10 million 122 100.0% 

Board Approval, over $10 million 0 0.0% 

Total 122 100.0% 

Source:  DIA analysis of NDOT agreements executed between July 1, 2022 and June 30, 2024. 
Note: a DIA included only original agreements meeting approval thresholds executed within each period. 

 
Only One Construction Contract 
Required Board Approval 
 
Only one of nine (11.1%) highway construction contracts executed between 
December 31, 2023 and June 30, 2024 required Board approval following the 
increase in the Director’s delegated signature authority to $40 million.8 The 
remaining eight (88.9%) were approved by the Director and disclosed to the Board 
as informational items. In contrast, the Board approved 35 of 70 (50.0%) 
construction contracts executed prior to the increase in the Director’s delegated 
signature authority during the period of July 1, 2022 through December 30, 2023. 
Exhibit II shows NDOT construction contracts approved before and after the 2023 
increase in the Director’s delegated signature authority. 
 
  

 
8 Includes construction contracts over $40 million and any contract where the low bid received was greater 
than 20% more than the engineer’s estimate when the engineer’s estimate is over $5 million. 
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Exhibit II 
NDOT Construction Contracts Approved Before and After 
2023 Increase in Director’s Delegated Signature Authority 

July 1, 2022 – December 30, 2023a 
# of 

Construction 
Contracts 

% of Total 
Construction 

Contracts 

Director Approval, up to $5 million 35 50.0% 

Board Approval, over $5 million 35 50.0% 

Total 70 100.0% 

   

December 31, 2023 – June 30, 2024a 
# of 

Construction 
Contracts 

% of Total 
Construction 

Contracts 

Director Approval, up to $40 million 8 88.9% 

Board Approval, over $40 million or low-bidb 1 11.1% 

Total 9 100.0% 

Source:  DIA analysis of NDOT construction contracts executed between July 1, 2022 and June 30, 2024. 
Notes:   a DIA included only original construction contracts meeting approval thresholds executed within each 

period. 
 b Includes contracts over $40 million and any contract when the low bid received is greater than 20% 

more than the engineer’s estimate when the engineer’s estimate is over $5 million. 

 
Additional Concerns Resulted in Decrease in 
Director’s Delegated Signature Authority 
 
Additional concerns raised in Board meetings subsequent to the 2023 increase 
resulted in the Board decreasing the Director’s delegated signature authority at the 
June 2025 meeting to half the thresholds approved at the November 2023 meeting. 
At the May 2025 meeting, NDOT cited a four-to-six week delay to bring 
construction contracts to the Board as reasoning to support maintaining the higher 
2023 delegated signature authority threshold. A Board member disclosed they had 
received input from the private sector suggesting the delegated signature authority 
was too high and expressing a desire for more transparency on contracts and 
agreements. Following discussion at several Board meetings, the Director’s 
delegated signature authority was reduced at the June 2025 meeting from $10 
million to $5 million for agreements and from $40 million to $20 million for 
construction contracts.  
 
Data Shows Board Oversight and Transparency Impacted by Delegated 
Signature Authority Thresholds 
 
A review of agreement and construction contract data shows Board oversight and 
transparency in NDOT operations are impacted by the Director’s delegated 
signature authority thresholds. The Division of Internal Audits (DIA) conducted an 
analysis to calculate the number of agreements and construction contracts 
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executed within fiscal years 2023 and 2024 and categorized them by original value. 
If the November 2023 increases to the Director’s delegated signature authority had 
been in place for the entire period reviewed, only 5 of 701 (0.7%) agreements and 
6 of 79 (7.6%) construction contracts in the two-year period would have required 
Board approval. Assuming the two-year period represents typical NDOT 
contracting activities, Board oversight and transparency will continue to be 
impacted by the Director’s delegated signature authority depending on approval 
thresholds. Exhibits III and IV show agreements and construction contracts 
stratified by value for fiscal years 2023 and 2024. 
 
Exhibit III 

Agreements by Value 
Fiscal Years 2023 and 2024 

Agreement Value 
# of 

Agreements 
% of Total 

Agreements 

   $0 - $300,000a 476 67.8% 

> $300,000 – $1 million  102 14.6% 

> $1 million – $3 million 71 10.1% 

> $3 million – $6 million  34 4.9% 

> $6 million – $10 millionb 13 1.9% 

> $10 million 5 0.7% 

Total 701 100.0% 

Source:  Auditor compilation of NDOT agreement data. 
Notes: a The Director’s delegated signature authority threshold for agreements was 

$300,000 from July 2011 through December 30, 2023. 
 b The Director’s delegated signature authority threshold for agreements 

increased to $10 million effective December 31, 2023. 

 
Exhibit IV 

Construction Contracts by Value 
Fiscal Years 2023 and 2024 

Contract Value # of Contracts 
% of Total 
Contracts 

   $0 - $5 milliona 41 51.9% 

> $5 million – $10 million  8 10.1% 

> $10 million – $15 million 8 10.1% 

> $15 million – $30 million  15 19.0% 

> $30 million – $40 millionb 1 1.3% 

> $40 million 6 7.6% 

Total 79 100.0% 

Source:  Auditor compilation of NDOT construction contract data. 
Notes: a The Director’s delegated signature authority threshold for construction 

contracts was $5 million from July 2011 through December 30, 2023. 
 b The Director’s delegated signature authority threshold for construction 

contracts increased to $40 million effective December 31, 2023. 



 

8 of 55 

Other States Do Not Grant Agency Heads Broad Signature Authority without 
Regulatory Oversight 
 
Other states do not grant broad signature authority to agency heads without 
regulatory oversight. NDOT contracted with a third party engineering firm to 
conduct a review of signature authority for seven states, which was reported to the 
Board in conjunction with its request for increases to the Director’s delegated 
signature authority at the November 13, 2023 Board meeting.9 The review showed 
all but one of the states surveyed allow the agency head unlimited or undefined 
signature authority as long as state appropriation limits, procurement laws, and/or 
administrative rules are followed.10 In contrast, NDOT is not subject to most State 
of Nevada contract procurement laws and/or administrative rules. The review 
supports the case that regulatory oversight is necessary to ensure transparency in 
NDOT operations. 
 
Board is the Sole Oversight Body for Most NDOT Activities 
 
The Board is the sole oversight body for most NDOT projects, operations, and 
contracting activities. As part of its broad authority, the Legislature granted NDOT 
exemption from the jurisdiction of other state oversight bodies for most contracting 
and construction related activities, including the State Board of Examiners (BOE) 
and the State Public Works Division (SPWD).  
 
Statute Exempts NDOT from BOE Oversight 
for Most Contracting Activities 
 
Statute exempts NDOT from BOE oversight for most contracting activities, with the 
exception of certain contracts.11,12 Non-exempted Executive Branch agencies 
contracting for the procurement of goods and services are required to follow 
specific criteria in solicitation and procurement actions. The BOE reviews claims 
for payment pursuant to legislative appropriation or authorization, including 
contracts and agreements. State contracting requirements under the purview of 
the BOE are defined by statute, regulation, and the State Administrative Manual 
promulgated by the BOE.  
 
BOE members are the Governor, Secretary of State, and the Attorney General, 
with the Governor acting as Chair and the Director of the Governor’s Office of 

 
9 The following states were included in the review: Alaska, Arizona, California, Idaho, Oregon, Utah, 
Washington. See Appendix E for “Signature Authority Review for NDOT,” issued by Jacobs Engineering Group 
Inc. on October 25, 2023. 
10 The remaining state, Idaho, allows the Director to approve consultant contracts up to $1.0 million and 
construction contracts for projects listed in a board-approved bond-funded investment program approved at 
the program level by the state legislature, similar to SPWD’s legislatively-approved Capital Improvement Plan. 
11 NRS 333.700(8); NRS 333.705(1)(c); NRS 408.353. Contracts with NDOT Board members, directors, 
officers, and employees, or service contracts entirely funded by federal money with a contract term greater 
than four years must be authorized by the BOE before contract execution. 
12 NDOT’s exemption from BOE oversight for most contracting activities was affirmed by the Office of the 
Attorney General in Opinion No. 96-31 (1996). 
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Finance acting as the ex officio Clerk of the State BOE.13 The constitutional 
members that make up the BOE, the expertise of the Clerk, and their statutory 
duties provide robust oversight and help increase transparency for state agency 
operations, protect the interests of the state, and reduce liability and costs to the 
state. 
 
Statute Exempts NDOT from SPWD Oversight 
for Most Construction Projects 
 
Statute exempts NDOT from SPWD oversight for most construction projects and 
contracting activities under its purview, except in limited circumstances such as 
the construction of public office buildings constructed on state land and materials 
recycling for highway projects.14 The SPWD and its board are responsible for 
promulgating requirements for state and local public bodies in contracting for the 
provision of labor, materials, equipment, or supplies for a public works project. 
Statute defines a public work as “…any project for the new construction, repair, or 
reconstruction financed in whole or in part from public money, including state public 
agencies sponsoring or financing a public work on state-owned lands.”15 These 
projects are funded by multiple funding sources including federal funds, agency 
funds, the state General Fund, state-issued bonds, and other resources. 
 
The Legislature authorizes public works projects included in the SPWD’s Capital 
Improvement Plan (CIP), which have been vetted by the SPWD board and 
approved by the Governor. Following approval of the CIP by the SPWD board, 
Governor, and the Legislature, the SPWD Administrator has the authority to enter 
into construction contracts without BOE oversight; however, service-related and 
other contracts under the BOE’s purview must still be submitted for BOE review 
and approval. The SPWD is required to consult in the interim with the Interim 
Finance Committee (IFC) of the Legislature before approving final plans or 
changes to existing CIP projects and/or budgets, including new construction, major 
repairs, and landscaping. These activities allow for transparency, public 
participation, and regulatory oversight by way of the SPWD board and the 
Legislature. 
 
Changes to NDOT Project Budgets Exempt from Legislative Oversight 
 
Changes to NDOT project budgets are exempt from legislative oversight due to 
NDOT’s budget structure and accounting practices. The IFC has the authority to 
conduct investigations and hold hearings regarding any matter which is pertinent 
to its legislative business or possible future legislative action. Unlike the SPWD, 

 
13 NRS 353.010; NRS 353.030; NRS 353.033. 
14 NRS 338.480; NRS 338.1373(3)-(4). NDOT is exempted from the provisions of NRS 338.400 to 338.645, 
inclusive. 
15 NRS 338.010(19). Public works include: public buildings, jails and prisons, public roads, public highways, 
public streets and alleys, public utilities, publicly owned water mains and sewers, public parks and 
playgrounds, public convention facilities which are financed in part with public money, and all other publicly 
owned works and property. 
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NDOT is not required to submit a formal, explicitly stated list of projects like the 
CIP to the Legislature for approval and oversight. The majority of NDOT project 
budgets and related expenditures are accounted for within a single spending 
category of one budget account (BA). This budget structure exempts NDOT from 
IFC approval for new projects and modifications to existing project budgets 
because of procedural technicalities related to legislative oversight of agency 
budgets.  
 
NDOT Accounts for Most Activities 
in One Budget Account 
 
NDOT accounts for most operational and contracting activities in one budget 
account, 4660 Transportation Administration. For fiscal year 2024, BA 4660 
accounted for $1.2 billion (81.7%) of the $1.5 billion in departmental funding, 
receipts, and cash balances, with spending comparable to funding sources for the 
same period. The majority of expenditures were attributed to NDOT contracting 
activities, or $909 million (74.4%), which were accounted for in a nondescript single 
spending category titled “BLDGS/IMPRV.” This methodology leads to a compact 
departmental accounting structure, making it difficult for distinct transactions to be 
easily identifiable and contributing to reduced transparency for underlying 
activities. 
 
NDOT Accounting Within One Category 
Eliminates the Need to Adjust Expenditure Authority 
 
Accounting for project budgets and related expenditures within one category of its 
primary budget account eliminates the need for NDOT to adjust expenditure 
authority across categories or budget accounts. This allows NDOT to bypass IFC 
review and approval for modifications to project budgets and related spending. 
Statute requires modifications to budget account revenue or expenditure authority 
to be approved by the Legislature, or the IFC when not in session, for modifications 
that cumulatively amount to more than $75,000 in a fiscal year and change budget 
authority by 20%, or by $350,000 whichever is less.16 Therefore, NDOT is 
exempted from legislative oversight for newly contracted or modified projects due 
to its budget structure. 
 
IFC Represents the Money Committees 
of the Full Legislature 
 
The IFC represents the money committees of the full Legislature and functions 
within the Legislative Counsel Bureau (LCB) between sessions to administer a 
contingency fund, review state agency requests to accepts gifts and grants, modify 
legislatively-approved budgets, and reclassify state merit positions. Members of 
the IFC are members of the Senate Committee on Finance and the Assembly 
Committee on Ways and Means from the preceding session. Legislative review 

 
16 NRS 353.220. 
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and approval of budget modifications promotes a public process, increases 
transparency, and helps ensure agency activities align with legislative intent. 
 
Board and Regulatory Oversight Is Crucial to Ensure Transparency and 
Accountability 
 
Board and regulatory oversight of operations is crucial to ensure transparency and 
accountability, especially given NDOT’s exemptions from other state oversight 
bodies and reduced legislative oversight. The Board’s duties include oversight for 
multiple functions that are normally overseen by other public oversight bodies for 
Executive Branch agencies, including procuring service agreements and 
construction contracts. The Board has been granted broad oversight authority, 
which requires robust, regulated procedures that promote transparency and public 
participation in the process.  
 
Director’s Delegated Signature Authority 
Adopted through Board Resolutions 
 
The Director’s delegated signature authority has been adopted through Board 
resolutions outside legislatively required procedures. NDOT’s authorizing statute 
permits the Director to execute all plans, specifications, contracts, and instruments 
necessary for carrying out the provisions of NRS 408.17 However, the framework 
for the levels of delegated signature authority and related details have been 
documented in the Matrix and not adopted through formal regulations. As a result, 
stakeholders and the public have not been afforded the opportunity to participate 
and provide feedback on changes to delegated signature authority and other key 
NDOT processes to the degree granted by statutory rulemaking requirements. 
 
Agency Activities and Processes Affecting Private Rights Must Be Adopted 
as Formal Regulations Pursuant to the APA 
 
The APA requires certain agency activities affecting the private rights or 
procedures available to the public to be adopted as formal regulations. Rulemaking 
under the APA is mandatory for most Executive Branch agencies for the proper 
execution of functions assigned by law to ensure public access and fair notice to 
the public. The APA defines a regulation as “[a]n agency rule, standard, directive 
or statement of general applicability which effectuates or interprets law or policy, 
or describes the organization, procedure or practice requirements of any 
agency.”18 In addition to other rulemaking requirements, the APA requires 
agencies to adopt rules of practice. These rules of practice define the nature and 
requirements of all formal and informal procedures available, adopted, or used by 
the agency in the discharge of its functions, including a description of all forms and 
instructions used by the agency. 
 

 
17 NRS 408.205(1). 
18 NRS 233B.038(1)(a). 
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Rulemaking Authority Granted 
through Enabling Statute 
 
Executive Branch agencies are granted rulemaking authority through enabling 
statute, which provides them with the authority to adopt regulations essential for 
the execution of agency powers and responsibilities conferred by law.19 The 
Legislature leaves specific details to be determined by agency regulations that 
clarify the requirements members of the public must adhere to. The APA exempts 
some governmental entities from rulemaking requirements; however, NDOT is not 
one of the exempted entities and NDOT’s authorizing statute specifically requires 
formal rulemaking.20 Therefore, NDOT is required to engage in rulemaking by 
adopting formal regulations and rules of practice for key agency processes and 
general standards, under the oversight of the Legislature and in accordance with 
the APA.  
 
NDOT Has Not Adopted Formal Regulations for Some Key Processes 
 
NDOT has not adopted formal regulations for some key processes, including the 
authority and duties delegated to the Director by the Board.21 Existing NDOT 
regulations and rules of practice relate mostly to the installation and relocation of 
transportation facilities and encroachments.22 These regulations and rules of 
practice do not address the Director’s delegated signature authority previously 
discussed or other key NDOT processes. Moreover, existing NDOT rules of 
practice do not appear to have been reviewed every three years since their 
adoption in 2013, as required by statute.23  
 
Many NDOT Activities and Key Processes 
Affect Procedures Available to the Public 
 
Many NDOT activities and key processes affect procedures available to the public, 
which requires NDOT to adopt formal regulations. Another example of procedures 
available to the public is NDOT’s “Pioneer Program Guidelines” manual 
(Guidelines), which documents procedures for some NDOT contracting activities. 
NDOT uses the Guidelines to administer “innovative/alternative project delivery 
through the application of the Guidelines…[and] to develop new approaches to 

 
19 Enabling statute is a statute that confers (as to an administrative agency) the power or authority to engage 
in conduct not previously allowed. “Enabling statute.” Merriam-Webster.com Legal Dictionary, Merriam-
Webster, https://www.merriam-webster.com/legal/enabling%20statute. Accessed 26 Jun. 2025. 
20 NRS 233B.039; NRS 408.215(4). 
21 Some but not all NDOT key processes are defined by statute, regulation, and rules of practice. For example, 
NRS 408.367 authorizes the Director to procure contracts for highway construction, reconstruction, 
improvements, and maintenance on projects estimated at $250,000 or less, by using informal bidding 
procedures. 
22 Regulations for transportation facilities are documented in NAC 408. NRS 338.161 defines “transportation 
facility” as a road, railroad, bridge, tunnel, overpass, conduit or other infrastructure for conveying 
telecommunications cable, line, fiber or wire, airport, mass transit facility, or parking facility for vehicles. 
23 NRS 233B.050(1)(d). 
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deliver projects to Nevadans.”24 This statement infers the Guidelines affect a 
variety of stakeholders and the public in general. 
 
The Guidelines compile details for program contract procurement procedures that 
“…are not legislatively mandated but are intended to guide both the Department’s 
staff and the public sector on the delivery of solicited or unsolicited proposals for 
the various alternative delivery methods under the Pioneer Program. In no event 
shall any failure by the Department to follow the processes and approaches set 
forth in the Guidelines give recourse to any individual or entity…Revisions to these 
Guidelines may only be made at the direction of the Pioneer Program Director 
(PPD), in consultation with the Department Director.”25 The Guidelines are 
nonbinding, there is no recourse for deviations from procedures, and procedures 
can be changed at the discretion of the program manager and Director without 
Board or legislative oversight. 
 
Not Adopting Formal Regulations 
Bypasses Legislative Review 
 
Executive Branch agencies who do not adopt formal regulations in accordance 
with the APA bypass statutorily required legislative review, which reduces 
transparency, accountability, and public access to the process. The Constitution 
of the State of Nevada grants the Legislature power to review proposed Executive 
Branch agency regulations for consistency with statutory authority and legislative 
intent. Likewise, the Legislature has the authority to authorize, suspend, or nullify 
regulations based on its review. In exercising its constitutional authority, the 
Legislature created the APA to establish minimum procedural requirements for 
regulation and adjudication procedures for most Executive Branch agencies. 
 
Adopting Formal Regulations Increases Oversight, Promotes Transparency, 
and Helps Ensure Consistency 
 
Adopting formal regulations through the public rulemaking process increases 
oversight, promotes transparency, and helps ensure contracting activities and 
other key processes are consistent with statutory authority and legislative intent. 
The Legislature memorialized the intent of NRS 408 is to declare the powers and 
duties of the Board, leaving specific details to be determined by regulations and 
declarations of policy that the Board may promulgate and the Director is required 
to adopt.26 The Legislature additionally recognized that a safe and efficient 
highway transportation system is a matter of important interest to all people of the 
state and is essential to the general welfare of the state. This focus on the welfare 
of the state increases the need for NDOT to adopt formal regulations for 
contracting activities and other key processes affecting procedures available to the 

 
24 “Pioneer Program Guidelines” (June 2020), Nevada Department of Transportation, Third Edition. 
25 Ibid. 
26 NRS 408.100(6)(a); NRS 408.215(4). 
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public. The administrative rulemaking process affords participation by members of 
the public, using the following required procedures: 
 

1. Draft language for proposed regulation and submit to the Board for 
approval. 

2. Consider the impact the regulation may have on small businesses and 
prepare a small business impact statement.  

3. Conduct at least one public workshop to discuss the general topics 
addressed in the regulation. Public workshops must follow the requirements 
of the Open Meeting Law and a copy of meeting materials must be 
submitted to the LCB for public posting.  

4. For permanent regulations, NDOT must additionally send draft regulation 
language to Legislative Counsel to ensure intent and clear, concise 
language before returning the draft language to the agency. 

5. Provide notice, solicit public comment, allow the public a 30-day comment 
period, and hold a hearing for public comment following all requirements set 
forth by the APA and Open Meeting Law.  

6. Evaluate and consider all written and oral public comment on the proposed 
regulation that was received within statutory timeframes, discuss the 
comments with the Board, and amend draft regulations resulting from public 
comment if necessary. Hold a second public hearing for amended draft 
regulations prior to adoption. 

7. Submit an original final copy of the regulation and an informational 
statement describing the regulation to the Legislative Counsel for review by 
the Legislative Commission to ensure conformance with legislative authority 
and intent.27 

 
Properly Adopted Regulations 
Have Full Force and Effect of Law 
 
Properly adopted regulations establish a standard of conduct that has the full force 
and effect of law. NDOT and the Board must adopt formal regulations in 
accordance with the APA to increase Board and legislative oversight and 
transparency, ensure public access to the rulemaking process, and ensure fair 
notice to the public for participation in rulemaking procedures. According to 
guidance issued by the Nevada Office of the Attorney General, “…setting a 
standard or definition without following the rulemaking process is considered ad 
hoc rulemaking…[A]ny standard or policy that affects the general public, such as 
requiring or prohibiting conduct, must be made by the formal procedure for 
promulgating regulations.”28  
 

 
27 In the case of a temporary regulation, file a copy of the regulation as adopted and the informational 
statement with the Secretary of State, the Legislative Counsel, and the State Library and Archives. In the case 
of an emergency regulation, file a copy of the regulation with the Secretary of State and the Legislative 
Counsel. 
28 “Administrative Rulemaking, A Procedural Guide” (2023), Nevada Office of the Attorney General, Tenth 
Edition. 
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NDOT and the Board have the responsibility to adopt formal regulations under the 
APA. Allowing public participation in the rulemaking process will allow the Board 
and the Legislature to consider public commentary in making determinations and 
approvals on what thresholds are appropriate for the Director’s delegated 
signature authority, as well as other key processes affecting procedures available 
to the public. Public participation will also ensure processes are standardized and 
not subject to revision at any time without adequate oversight from the Board and 
the Legislature. 
 
 

Conclusion 

 
The NDOT Board of Directors (Board) has been provided with broad authority 
under its authorizing statute, NRS 408. The Board has delegated much of this 
broad authority to the NDOT Director through Board-adopted resolutions, including 
delegated signature authority for agreements and construction contracts. Other 
states do not grant agency heads broad signature authority without regulatory 
oversight. The Board has adjusted approval thresholds for the Director’s delegated 
signature authority several times since 1990, with the most recent revision taking 
place at the June 9, 2025 Board meeting. 
 
The Board is the sole oversight body for most NDOT activities and is exempt from 
the jurisdiction of other state oversight bodies for most contracting and construction 
related activities. Board and regulatory oversight of contracting activities and other 
key processes is crucial to ensure transparency and accountability. Agency 
activities and processes affecting private rights must be adopted as formal 
regulations or rules of practice pursuant to the Nevada Administrative Procedures 
Act (APA), which NDOT has not done for some contracting activities and key 
processes. Increasing oversight will: ensure NDOT complies with the APA; 
increase Board of Directors’ (Board) and legislative oversight and transparency; 
ensure public access to the rulemaking process; and ensure fair notice to the 
public for participation in the rulemaking process. 
 
 

Recommendation 

 
1. Increase oversight of contracting activities and other key processes.  
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Improve Personnel and Payroll Practices 
 
The Nevada Department of Transportation (NDOT) should improve personnel and 
payroll practices by: 
 

• Updating internal pay policies and procedures to ensure pay parameters 
are clearly defined in department policy, improve timekeeping practices, 
and strengthen supervisory and payroll administrator oversight; 

• Creating new internal pay policies and procedures to define and enforce 
shift scheduling protocols; and 

• Periodically monitoring improvements to ensure successful implementation. 
 
Improving personnel and payroll practices will help: eliminate confusion about pay 
parameters; ensure timesheets are accurate and coded correctly; ensure overtime 
is preauthorized; improve supervisory and payroll administrator oversight; reduce 
overtime; and discourage overtime abuse. These improvements could benefit the 
state by up to $950,000 annually.29  
 
Reduced Oversight of NDOT Personnel and Payroll Practices Increased 
Costs to the State 
 
Reduced oversight of NDOT personnel and payroll practices increases costs to 
the state by an estimated $950,000 annually. The Division of Internal Audits (DIA) 
reviewed NDOT personnel and payroll practices to identify areas needing 
improvement, which included a detailed review of payroll registers and accounting 
records. The review included time and pay data for one pay period from each of 
fiscal years 2023 and 2024 consisting of a total of 3,078 timesheets, of which 1,123 
included some type of overtime. For purposes of pay calculations, overtime 
includes both paid overtime and accrued compensatory time (comp time).30 All 
timesheets with overtime were further reviewed in detail, including timesheet 
notes, attachments, approvals, and other testing metrics. Testing revealed multiple 
issues related to policy violations, timekeeping, overtime approvals, and excessive 
overtime. 
 
Almost 50% of Fiscal Year 2023  
Overtime Timesheets Had Issues 
 
Approximately 45.6% of fiscal year 2023 and 22.3% of fiscal year 2024 overtime 
timesheets tested had issues. Likewise, 9.6% of fiscal year 2023 and 6.3% of fiscal 
year 2024 overtime timesheets tested had more than one exception. Exhibit V 

 
29 Estimated average annual savings to the state = average estimated dollars saved between the two pay 
periods tested * 26 pay periods in a fiscal year. Calculation: ($73,093.21 / 2) * 26 = $950,211.86. 
30 NAC 284.250 provides that the method of compensating an employee for overtime is cash payment or comp 
time in lieu of cash payment. Comp time allows an employee to accrue paid leave at the same rate as paid 
overtime, which is a rate of time and one-half of the employee’s normal rate of pay. The accrued comp time 
is added to the employee’s unused leave balances and taken as paid leave at a later date. 
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shows overall payroll testing results for the two pay periods in fiscal years 2023 
and 2024 included in testing. 
 
Exhibit V 

Payroll Testing Results 
Fiscal Years 2023 and 2024 

Timesheet Data FY23/PP15c FY24/PP06 Totals 

# of timesheets in pay period 1,537 1,541 3,078 

Timesheets with OTa 586 537 1,123 

% of OT timesheets in pay period 38.1% 34.8% 36.5% 

# of OT timesheets with exceptions 267 120 387 

% of timesheets with OTa 45.6% 22.3% 34.5% 

# of timesheets with >1 exception 56 34 90 

% of timesheets with OTa 9.6% 6.3% 8.0% 

Total hours tested in detailb 64,063 50,884 114,947 

Hours associated with exceptions 1,074 586 1,660 

% of total hours tested in detailb 1.7% 1.2% 1.4% 

Total dollars tested in detailb $    1,811,326 $   1,577,607 $    3,388,933 

Dollars associated with exceptions $         42,063 $        31,030 $         73,093  

% of total dollars tested in detailb 2.3% 2.0% 2.2% 

Source:  DIA analysis of state payroll and accounting records. 
Notes:  a Overtime includes paid overtime (OT) and accrued comp time.    

b Timesheets tested in detail include all timesheets with overtime. Values for timesheets tested in 
detail include all hours and associated dollars, including paid and accrued regular, overtime, and 
special timesheet events. 
c Fiscal year 2023, pay period 15 included two holidays and a major snow storm, which account for 
some of the overtime hours incurred during the pay period for holiday and emergency coverage. 

 
Some NDOT Employees Are Covered 
Under a Union-Negotiated CBA 
 
Some NDOT employees are covered under a union-negotiated state CBA, which 
includes different pay parameters than NDOT internal pay policies.31,32 NDOT’s 
internal pay policies are outdated and do not include the recently created CBA pay 
parameters, with the most recent guidance issued in 2011. Outdated internal pay 
policies result in unclear pay parameters between CBA-covered and non-covered 
employees and could contribute to overtime abuse. 
 
 
 

 
31 NDOT covered employees are represented by the American Federation of State, County, & Municipal 
Employees (AFSCME) union, Local 4041. The CBAs in force during report writing were effective between July 
1, 2021 through June 30, 2025.  
32 For purposes of this discussion, pay policies include NDOT policies and policy memos.  
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Employees Earned Overtime on Same Day or in Same Week as Paid Leave 
 
NDOT employees earned overtime on the same day or in the same week as paid 
leave in 21.0% of fiscal year 2023 and 17.5% of fiscal year 2024 overtime 
timesheets tested. Allowing NDOT employees to earn overtime on the same day 
or in the same week as paid leave costs the state an estimated $861,000 
annually.33 NDOT internal pay policies define overtime in terms of “hours worked” 
and “time worked,” which was the basis DIA used for determining whether 
employee overtime met policy criteria. However, the introduction of expanded CBA 
pay parameters in fiscal year 2021 resulted in different treatment for combined 
paid leave and overtime.  
 
The CBA considers “hours worked” to include all hours in any paid status when 
calculating overtime, overriding NDOT’s internal pay policy. Combined paid leave 
and overtime policy violations in fiscal years 2023 and 2024 testing relates to only 
non-covered employees who are not eligible for CBA pay treatment. Exhibit VI 
shows combined paid leave and overtime testing results for the two pay periods 
tested in fiscal years 2023 and 2024. 
 
Exhibit VI 

Combined Paid Leave and Overtime 
Fiscal Years 2023 and 2024 

Pay Period / Exceptions 
# of 

Exceptions 
% of Timesheets 

with OT 
Associated 

Hours 
Associated 

Estimated $a 

Fiscal Year 2023, PP15 123 21.0% 843 $      39,131 

OT/Leave Same Week 102 17.4% 759 35,643 

OT/Leave Same Day 21 3.6% 84 3,488 

Fiscal Year 2024, PP06 94 17.5% 486 $      27,090 

OT/Leave Same Week 82 15.3% 454 25,351 

OT/Leave Same Day 12 2.2% 32 1,739 

Both Pay Periods 217 19.3% 1,329 $      66,221 

OT/Leave Same Week 184 16.4% 1,213 60,994 

OT/Leave Same Day 33 2.9% 116 5,227 

Source:  DIA analysis of state payroll and accounting records. 
Notes:  a “Associated Estimated $” includes the value of paid overtime (OT) and accrued comp time and does 

not include adjustments to hourly pay rates for employer-paid retirement contributions. 

 
Almost 60% of Overtime Was Attributed to 26% of Employees with Overtime 
 
Testing revealed 58.3% of overtime incurred in pay period 15 of fiscal year 2023 
was attributed to 150 of 586 (25.6%) of the employees who worked overtime in the 
pay period. Five of 586 (0.9%) employees worked 100 or more hours overtime in 
the pay period, with 78 (13.3%) working between 60-99 hours overtime in the same 

 
33 Estimated average annual savings to the state = average estimated dollars saved between the two pay 
periods tested * 26 pay periods in a fiscal year. Calculation: ($66,220.80 / 2) * 26 = $860,870.40. 



 

19 of 55 

period. Overtime hours at these levels could lead to employee fatigue, affect 
productivity, and may be an indicator of overtime abuse. 
 
Testing showed 16 of the 150 (10.7%) employee timesheets with greater than 40 
hours overtime had associated late, missing, or incorrect overtime approvals. For 
timesheets with missing or incorrect approvals, it is unclear whether the overtime 
was authorized prior to being worked, which is required by regulation and NDOT 
internal pay policies.34 Exhibit VII shows timesheet data for employees with more 
than 40 hours overtime in the period reviewed. 
 
Exhibit VII 

Employees with More than 40 Hours Overtime 
Fiscal Year 2023, Pay Period 15 

Overtime Categories 
>40 Hours OT Approval Issues 

Timesheets %a Timesheets %b 

Timesheets with > 40 < 60 hours OT 67 11.4% 9 6.0% 

Timesheets with 60 < 100 hours OT 78 13.3% 7 4.7% 

Timesheets with 100+ hours OT 5 0.9% 0 0.0% 

Total Timesheets with > 40 Hours OT 150 25.6% 16 10.7% 

Source:  DIA analysis of state payroll and accounting records. 
Notes:  a Represents percentage of all timesheets with overtime (OT), or 586 timesheets (see Exhibit V). 

b Represents percentage of timesheets with more than 40 hours overtime. 

 
Timesheet Errors Could Cost the State Almost $90,000 Annually 
 
Review of employee timesheets revealed multiple timesheet errors that could cost 
the state almost $90,000 annually.35 Timesheet errors included employees 
recording callback pay while in standby status, missing overtime reason codes, 
and miscellaneous timesheet errors related to accuracy.36 Exhibit VIII shows 
timesheet errors noted during testing of employee time and pay for one pay period 
in each of fiscal years 2023 and 2024. 
 
  

 
34 NAC 284.242; NDOT Policy Memo 11-03. 
35 Estimated average annual savings to the state = average estimated dollars saved between the two pay 
periods tested * 26 pay periods in a fiscal year. Calculation: ($6,872.41 / 2) * 26 = $89,341.46. 
36 Callback pay is paid at the standard overtime rate for employees who are called back to work during 
scheduled time off without having been notified before the completion of the normal working day. Employees 
who are called back to work receive a minimum of two hours paid overtime regardless if time worked is less 
than two hours. NAC 284.214(2)(a) prohibits callback pay for employees already in standby status. Hours and 
dollars reflect a reduction of standby pay for the callbacks recorded while in standby status because it is 
unclear whether employees actually worked the full two hours or took the callback then worked overtime after 
being activated from standby status. 
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Exhibit VIII 
Timesheet Errors 

Fiscal Years 2023 and 2024 

Pay Period / Exceptions 
# of 

Exceptions 
% of Timesheets 

with OT 
Associated 

Hours 
Associated 

Estimated $a 

Fiscal Year 2023, PP15 32 5.5% 230 $        2,932 

Callback while on standby 5 0.9% 10 16 

Missing OT reason code 1 0.2% 10 334 

Misc. timesheet errors 26 4.4% 210 2,582 

Fiscal Year 2024, PP06 7 1.3% 101 $        3,940 

Callback while on standby 2 0.4% 6 6 

Missing OT reason code 0 0.0% 0 0 

Misc. timesheet errors 5 0.9% 95 3,934 

Both Pay Periods 39 3.5% 331 $        6,872 

Callback while on standby 7 0.6% 16 22 

Missing OT reason code 1 0.1% 10 334 

Misc. timesheet errors 31 2.8% 305 6,516 

Source:  DIA analysis of state payroll and accounting records. 
Notes:  a “Associated Estimated $” includes the value of paid overtime (OT) and accrued comp and does not 

include adjustments to hourly pay rates for employer-paid retirement contributions. 

 
An Employee Recorded  
72 Consecutive Hours of Overtime 
 
An example of a timekeeping issue discovered during testing was an employee 
who had recorded 72 consecutive hours of overtime, in addition to 72 hours of paid 
standby for the same days. Detailed review of the affected pay period in fiscal year 
2024 revealed only two hours of the 72 hours paid overtime and 70 hours of paid 
standby were accurate, with an estimated overpayment to the employee of almost 
$3,800 in one pay period. Timesheet notes indicated the employee was on paid 
standby status on their regular days off, was called in to work for a two-hour 
emergency, and recorded time inaccurately. The timesheet was approved as 
submitted without correction to the overpaid hours. The employee retired a few 
months later, the time has not been corrected in payroll records, and the overpaid 
funds do not appear to have been recovered. 
 
Timesheet Coding Practices Contributed to Timekeeping Issues 
 
Timesheet coding practices contributed to timekeeping issues, including uncoded 
overtime, uncoded paid administrative leave, and a significant amount of overtime 
coded to one reason code. Timesheet coding issues make it difficult to determine 
the true purpose of the time without detailed review of timesheet supporting 
documentation. This difficulty is compounded in cases where supporting 
documentation is insufficient, incorrect, or missing. See Appendix F for detail of 
overtime by reason code for fiscal years 2023 and 2024. 
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Some Overtime Was Recorded Using 
Reason Codes Not Applicable to Employees 
 
Some overtime was recorded using reason codes that were not applicable to 
employees. Employees recorded time in fiscal years 2023 and 2024 to overtime 
reason codes 33 (COVID-19) and 34 (Muster). However, the State of Emergency 
Proclamation for the COVID-19 pandemic ended May 20, 2022, before the 
beginning of fiscal year 2023. Coding time to COVID-19 was no longer permitted 
after that time. Additionally, only State of Nevada correctional officers and other 
law enforcement personnel covered under the CBA negotiated by the Fraternal 
Order of Police union are eligible for muster pay overtime. No overtime should 
have been coded to these reason codes, making the purpose of the time unclear 
as reported in state payroll reports. 
 
More Than 21,000 Hours of Overtime  
Have Missing or Unknown Reason Codes 
 
More than 21,000 hours of overtime in fiscal years 2023 and 2024 were missing 
an overtime reason code or were associated with unknown reason codes. To 
determine the actual reasons for the overtime would require review of individual 
timesheet notes in each timesheet for each day the overtime was recorded, instead 
of being able to rely on timesheet summary reports. Timesheet notes are not 
accessible in state official payroll summary reports, which contributes to inaccurate 
time and pay data when overtime is uncoded or miscoded. 
 
Significant Amount of Overtime 
Coded to “Workload” 
 
A significant amount of overtime in fiscal years 2023 and 2024 was coded to one 
overtime reason code, with 37.9% coded to reason code 30 (Workload). 
Potentially, not all overtime coded to “Workload” is related to actual workload for 
every position using the reason code but rather may be related to other state or 
agency-defined overtime reason codes. Overtime activities and underlying causes 
may be obscured by assigning a significant number of hours to one or a few 
overtime reason codes, which increases the difficulty inherent in determining 
scheduling or positions needed to adequately address coverage and workforce 
needs. 
 
Coding Issues Affected 
Paid Administrative Leave 
 
Coding issues in employee timesheets affected paid administrative leave in fiscal 
years 2023 and 2024. A few non-covered employees recorded and received paid 
administrative leave for union and personal leave afforded only to employees 
covered under CBAs. Hours recorded by these employees in fiscal years 2023 and 
2024 appear to be unintentionally coded to union and personal leave.  
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Additionally, 85.8% of all employees in fiscal year 2023 and 82.5% in fiscal year 
2024 recorded time to paid administrative leave without a reason code, which is 
normal practice for most instances of this type of leave. However, beginning in 
fiscal year 2024, CBA-covered employees were required to begin coding CBA 
union leave and CBA personal leave to reason codes U1 and U2, respectively. 
When covered employees record uncoded paid administrative leave, it makes it 
difficult to determine whether the leave is related to CBA-allowed leave or some 
other type of approved leave. Many covered employees appear to have taken full-
day and/or multiple day increments for the uncoded leave, suggesting they are not 
coding CBA-allowed leave as required.  
 
These coding issues make it difficult to determine the true purpose of the leave 
and could result in covered employees taking more paid administrative leave than 
allowed by the CBA, or non-covered employees taking leave they are not entitled 
to. Exhibit IX shows paid administrative leave coding issues in fiscal years 2023 
and 2024. 
 
Exhibit IX 

Paid Administrative Leave Coding Issues 
Fiscal Years 2023 and 2024 

Fiscal Year 2023a # Empl % Empl Hours % Hrs Dollars % Dollars 

Non-covered, CBA coding issuesd 5  0.6% 47  0.4% 1,752  0.5% 

Covered, CBA coding issues 124  15.4% 2,423 23.0% 65,298  17.5% 

Uncoded paid admin leave 689 85.8% 8,019 76.3% 305,893 81.8% 

Other paid admin leaveb 1 0.1% 30 0.3% 683 0.2% 

Paid admin leave, all employeesc   803 100.0% 10,519  100.0% 373,626  100.0% 

Fiscal Year 2024  # Empl % Empl Hours % Hrs Dollars % Dollars 

Non-covered, CBA coding issuesd 9 0.9% 57 0.2% 2,039 0.3% 

Covered, no CBA coding issuese 227 23.3% 5,535 22.8% 149,633 20.8% 

Uncoded paid admin leave 803 82.5% 18,613 76.8% 565,912 78.7% 

Other paid admin leaveb 3 0.3% 44 0.2% 1,104 0.2% 

Paid admin leave, all employeesc 973 100.0% 24,249 100.0% 718,688 100.0% 

Source:  DIA analysis of state payroll and accounting records. 
Notes:  a For fiscal year 2023, DIA identified CBA-covered and non-covered positions for the CBA effective 

July 1, 2021 for comparison only with fiscal years 2023 and 2024 CBA leave testing results. 
b “Other paid admin leave” is veterans paid administrative leave. 
c Some employees coded time in multiple categories and not all employees have coding issues. 
Therefore, “# Empl” will not sum to “Paid admin leave, all employees.” 
d Non-covered, CBA coding issues are instances where non-covered employees have coded paid 
administrative leave to CBA union or personal leave. 
e DIA reviewed covered employee time in fiscal year 2024 for reasonableness, noting no issues for 
time recorded against CBA union or personal leave. 
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Insufficient Oversight Contributed to Timekeeping Issues 
 
Insufficient supervisory and payroll administrator oversight contributed to 
timekeeping issues in the two pay periods reviewed for fiscal years 2023 and 2024. 
Testing revealed 18.7% of all timesheets with overtime in the fiscal year 2023 pay 
period tested and 10.7% of those tested for fiscal year 2024 had late, missing, or 
open-ended approvals or had incomplete or incorrect timesheet support.37 For 
example, some timesheets included attachments for overtime preauthorization 
that were related to other pay periods and not the pay period being processed. 
Additionally, insufficient supervisory and payroll administrator oversight allowed 
timesheet errors and timesheet coding issues to go unnoticed and unaddressed. 
 
Improved Oversight Needed for Personnel and Payroll Practices 
 
Oversight over NDOT personnel and payroll practices could be improved by 
updating NDOT internal pay policies and creating new policies and procedures to 
address combined paid leave and overtime. Updates to existing internal pay 
policies and implementation of new policies will require NDOT to train supervisors, 
managers, payroll administrators, and employees on the changes. These 
improvements should be periodically monitored to ensure successful 
implementation. 
 
Prior to implementation, any proposed changes made to shift scheduling protocols 
should be reviewed by the appropriate legal representative from the Office of the 
Attorney General to avoid conflicting with CBA terms and conditions.  
 
NDOT internal pay policies and procedures can be improved to: 
 

• Ensure pay parameters are clearly defined in department policy, including 
differences for employees covered under a CBA and non-covered 
employees; 

• Implement additional agency-level overtime reason codes or require the 
use of existing overtime reason codes to better account for employee 
activities; and 

• Strengthen procedures for supervisor and payroll administrator oversight, 
which will require ensuring timesheets comply with department and state 
requirements for documentation, approvals, and reason codes. 

 
Combined Paid Leave and Overtime Issues 
Could Be Addressed through New Policies 
 
Combined paid leave and overtime issues could be addressed through new NDOT 
internal pay policies by defining and enforcing shift scheduling protocols such as: 
 

 
37 Open-ended approvals are those that provide blanket approval for overtime and do not require the employee 
to obtain preauthorization for each overtime event. 
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• Prohibiting voluntary overtime following paid leave on the same day or in 
the same week; 

• For employees who work voluntary overtime then take paid leave on the 
same day or in the same week following the overtime, those employees 
would be removed from scheduled voluntary overtime rosters for the 
following week; 

• Ensuring variable workday schedule agreements are strictly followed, with 
no overtime incurred until 40 hours are actually worked in a work week; and 

• Restricting standby status to only those employees who are not on paid 
leave within the work week. 

 
Defining and enforcing shift scheduling protocols could help reduce overtime for 
employees with the greatest overtime hours and discourage overtime abuse.  
 
 

Conclusion 

 
Testing of NDOT fiscal year 2023 and 2024 timesheets with overtime revealed 
issues related to policy violations, timekeeping, overtime approvals, and excessive 
overtime. Employees earned overtime on the same day or in the same week as 
paid leave and 26% of employees with overtime were responsible for almost 60% 
of overtime incurred for fiscal year 2023 timesheets tested with overtime. 
Employees additionally recorded callback pay while in standby status and 
submitted timesheets with coding issues, errors, and issues with overtime 
approvals. Improving personnel and payroll practices will help: eliminate confusion 
about pay parameters; ensure timesheets are accurate and coded correctly; 
ensure overtime is preauthorized; improve supervisory and payroll administrator 
oversight; reduce overtime; and discourage overtime abuse. These improvements 
could benefit the state by up to $950,000 annually. 
 
 

Recommendation 

 
2. Improve personnel and payroll practices. 
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Enhance Policies and Procedures for the Flight Operations 
Program 
 
The Nevada Department of Transportation (NDOT) should enhance policies and 
procedures for the Flight Operations program to ensure aircraft are engaged only 
for allowable State Highway Fund (Highway Fund) activities, passenger travel is 
for bona fide official state business only, and the program continues to comply with 
Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) regulations. 
 
Existing Policies and Procedures Are Inadequate 
 
Existing NDOT policies and procedures for the Flight Operations program are 
inadequate and do not prohibit NDOT aircraft from being engaged for any reason 
other than for Highway Fund activities defined in statute. Policies allow for charging 
passengers and other state agencies for flight services, which the FAA considers 
a form of compensation and is disallowed for the type of flight operations in place 
at NDOT. Additionally, NDOT does not require documentation of flight and 
passenger trip purpose in flight manifests, which would help ensure passengers 
are traveling for official state business only and FAA rules for aerial surveying are 
enforced. 
 
Flight Operations Program Is Funded by the Highway Fund 
 
The Flight Operations program is funded by the Highway Fund, which was created 
in 1957 and is funded by excise taxes and license and registration fees. The money 
in the Highway Fund must, except for administering the collection of the taxes and 
fees, be used exclusively for the administration, construction, reconstruction, 
improvement, and maintenance of highways as provided by NDOT’s authorizing 
statute, NRS 408.38 The purpose of the NDOT Flight Operations program is to 
provide safe, efficient air transportation for department employees and other state 
employees using department aircraft. 
 
State Aircraft Purchased 
Using Highway Funds 
 
The 2019 Legislature approved the purchase of two new aircraft using Highway 
Funds for the replacement of two state-owned and NDOT-operated aircraft, both 
more than 30 years old. One of the new aircraft was purchased exclusively for 
passenger flights, while the other was purchased for passenger flights and aerial 
surveys.39 Testimony provided at legislative hearings stated NDOT anticipates a 
20-year return on investment of 13-18%, and the aircraft will allow NDOT to deliver 
its transportation system and work more efficiently. Analysis of historical purchase 

 
38 NRS 408.235(2). 
39 The passenger aircraft is a Pilatus PC-24 (10 passenger seats) and the passenger/aerial surveying aircraft 
is a Beechcraft King Air 350. The Beechcraft aircraft is customizable depending on flight purpose, with up to 
11 passenger seats. 
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records show the aircraft were purchased at below average base model market 
rates for both aircraft at the time of purchase. 
 
State Aircraft Costs Subject 
to Highway Fund Restrictions 
 
The costs associated with the purchase, operation, maintenance, and support for 
the NDOT state aircraft are entirely funded by the Highway Fund and aircraft use 
is subject to Highway Fund restrictions. Current NDOT practice allows other state 
agencies to fill excess capacity seating on scheduled aircraft flights when already 
engaged for highway-related purposes, if minimal or no additional costs are 
incurred. However, NDOT policies do not reflect actual practice. 
 
NDOT Flights Primarily Carry NDOT Personnel 
 
NDOT flights primarily carry NDOT personnel. Testing of all flight manifests for 
fiscal years 2023 and 2024 show all round trip flights provided service to NDOT 
personnel, contractors, and/or consultants, including those flights providing service 
to non-NDOT passengers. Review of flight manifests revealed almost 80% of all 
filled seats were used by NDOT personnel and business associates. Exhibit X 
shows NDOT aircraft passenger statistics for fiscal years 2023 and 2024. 
 
Exhibit X 

NDOT Aircraft Passenger Statistics 
Fiscal Years 2023 and 2024 

Both Fiscal Years Beechcrafta Pilatus Totals 

NDOT Employees 862 1,986 2,848 

Non-NDOT Passengers 221 567 788 

Totals 1,083 2,553 3,636 

% of Total, all Seats 29.8% 70.2% 100.0% 

% of Total, NDOT Employees 23.7% 54.6% 78.3% 

% of Total, Non-NDOT 6.1% 15.6% 21.7% 
Source:  Compiled from fiscal year 2023 and 2024 flight manifests provided by NDOT. 
Note:  a The Beechcraft King Air 350 is equipped for both passenger travel and aerial surveying. 

 
Review of flight manifests indicate both aircraft appear to have been engaged for 
Highway Fund purposes, with non-NDOT passengers using excess capacity 
seating. However, testing also revealed flight manifests could be more detailed. 
 
Flight Manifests Do Not Document Flight and Passenger Trip Purpose 
 
NDOT aircraft flight manifests do not document flight and passenger trip purpose, 
making it difficult to determine whether passengers were traveling for official state 
business only and not for personal travel. Additionally, when the aircraft capable 
of aerial surveying is engaged for that purpose, it must be used exclusively for that 
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purpose and personnel on board are strictly limited to those necessary to 
accomplish the mission.  
 
Documentation of trip purpose for both the engaged aircraft and each passenger 
is necessary to support whether travel purpose is Highway Fund related, for aerial 
surveying, and/or for bona fide official state business. Without this information, 
NDOT cannot affirm the use of its aircraft meets Highway Fund statutory 
constraints and FAA regulations governing aircraft operations. Moreover, failure to 
ensure trips are not personal in nature could create reportable, taxable events for 
passengers not traveling for bona fide official state business.40 
 
NDOT Flight Operations 
Subject to FAA Regulation 
 
The NDOT Flight Operations program is subject to FAA regulations for operator, 
aircraft, and flight activities. NDOT is registered with the FAA as a civil air operator 
under the requirements of 14 CFR Part 91. As a civil air operator, NDOT must 
strictly follow Part 91 regulatory requirements to ensure it does not engage in 
activities inconsistent with its registered civil air operator status. 
 
NDOT Cannot Be Reimbursed 
for Flight Services 
 
NDOT cannot be reimbursed for flight services, which the FAA considers a form of 
compensation and is not allowed for the type of flight operations in place at 
NDOT.41 The FAA’s position on what is considered compensation is extensive: 
 

• “Compensation does not require a profit, profit motive, or the actual 
payment of funds. Reimbursement of expenses, accumulation of flight time, 
and good will in the form of expected economic benefits can be considered 
compensation…compensation occurs even if a third party receives a benefit 
as a result of the flight.”42 

• “…‘[C]ompensation’ includes the act of making up for whatever has been 
suffered or lost through another, and the act of remuneration. Sharing 
expenses would appear to be prohibited when ‘for hire or compensation’ is 
prohibited…”43 

 
Requiring non-NDOT state agencies to reimburse or share costs for Flight 
Operations program expenditures would require NDOT to obtain a commercial air 

 
40 Fringe Benefit Guide, IRS Publication 5137 (Rev. 10-2022). Department of the Treasury, Internal Revenue 
Service, Office of Federal, State & Local Governments. 
41 14 CFR 91.147 requires passenger carrying flights for compensation or hire to be registered under Part 119 
governing air carriers, with flights conducted under the regulatory provisions of Parts 135 or 121. 
42 Sharing Aircraft Operating Expenses in Accordance with 14 CFR § 61.113(c), Advisory Circular AC-61-142. 
February 25, 2020. Federal Aviation Administration. 
43 Legal Interpretation from Mark Bury to Rebecca B. MacPherson (August 13, 2014). Federal Aviation 
Administration, referred to in FAA Advisory Circular AC-61-142. 
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carrier certification. A commercial air carrier certification would require operating 
under much more stringent aircraft and airspace regulations than those required 
by NDOT’s existing Part 91 civil airworthiness certificate. As appropriate, NDOT 
has not requested other state agencies to reimburse or share costs for accessing 
excess capacity seating on flights. This was confirmed through review of 
accounting records for fiscal years 2023, 2024, and 2025 year-to-date.44 NDOT 
should continue this practice going forward. 
 
Flight Operations Program Could Be Improved 
 
The NDOT Flight Operations program could be improved by enhancing policies 
and procedures that: 
 

• Prohibit NDOT aircraft from being engaged for any reason other than for 
Highway Fund activities defined in statute; 

• Ensure non-NDOT passengers only fly when using excess capacity seating 
during NDOT scheduled flights; 

• Ensure flight manifests document flight and passenger trip purpose for all 
flights and passengers; and 

• Ensure NDOT does not request or receive compensation of any kind from 
non-NDOT entities or attempt to cost-share for the Flight Operations 
program. 

 
 

Conclusion 

 
Existing NDOT policies and procedures for the Flight Operations program are 
inadequate and do not prohibit aircraft from being engaged for any reason other 
than for Highway Fund activities defined in statute. Policies allow for charging 
passengers and other state agencies for flight services, which is prohibited by the 
Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) and disallowed for NDOT flight operations. 
Additionally, flight manifests do not document flight and passenger trip purpose, 
which would help ensure passengers are traveling for official state business only 
and FAA rules for aerial surveying are enforced. Enhancing policies and 
procedures for the Flight Operations program by requiring aircraft activities to 
comply with Highway Fund and FAA rules will help ensure aircraft are engaged 
only for allowable Highway Fund activities, passenger travel is for bona fide official 
state business only, and the program continues to comply with FAA regulations. 
 
 

Recommendation 

 
3. Enhance policies and procedures for the Flight Operations program.  

 
44 Fiscal year 2025 year-to-date revenues and receipts through June 18, 2025. 
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Appendix A 

 

Scope and Methodology, 
Background, Acknowledgments 

 

 

Scope and Methodology 
 
We began the audit in May 2024. In the course of our work, the Division of Internal 
Audits (DIA) interviewed members of management from the Nevada Department 
of Transportation (NDOT) and the Governor’s Office of Finance, Budget Division 
to discuss policies, procedures, and internal controls inherent to NDOT’s 
operational and fiscal processes. We reviewed NDOT records, policies, and 
procedures, and researched legislative history, applicable Nevada Revised 
Statutes, Nevada Administrative Code, employee records and timesheets, Nevada 
State Administrative Manual, union-negotiated state collective bargaining 
agreements, and other state and federal guidelines. We concluded fieldwork in 
June 2025. 
 
We conducted our audit in conformance with the International Standards for the 
Professional Practice of Internal Auditing. 

 
 

Background 
 

The mission of the Nevada Department of Transportation (NDOT) is to provide, 
operate, and preserve a transportation system that enhances safety, quality of life 
and economic development through innovation, environmental stewardship, and a 
dedicated workforce. NDOT’s core values include respect, integrity, accountability, 
communication, teamwork, and flexibility. NDOT’s goals include: safety first; 
cultivate environmental stewardship; efficiently operate and maintain the 
transportation system in Nevada; promote internal and external customer service; 
and enhance organizational and workforce development. 
 
NDOT is funded primarily by the State Highway Fund and federal funds, as well as 
tax revenue, bond proceeds, sales, miscellaneous revenues, transfers from other 
state agencies, and other fees and assessments. NDOT’s revenues, receipts, and 
cash balances for fiscal years 2023 and 2024 were $1.1 billion and $1.5 billion, 
respectively. Exhibit XI summarizes NDOT’s budget by funding source for the most 
recently closed fiscal year, 2024. 
 
 
 



 

30 of 55 

Exhibit XI 
NDOT Budget by Funding Source 

Fiscal Year 2024 

 
Source:  Data Warehouse of Nevada. 
Note: a Other includes radio income, other fees and assessments, transfers from other state agencies, and 

miscellaneous revenue. 
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Appendix B 

 

Nevada Department of Transportation 
Response and Implementation Plan 
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Appendix C 
 

Timetable for Implementing 
Audit Recommendations 

 

 
In consultation with the Nevada Department of Transportation (NDOT), the 
Division of Internal Audits categorized the recommendations contained within this 
report into two separate implementation time frames (i.e., Category 1 – less than 
six months; Category 2 – more than six months). NDOT should begin taking steps 
to implement all recommendations as soon as possible. The target completion 
dates are incorporated from Appendix B. 
  

 

 

Category 2:  Recommendations with an anticipated  
implementation period exceeding six months. 
 

Recommendations 
 

1. Increase oversight of contracting activities and other key 
processes.  
 

2. Improve personnel and payroll practices.  
 

3. Enhance policies and procedures for the Flight Operations 
program. 

Time Frame 
 

July 2027 
 
 

July 2026 
 

July 2026 

 
 

 
The Division of Internal Audits shall evaluate the actions taken by NDOT 
concerning the report recommendations within six months from the issuance of 
this report. The Division of Internal Audits must report the results of its evaluation 
to the Executive Branch Audit Committee and NDOT. 
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Appendix D 

 

Nevada Department of Transportation 
Board of Directors’ Matrix 
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Source Notes 

1 100% Federal/Local 
expenditure 
agreements 

    
x July 2011 Board 

Meeting 
Includes: Stewardship, 
Interlocal, and Cooperative 
agreements. 

2 Agreements over $5 
million 

 
x 

   
June 2025 

Board Meeting 
Non-construction matters, 
except railways, urban 
public transport and 
aviation. 
History: Approved at the 
July 2011 Board Meeting. 
Signature Authority limits 
updated in November 
2023. 

3 Agreements $5 
million or under 

  
x 

  
June 2025 

Board Meeting 
History: Approved at the 
July 2011 Board Meeting. 
Signature Authority limits 
updated in November 
2023. 

4 Amendment bringing 
agreement total over 
$5 million 

 
x 

   
June 2025 

Board Meeting 
For example: Existing 
Agreement $4,500,000, 
Amendment $600,000. 
Total agreement is now 
$5,100,000; now requires 
Board approval. 
History: As interpreted in 
the July 2011 Board 
Meeting Approved 
Reporting Process. 
Signature Authority limits 
updated in November 
2023. 

5 Amendment keeping 
agreement total $5 
million or under 

  
x 

  
June 2025 

Board Meeting 
For example: Existing 
Agreement $4,500,000, 
Amendment $200,000. 
Total Agreement is now 
$4,700,000; does not 
require Board approval. 
History: As interpreted in 
the July 2011 Board 
Meeting Approved 
Reporting Process. 
Signature Authority limits 
updated in November 
2023. 
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Source Notes 

6 Amendments over $5 
million 

 
x 

   
June 2025 

Board Meeting 
Regardless of existing 
agreement amount. 
History: As interpreted in 
the July 2011 Board 
Meeting Approved 
Reporting Process. 
Signature Authority limits 
updated in November 
2023. 

7 Amendments $5 
million or under – 
Existing agreement 
total over $5 million 

  
X 

  
June 2025 

Board Meeting 
For example: Existing 
Agreement $5,500,000 
(already went to the Board 
for approval), Amendment 
$1,000,000. Total 
agreement is now 
$6,500,000. Does not 
require Board approval. 
History: As interpreted in 
the July 2011 Board 
Meeting Approved 
Reporting Process. 
Signature Authority limits 
updated in November 
2023. 

8 Claim settlements x 
 

x 
  

July 2011 Board 
Meeting 

Includes personnel, 
construction, and right-of- 
way claims. 

9 CMAR construction 
contracts (any 
amount) 

 
x 

   
June 2025 

Board Meeting 
The Construction Manager 
at Risk (CMAR) method of 
procurement was not used 
by NDOT prior to July 2011 
and therefore was not 
addressed in the Board 
Reporting policy adopted 
that  month. This reporting 
process was defined and 
refined by the Director's 
Office as agreements and 
construction contracts for 
CMAR projects arose. 
Background: Pioneer 
Program Construction 
Manager at Risk process 
was approved at the 
November 7, 2011 Board 
meeting as agenda Item 
#8. The CMAR limits were 
included in the Matrix that 
was approved by the 
Board in September 2013. 
Signature Authority limits 
updated in November 
2023. 

10 CMAR Independent 
Cost Estimator 
service agreements 
over $5 million 

 
x 

   
June 2025 

Board Meeting 

11 CMAR Independent 
Cost Estimator 
service agreements 
$5 million or under 

  
x 

  
June 2025 

Board Meeting 

12 CMAR Pre-
Construction Services 
Agreements (any 
amount) 

 
x 

   
June 2025 

Board Meeting 
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Source Notes 

13 Construction 
Contracts: low bid 
price over 
$20 million 

 
x 

   
June 2025 

Board Meeting 
Background: Approved at 
the July 2011 Board 
Meeting. Signature 
Authority limits updated in 
November 2023. 

13a Construction 
Contracts: Engineer's 
Estimate is over $5 
million, Low Bid Price 
is $20 million or 
under, and Low Bid 
Price is equal to or 
more than 20% of the 
Engineer’s Estimate 

 
x 

   
June 2025 

Board Meeting 
Background: Approved at 
the November 2023 Board 
Meeting, ratified and 
clarified at the December 
2023 Board meeting. 
Signature Authority limits 
updated in November 
2023. 

14 Construction 
Contracts: low bid 
price $40 million or 
under 

  
x 

  
June 2025 

Board Meeting 
Background: Approved at 
the July 2011 Board 
Meeting. Signature 
Authority limits updated in 
November 2023. 

15 Design-Build 
Contracts 

 
x 

   
July 2011 Board 

Meeting 
  

16 Disaster or 
Emergency 
Agreements 

  
x 

  
July 2011 Board 

Meeting 
Authorized by NRS 
408.323(2). 

17 Grants 
  

x 
  

July 2011 Board 
Meeting 

Exception: if it’s 100% 
Fed/Local funding, refer to 
Line #1. 
Background: As interpreted 
in the July 2011 Board 
Meeting Approved 
Reporting Process. 

18 Interlocal Agreements 
- $5 million or more 

 
x 

   
June 2025 

Board Meeting 
Background: March 2014 
Board Meeting. Signature 
Authority limits update in 
November 2023. 

18a Interlocal Agreements
 - $5 million 

  
x 

  
June 2025 

Board Meeting 
Select items may be 
presented to the Board for 
program approval prior to 
agreement execution. 
Background: March 2014 
Board Meeting. Signature 
Authority updated in 
November 2023. 

19 Master Agreements 
with Task Orders: $5 
million or under 

  
x 

  
June 2025 

Board Meeting 
Individual Task Orders are 
not presented to the Board 
(see Line 27) 
Background: Approved at 
the July 2011 Board 
Meeting. Signature 
Authority limits updated in 
November 2023. 



 

40 of 55 

# Type B
o

a
rd

 o
f 

E
x

a
m

in
e

rs
 

N
D

O
T

 B
o

a
rd

 

A
p

p
ro

v
a

l 

N
D

O
T

 B
o

a
rd

 

In
fo

rm
a

ti
o

n
a

l 

T
o

rt
 C

la
im

s
 

A
d

m
in

is
tr

a
to

r 

N
o

t 
R

e
p

o
rt

e
d

 

to
 B

o
a

rd
 

Source Notes 

20 Master Agreements 
with Task Orders: 
over 
$5 million 

 
x 

   
June 2025 

Board Meeting 
Individual Task Orders are 
not presented to the Board 
(see Line 27) 
Background: Approved at 
the July 2011 Board 
Meeting. Signature 
Authority limits updated in 
November 2023. 

21 Matters Handled by 
State Purchasing 

x 
    

July 2011 Board 
Meeting 

Including Master Service 
Agreements. 

22 Non-monetary 
agreements 

  
x 

  
July 2011 Board 

Meeting 
As interpreted by NDOT’s 
Director’s Office of the July 
2011 Board Meeting 
Approved Reporting 
Process. 

23 Quotes (Construction 
Contracts - 
Engineer's Estimate 
$250,000 or under) 

  
x 

  
July 2011 Board 

Meeting 
As interpreted by NDOT’s 
Director’s Office of the July 
2011 Board Meeting 
Approved 
Reporting Process. 

24 Railways, Urban 
Public Transportation 
& Aviation 

x 
    

July 2011 Board
 Meeting 

With the passage of AB7 in 
2019, it changed what 
contracts were sent to BOE 
thus allow NDOT to no 
longer need to bring this 
before BOE. 

25 Right of Way 
Acquisition 
Agreements (any 
amount) 

  
x 

  
July 2011 Board 

Meeting 
Follows FHWA processes 
defined in 23 CFR - time is 
of the essence. 

26 Routine Operational 
Matters 

    
x July 2011 Board 

Meeting 
Includes truck/special 
event/facility use permits, 
litter-free highways 
agreements, and 
leases. 

27 Task Orders for 
Master Agreements 

    
x July 2011 Board 

Meeting 
These items are reported 
under the Master 
Agreement (see Lines 19 & 
20) 
Background: As interpreted 
by NDOT’s Director’s 
Office of the July 2011 
Board Meeting Approved 
Reporting 
Process. 

28 Time extension only 
amendments 

  
x 

  
July 2011 Board 

Meeting 
Background: As interpreted 
by NDOT’s Director’s 
Office of the 
July 2011 Board Meeting 
Approved Reporting 
Process. 

29 Tort Claim Fund 
   

x 
 

July 2011 Board 
Meeting 
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Source Notes 

30 Utility Relocation 
Agreements (any 
amount) 

  
x 

  
July 2011 Board 

Meeting 
Follows FHWA processes 
defined in 23 CFR - time is 
of the essence 
Background: As interpreted 
by NDOT’s Director’s 
Office of the July 2011 
Board Meeting Approved 
Reporting Process. 

Note: Transportation Board of Directors’ Matrix update approved during the August 12, 2024, Board meeting 
as Agenda Item #9. 

Source: Derived from the draft copy of the NDOT Board of Directors’ Matrix provided by NDOT, reflecting 
changes in signature authority approved at the June 9, 2025, Board of Directors’ meeting. Reformatted for 
presentation purposes. 
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Appendix E 

 

Nevada Department of Transportation  
Signature Authority Review – Jacobs Engineering Group Inc. 
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Source: November 13, 2023 NDOT Board of Directors meeting materials, Agenda Item 13, Attachment C. 
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Appendix F 

 

Nevada Department of Transportation  
Overtime by Reason Code – Fiscal Years 2023 and 2024 

 

 

Code Reason Hours  Dollarsa 
% of Total 

Hrs 

1 Accidents 8,975.96 $      328,153.73 2.2% 

2 Accounting/Fiscal Issues 321.60 13,350.60 0.1% 

3 Administration 2,911.83 202,514.20 0.7% 

4 Administrative Support 440.96 19,355.07 0.1% 

5 Backlog Reduction 1,010.44 58,836.61 0.2% 

6 Budget Preparation/Response 69.88 3,980.10 0.0% 

7 Client Meetings 13.00 594.47 0.0% 

8 Client Services 65.75 3,040.49 0.0% 

9 Conferences 258.00 12,399.48 0.1% 

10 Court 14.00 499.91 0.0% 

11 Coverage-Annual Leave/Military Leave 124.50 6,733.62 0.0% 

12 Coverage-24 Hour Facilities 7,406.40 242,519.88 1.8% 

13 Coverage-Holiday/Weekends 728.13 21,805.59 0.2% 

15 Coverage-Sick Leave 173.50 7,444.40 0.0% 

16 Coverage-Training 22.50 1,262.43 0.0% 

17 Coverage-Vacant 998.29 46,707.14 0.2% 

18 Emergencies 33,889.65 1,365,097.76 8.3% 

19 Investigations 411.67 21,043.40 0.1% 

20 Meetings 1,662.17 95,365.81 0.4% 

21 Office Support Activities 226.67 9,523.47 0.1% 

22 Personnel Issues 326.83 20,074.94 0.1% 

23 Program/Project Deadlines 863.17 44,214.65 0.2% 

24 Site/Equipment Repair 6,294.38 293,165.26 1.5% 

25 Special Events 5,966.11 229,558.83 1.5% 

26 Staff Meetings 199.58 9,210.87 0.0% 

27 Training 5,022.30 195,678.64 1.2% 

28 Training New Personnel 185.46 7,920.48 0.0% 

29 Travel 6,679.49 345,995.24 1.6% 

30 Workloadb 152,298.67 6,735,539.97 37.9% 

31 Workshops 500.50 20,780.29 0.1% 

32 Unfulfilled Shift Trade Agreement 55.50 1,517.04 0.0% 

33 COVID-19b 71.00 3,087.63 0.0% 

34 Musterb 26.25 1,079.05 0.0% 

50 Unknownb 20.00 959.16 0.0% 

51 Equipment Maint and Repairs 16,815.73 778,075.02 4.1% 

52 Highway Maint – Betterments 9,439.05 302,338.35 2.3% 

53 Highway Maint – Snow Removal 114,089.27 3,967,403.55 28.0% 

54 Field Inspection 6,849.58 264,634.60 1.7% 

55 Drafting 370.50 11,021.74 0.1% 

56 Unknownb 1.00 38.36 0.0% 

57 Unknownb 4.50 141.55 0.0% 

73 Unknownb 0.33 15.81 0.0% 
 No Recorded Reason Codeb 21,084.13 917,806.16 5.2% 
 Totals 406,888.23 $ 16,610,485.35 100.0% 

Source: DIA analysis of state payroll and accounting records. 
Notes:  a Dollars include the value of paid overtime and accrued comp time. 
  b Overtime reason codes with identified issues are boxed in red and highlighted in orange. 


