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DISCLAIMER

The contents of this report reflect the views of the authors, who are responsible for the
facts and the accuracy of the information presented herein. This document is
disseminated under the sponsorship of the Department of Transportation, University
Transportation Centers Program, and California Department of Transportation in the
interest of information exchange. The U.S. Government and California Department of
Transportation assume no liability for the contents or use thereof. The contents do not
necessarily reflect the official views or policies of the State of California or the
Department of Transportation. This report does not constitute a standard, specification,
or regulation.



ABSTRACT

Improvement in delivery performance for locally managed projects will strengthen the
infrastructure upon which mass transit systems depend, assist in forecasting and
minimizing service disruptions, and enhance delivery of transit services in metropolitan
areas. The goal of this research was to identify both positive and negative factors in the
management of local transit projects that affect the local agency satisfaction with the
project delivery process and affect project budget performance and schedule
performance. A one-page survey was created and distributed to local agencies for data
collection on completed projects. Eighteen completed surveys were returned within the
research period. The data contained in these surveys is summarized in this report and
analyzed with respect to project characteristics, performance, and key project success /
hindrance factors. Based on the analysis, summary level information with respect to cost
and schedule performance has been established, and two specific key success factors and
two key hindrance factors have been identified for implementation / consideration in the
management of future local transit projects. Additional data collection is recommended
with additional analysis potentially leading to even more efficient use of dwindling
available funds, as well as further improved project delivery according to identified
success criteria.
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INTRODUCTION

The objective of this project is to identify management factors that lead to improved
delivery of transit services to large metropolitan areas. Improvement in delivery
performance for locally managed projects will strengthen the infrastructure upon which
mass transit systems depend, assist in forecasting and minimizing service disruptions, and
enhance delivery of transit services in metropolitan areas. The goal of this research was
to identify both positive and negative factors in the management of local transit projects,
which affect the local agency satisfaction with the project delivery process, and project
budget performance, and project schedule performance. This report summarizes the
research findings.

The report details a one-page survey that was created and distributed to local agencies for
data collection on completed projects. Eighteen completed surveys were returned within
the research period. The data contained in these surveys is summarized in this report and
analyzed with respect to project characteristics, performance, and key project success /
hindrance factors. Based on the analysis, specific initial policies and procedures have
been recommended for implementation in management of future local transit projects.
Additional data collection is recommended with additional analysis potentially leading to
even more efficient use of dwindling available funds, as well as further improved project
delivery according to identified success criteria.

BACKGROUND

As the public agency responsible for the annual delivery of over three billion dollars in
construction projects, the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) has a
tremendous responsibility to effectively manage the design and construction for all
phases of future projects. Of the $3 billion, $250 million is available for local transit
projects, intended to improve transit services to all communities within our highly
decentralized cities. Unfortunately, recent delivery success of these local transit projects
has been only 40%, meaning only 40% of the funded transit design and construction
projects are completed in the year that funding is available. The availability and quality
of area-wide transit services depend on the effective management of the design and
construction process for future local transit projects because the completed projects are
part of the planned infrastructure necessary for future transit service, and therefore
timely, cost effective completion of each project ensures overall, area-wide service
availability and quality.

Literature Review

Literature reviews have shown that effective management has proven to be essential in
controlling costs and adhering to schedules for these types of projects (Jaraiedi et al
1995). The California Department of Transportation has successfully begun the use of
project management techniques to improve project delivery (Chittenden 1997), but
specific policies and procedures to improve local transit project programs have not been
completely developed. Identification and analysis of factors that positively or adversely
influence the delivery steps, costs, and schedules of local agency projects needs to be



done in order to improve upon the 40% delivery rate for the program. The Caltrans Local
Transit Project Delivery (LTPD) task force began work in early 1999 on improving the
project management delivery process.

Several research articles are available that looked into the factors that influence
performance of the project delivery process. Different scholars have defined several
factors proven to make major impact on cost, schedule and/or quality of the global
project.  Project characteristics is one major factor that affects performance of a
construction project. Many researchers have looked at different project characteristics
such as project risks, public impacts, funding issues, constructibility, contract language
and process in isolation from other parameters:

1. Gibson et al. (1995) emphasized the importance of pre-project planning to minimize
the risk associated with construction projects. They showed that pre-project planning
is an important decision support tool and can help managers to decide how to allocate
resources to a construction project. A pre-project planning process was introduced
and then the authors concluded that pre-project planning should be tied closely to
business planning, should answer to business needs of the company, and it should be
extremely emphasized, specially at the early stages of the project.

2. O’Conner and EI-Diraby (2000) emphasized the importance of planning in
reconstruction of highway projects. They specifically looked into reconstruction of
Mockingbird Bridge in Dallas, Texas as a case study. The authors came up with a
framework that covered major success factors, namely as Travelers Safety,
Construction Safety, Enhanced Site Accessibility, Optimize Highway Capacity,
Minimize Project Duration and Project Costs. These Performance Measures were
broken down into site conditions that could improve performance. The interesting
part of this study was the number performance measurement factors that were used.
In general, in a construction project, Cost, Schedule, and quality are considered as the
major evaluators of performance. This study introduced more number of
performance measurement parameters that are specific to Highway construction. One
could relate Quality to project characteristics such as traffic safety, traffic control
planning, construction sequencing, and constructibility.

3. Herbsman (1995) showed the impact of A+B bidding method on project cost and
schedule. In this method, the contractor bids based on both Time and Cost. Contract
duration is multiplied by daily cost of road-user (usually equal to liquidated damages)
and is added to cost estimate. A+B method results in significant savings in time and
almost no impact on project cost. In this study, quality was not evaluated as a
performance criterion.

4. Jarajedi et al. (1995) provided guidelines to select Incentive/Disincentive (I/D)
contract method for Highway Projects and to improve performance of such projects
by developing a sound structure for such contracts. The authors also showed how
(/D) provision could significantly reduce duration of the project without any major
impact on the quality. Cost impacts, however, were not analyzed.

5. Arditi et al. (1998) conducted a study similar to Jaraiedi et al. (1995) and showed that
(/D) provision is a good instrument to contract duration of a construction project.



However, it does increase project costs in most situations. It was shown that (I/D)
contracts, in general, have larger contract amounts and larger and more frequent
Change Orders. The research also concluded that unfavorable results with regards to
schedule appeared only in paving projects.

6. Arditi and Yasamis (1998) also studied the application (1/D) contracting method in
highway construction. They surveyed Illinois DOT (I/D) projects and showed how it
can positively impact behavior and performance of the contractors. However, they
caustioned that, both the contractor and the client both should have clear
understanding and appropriate perception of (I/D) contracting before its use.

7. Molenaar et al. (1999) studied the impact of Design-Build (DB) delivery method on
the performance of Public Projects. Performance of several DB projects was
evaluated based on owner’s experience with DB projects, Stage of design at which
DB is proposed, selection of DB contractor, Contract type, award method, and form
of DB contract (one-step, two-steps, qualifications based). Performance criteria were
defined by Budget Performance, Schedule Performance, Conformance with
Expectations, Administrative Burden, and Owner Satisfaction.  The authors
summarized their findings in a table that presented advantages and disadvantages of
each form of DB contracts to the others, with regards to performance criteria.

8. Ohrn and Schexnayard (1998) looked at another aspect of contractual arrangements —
specification development. They explained the concept of Performance-Related
Specifications for highway projects and what are their advantages and disadvantages
to traditional specifications.

Specific research on the transit and transportation project process has been done
throughout the United States. Researcher findings are as follows:

1. Reed, Luettich and Lamm (1993) examined how to measure state transportation
program performance. The research isolated and defined the key program-
performance measures and indicators needed by state officials in state highway and
transportation departments for effective and efficient administration of state highway
and transportation programs. The research effort produced a list of 38 key program-
performance measures with definitions and brief descriptions of their use. The
researchers also found that the use of program-performance measures and indicators
is an evolving concept. The team found that several states have initiated
comprehensive programs to develop and use such tools, but no state has enough
experience to cite its example.

2. The KFH Group (1999) conducted research to create a toolkit of management
principles and techniques for use by small urban and rural public transportation
providers. The kit assists in managing their transportation services and resources
effectively and has two parts: a guidebook and a self-assessment tool. The guidebook
provides the user with desirable service attributes and general management
philosophies as well as exemplary practices for some topics. The self-assessment tool
is a software tool designed to give the user a baseline or current picture of the status
of the transit system.



3. Otto and Ariaratnam (1999) researched performance measures in highway
maintenance operations.  Their research examined the general theories of
performance measurement systems, based on current conditions and practices in the
province of Alberta, Canada, and applied them to develop examples for highway
maintenance. Their research analyzed the extra considerations on a performance
measurement system when private companies operates under contract to a public
agency perform the work.

4. Poister (1997) researched the degree to which state departments of transportation
have developed and implemented performance measures. The research describes
how performance measures have evolved in state transportation departments, the
types of measures that have been developed, and the effectiveness of such measures
in assessing performance and improving productivity, as perceived by the
departments. Poister found that the new generation of performance measures tends to
be focused more strategically, with greater emphasis on quality. The research found
that these measurement systems were determined to be more useful when they were
as a result of a genuine commitment to manage programs more effectively, as
opposed to a desire to just comply with reporting requirements. Poister noted that the
development of such performance measures tends to be an iterative process. The
work was based upon information assembled from numerous sources, including a
large number of state highway and transportation departments and a topic panel of
experts.

5. Hartman et al (1994) conducted two surveys to research how performance measures
are related to financing transit. The research concluded that state funding
organizations have established measures to use in assessing or monitoring local
transit systems; however, few organizations provide financial assistance based
exclusively on performance factors. The researchers also found that the role of the
funding body, usually the state or region, also varies from an ownership position to
arms-length grant programs. The research identified that state interests in the process
ultimately relate to ensuring service, but they also often relate providing citizens with
mobility, facilitating economic development, and achieving environmental goals.

Key Factors Definition

Chua et al. (1999) came up with a simple and comprehensive hierarchical model that
categorizes all these factors into four groups

» External Project Characteristics * Project Participants
» Contractual Arrangements * Monitoring & Control

Chua then conducted a survey and collected information about the influence of these
factors on three performance criteria (cost, schedule, and quality), using a pairwise
comparison technique.

Chua’s performance criteria can be viewed as either positive or negative enhancements to
a project delivery model process. If one of the above factors/criterion (external project
characteristics, contractual arrangements, project participants, or monitoring and control



systems and tools) enhanced the likelihood of process success, then the factor/criterion
was denoted a success factor. If defined as an action or attribute that decreased the
likelihood of process success, then the criterion was denoted a hindrance factor.

Success factors are well established in the construction industry. Jaselskis and Ashley
(1991) found that key success factors affect project outcomes differently. Sanvido et al
(1992) also found that when certain success factors related to the project owner, engineer,
contractor, or operator are completed, the likelihood for project success is increased.
Parfitt and Sanvido (1993) developed a checklist as a guideline to predict the success of a
project. Recent researchers have begun to apply these factors to specific types and
subsets of the construction industry. Success factors are also well used on the
design/procurement stages. Based on a survey of over 450 respondents, Anderson and
Tucker (1994) identified 52 specific best practices in 5 project management categories for
project management of the design process. These five categories were

» Strategic project organizing
» Design effectiveness

* Project control

* Management of quality

* Materials management

These categories were identified as part of best practices study for the Construction
Industry Institute (CII). In this study the research team sought to define key success
factors and key hindrance factors that influence Local Transit Agency Project Delivery
(LTPD) performance.

DATA COLLECTION

After this review of existing research on transit project delivery, the second step in the
study process was collection of historical local transit agency project performance data
from completed projects that were done for Caltrans. The data collection process used in
this step consisted of four steps

Identification of project characteristics

Identification of types of funding

Identification of types of projects

Creation and distribution of survey form to local agencies

These steps are described below.



Project Characteristics — Types of Projects and Funding

The research team from the University of Southern California worked with Caltrans staff
to identify all descriptive elements of any local transit agency project. Dozens of
possible data elements of a typical local transit agency project were identified. Based
upon the literature review of typical key data elements, and the fact that such detailed
data is not maintained by Caltrans or the local agencies, several key project
characteristics were identified. The characteristics were of two types

» Descriptive (i.e. where the project was located)
» Performance (i.e. how the project performed with respect to schedule)

Two elements of particular importance in describing a project were the project type and
the project funding. The research team worked with local transit agency staff to identify
and compile lists for types of funding and types of projects. Figure 1 shows a list of
District Numbers and their location. Figure 2 shows the 28 typical types of funding for
local transit agency work. Figure 3 shows the 6 typical types of projects for local transit
agency work.

Survey Form

In order to provide accurate and reliable information, a standard data collection survey
was created by the METRANS research team to gather descriptive and performance data.

Figure 1. Map of District Numbers



5311(f) P&E
AB2766 PIC Grade Separation
AB973 Prop 116
BSNF Patrticipatory PSE
CMAQ PVEA
Construction R/W
Dedicated transit sales tax State hwy
ENVIR STIP-State
FAEL STP
Farbox revenue STTA
FTA TCI
FTA 5311 Assistance TDA
Local funds TPI
LTF TSM

Figure 2. List of Types of Funding

3R
Bikeway
Fixed Guideway
SB45
Transit Operations
Vehicle Acquisition

Figure 3. List of Types of Projects

A first draft survey was completed in February 2000. After a first review by Caltrans of
the draft survey, the METRANS project team decided to add two questions to the survey
to gather information related to key success / hindrance factors (items identified as
critical within the literature review). The final form of the survey is shown in Figure 3.
Note that the final survey references the lists of types of funding and types of projects
from Figures 1 and 2.

During the months of March, April, and May, 2000, over 100 surveys were distributed by
the Caltrans LTPD staff to local transit agency staffs throughout the state. At the time of
completion of this study (Decmeber 31, 2000), 18 were returned. One (1) cost record and
six (6) schedule records had incomplete information and were not useful. The remaining
survey data was entered as it was received into a database that was used to conduct the
initial data analysis for the LTPD team.



California Department of Transportation

Local Agency Transit Project Delivery Data Collection Form

As part of Caltrans' effort to improve project delivery performance, the Local Transit Project Delivery (LTPD)Task Force is in the proc
of collecting data representative completed local transit agency projects to identify performance trends and areas for improvement.
Your assistance in completing this for your agency's completed projects is the first step in this effort. All information is confidential;
please select projects representative of your agency. Answer all questions as best you can.

Please use one form per project; thanks for your help!

1. Project Title

PPNO number
EA number
2. Project Location City
County
Caltrans District No.
4. Project Type |:|:| enter the appropriate number from the attached list of project types
5. Project Funding |:| enter the appropriate letters from the attached list of fund codes
6. Project Cost $ (programmed amount)
(allocation amount)
$ (actual expended amount at completion)
6. Project Schedule
Planned Start Date Planned Completion Date
Actual Start Date Actual Completion Date

7. Keysto Success (alright to list several)

Key Hinderences (alright to list several)

8. Additional Comments (optional; as needed)

Contact Name: (for questions only!)
Phone:
email:

Please return your completed surveys to:

Elhami Nasr, LTPD Project Manager Questions? Please contact:

California Department of Transportation (CALTRANS) Elhami Nasr, LTPD Project Manager
District 7 Tel: (213) 897-0227; Fax (213) 897-0227
120 S. Sprina St. ATSS: 8-647-0227

Figure 4. Survey Form




DATA ANALYSIS

Data analysis began when the first completed survey forms were received in late April
2000. As additional data were obtained, they were added to the analysis database. The
final data set (18 completed surveys) was analyzed across the three
characteristics/elements of the survey:

e descriptive data
» performance data
» Kkey success / hindrance factors

The sections below detail the results of the analysis through a series of tables. A diskette
version of the Microsoft Access Database file (containing data to date, input screens, and
gueries) is attached to this report as Appendix I1.

Descriptive Characteristics

In an effort to check that the projects of the data sample were representative of all Local
Transit Agency projects, three tables were generated. Table 1 is a summary of projects
by district. Table 2 is a summary of projects by project type. Table 3 is a summary of
projects by funding type.

Table 1 shows that for our limited sample size, the projects were somewhat spread
throughout the thirteen (13) Caltrans districts (no district had more that 23% of the
projects). However, three (3) districts (i.e. districts 1, 2 and 4) were not represented at all

Table 1. Summary of Projects by District

Caltrans Number of
L Percentage
District Number Occurrences
) (2) 3
3 1 5.56%
5 4 22.22%
6 1 5.56%
7 3 16.67%
8 4 22.22%
9 2 11.11%
10 1 5.56%
not identified 2 11.11%
TOTAL 18 100.00%




Table 2. Summary of Projects by Project Type

Project Number of
Percentage
Type Occurrences
Yy &) (©)
3R 3 16.67%
Bikeway 1 5.56%
Fixed Guideway 1 5.56%
SB45 1 5.56%
Transit Operations 7 38.89%
Vehicle Acquisition 3 16.67%
not identified 2 11.11%
TOTAL 18 100.00%

and two (2) respondents did not identify the District Number. It should be noted,
however, that not all districts are of equal size and each has a different level of use of
transit. Table 2 shows that the projects were somewhat representative of the six (6) types
of projects (identified in Figure 2); however, “Transit Operations” projects were most
common (38.9%) and two (2) projects were not assigned any project types. With more
data, the research team would expect all project types to be represented. Table 3 shows
the large number of funds (31 funds) that were used on the eighteen (18) projects of the
database. Note that several projects (12 projects, 67% of the sample) used more than one
fund, and some projects used more than two funds (8 projects, 44% of the sample). The
table shows that TCI funding was most frequent used (6 occurrences), but the highest
funding amounts (in dollars) came from STTA and local sources ($133 million and
$118.5 million respectively). Given the large variety of projects included in this
program, the funding levels also vary greatly, depending on project type and scope.
Hence, study of average funding values must be considered in this context.

Additional analysis was, however, conducted with respect to the project funding variance.
Table 4 shows a summary of funding variance by type of variance (i.e. positive, negative,
or none) and Table 5 shows a Summary of Funding Variance by Type of Fund. Table 4
shows how well local agencies were able to satisfy their anticipated project funding
requirements. The table shows that nearly two thirds of the projects experienced a
negative funding variance, meaning the projects did not receive funding up to the amount
estimated to be needed by the local agency. Table 5 attempts to identify whether any
funding source is particular susceptible to contributing to a funding deficit. A lack of
data at this point does not allow this information to be determined, however, a potential
reporting methodology is shown in the table.
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Table 3. Summary of Projects by Funding Type

Funding Number of Average High Low
Percentage )
Type Occurrences Funding Value Value
1) @) (3) 4 (5) (6)
5311(f) 1 2.17% $34,000 $34,000 $34,000
AB2766 1 2.17% $6,000 $6,000 $6,000
AB973 1 2.17% $12,179,000 $12,179,000 $12,179,000
BSNF Participatory 1 2.17% $600,000 $600,000 $600,000
CMAQ 2 4.35% $1,750,306 $3,106,292 $394,320
Construct 2 4.35% $1,106,500 $1,166,000 $1,047,000
Constructr 1 2.17% $1,473,000 $1,473,000 $1,473,000
Dedicated transit sales tax 1 2.17% $306,376 $306,376 $306,376
ENVIR 3 6.52% $15,000 $18,000 $13,000
FAEL 1 2.17% $5,284,229 $5,284,229 $5,284,229
Farbox revenue 1 2.17% $34,625 $34,625 $34,625
FTA 1 2.17% $584,290 $584,290 $584,290
FTA 5311 Assistance 1 2.17% $36,604 $36,604 $36,604
Local 2 4.35% $59,254,000 $118,484,000 $24,000
Local funds 1 2.17% $3,293,708 $3,293,708 $3,293,708
LTF 1 2.17% $73,680 $73,680 $73,680
P&E 2 4.35% $37,500 $52,000 $23,000
PIC Grade Separation 1 2.17% $5,000,000 $5,000,000 $5,000,000
Prop 116 1 2.17% $31,708,000 $31,708,000 $31,708,000
PSE 1 2.17% $28,000 $28,000 $28,000
PVEA 1 2.17% $100,000 $100,000 $100,000
R/W 3 6.52% $3,000 $3,000 $3,000
State hwy 1 2.17% $50,849,000 $50,849,000 $50,849,000
STIP-State 1 2.17% $1,456 $1,456 $1,456
STP 2 4.35% $26,678,500 $52,100,000 $1,257,000
STTA 1 2.17% $133,029,000 $133,029,000 $133,029,000
TCI 6 13.04% $2,239,000 $11,051,000 $349,000
TDA 2 4.35% $2,442,563 $4,605,126 $280,000
TPI 1 2.17% $1,670,000 $1,670,000 $1,670,000
TSM 1 2.17% $163,000 $163,000 $163,000
Other 1 2.17% $13,512,355 $13,512,355 $13,512,355
Total / Average 46 100% $11,402,990

Performance Characteristics

The second characteristic of the data collected was performance information. Two levels
of performance were studied. One level of performance of the project is performance
with respect to its budget. Once a project was funded, how close did the actual
expenditures for the completed project come to the available funding (initial budget)? As
defined in this report, a positive budget variance would be considered bad, meaning the
project ran over its expected budget. The second level of performance relates to
schedule. How do a project’s start and finish dates compare to the original plan? In
addition, once a project’s expected start and completion dates were established, how
close did the actual project duration (defined as difference between completion date and
start date) compare to the planned duration? As defined in this study, a positive duration
variance would be considered bad, meaning the project ran over its expected duration.

11
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Table 4. Summary of Funding Variance by Type of Fund

Type of Funding

Average Percent Variance

Average Percent Variance

Total Positive Zero Negative All Positive Zero Negative
@ 2 (3 4 ®) (6) Q] ()] 9
5311(f) 1 1 0 0 47.61% 47.61%
AB2766 1 0 1 0 0.00% 0.00%
AB973 1 0 1 0 0.00% 0.00%
BSNF Participatory 1 1 0 0 57.34% 57.34%
CMAQ 2 0 1 1 -1.70% 0.00% -3.41%
Dedicated transit sales tax 1 0 1 0 0.00% 0.00%
ENVIR 3 0 3 0 0.00% 0.00%
FAEL 1 0 1 0 0.00% 0.00%
Farbox revenue 1 0 1 0 0.00% 0.00%
FTA 1 0 1 0 0.00% 0.00%
FTA 5311 Assistance 1 0 1 0 0.00% 0.00%
Local 2 0 1 1 -18.73% 0.00% -37.46%
Local funds 1 0 0 1 -72.68% -72.68%
LTF 1 0 0 1 -99.90% -99.90%
P&E 2 0 0 2 -44.82% -44.82%
PIC Grade Separation 1 0 1 0 0.00% 0.00%
Prop 116 1 0 1 0 0.00% 0.00%
PSE 1 0 0 1 -46.43% -46.43%
State hwy 1 0 1 0 0.00% 0.00%
STIP-State 1 0 0 1 -7.28% -7.28%
STP 2 0 2 0 0.00% 0.00%
STTA 1 0 1 0 0.00% 0.00%
TCI 6 0 4 2 -2.26% 0.00% -6.78%
TDA 2 1 1 0 137.57% 275.14% 0.00%
TPI 1 0 1 0 0.00% 0.00%
TSM 1 0 1 0 0.00% 0.00%
Other 1 0 1 0 0.00% 0.00%
Total / Average 39 3 26 10 0.25% 126.70% 0.00% -37.03%




Table 5. Summary of Funding Variance by Type of Variance

Budget Deviation
Project Number of Percentage Prc';“vree:r?wgnfed ﬁnﬁzi?
Subgroup Occurrences 9 9 Average % of
Budget of Funds
Amount Budget
(€] 2 (©)) 4 (5 (6) M
No Deviation 26 66.67% $20,516,570 1.3 $0 0.00%
Postive Deviation 3 7.69% $304,667 1.0 $376,867 126.70%
Negative Deviation 10 25.64% $551,208 1.3 ($320,285) -39.84%
TOTAL / AVERAGE 39 100.00% $134,082 1.26 ($462) 1.98%

Four tables show the analysis. Table 6 shows a summary of budget variance by type of
variance. The table shows that over three quarters of the projects had no budget
variance from the budgeted amount; the remaining one quarter of the projects were
almost equally divided between performing over and under budget. Tables 7 through 9
examine schedule performance. Table 7 shows a summary of project start date deviations
by type of variance. Table 8 shows a summary of project completion date deviations by
type of variance. Table 9 shows a summary of project duration deviations by type of
variance. These tables show that half of the projects started later than planned and three
guarters of the projects surveyed were completed later than planned. As a result, with
respect to project duration, two thirds of the projects took longer to complete than
originally planned. Future studies should attempt to determine when in the project life
cycle the budget and schedule changes occur. It is possible that certain phases of the
project may trigger these changes.

Key Success/Hindrance Factors

The third characteristic of the data collected was key factors. These factors were items
identified by the local transit agencies that were deemed to have been keys to success or
key hindrances for a specific project. Two tables are used to show these results. Most
surveys listed several key factors (both success and hindrance) for any individual project.
Table 10 shows a summary of key hindrances and the eleven key factors identified
through the surveys. Table 11 shows a summary of keys to success and the eight key
factors identified through the surveys. As shown in the tables, the two primary keys to
project success were identified as *““Caltrans Staff Assistance” and “Established Funding
Procedures”. The primary key hindrances were ““Bureaucracy”, and *““Poor Local Staff
Assistance”. An examination of the key success and key hindrance across funding type
and project type will be possible as additional data is collected. Given the current lack of
data, no conclusions could be reached at this time with this analysis. An examination of
factors based on project performance is possible at this time, and the examination follows
this section.
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Table 6. Summary of Budget Variance by Type of Variance

Budget Deviation
Project Number of Percentage Prc’?vree::wgr:ed Q\L/Ji:?)ge?
Subgroup Occurrences & 9 Average % of
Budget of Funds
Amount Budget
1) 2 (3 4 5) (6) (]
No Deviation 35 76.09% $13,826,448 1.46 $0 0.00%
Postive Deviation 5 10.87% $1,829,673 1.67 $51,930 24.23%
Negative Deviation 6 13.04% $3,690,956 1.2 ($62,498) -69.45%
TOTAL 46 100.00% $11,118,080 1.44 ($4,897) -8.58%

Table 7. Summary of Project Start Date Deviations by Type of Variance

Start Date
Schedule
Performance Average
Frequency Percentage Deviation
1) &) ®3) 4

No Deviation 5 41.67% -
Positive Deviation 6 50.00% 342 days
Negative Deviation 1 8.33% (332) days
Total / Average 12 100.00% 143 days
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Table 8. Summary of Project Completion Date Deviations

by Type of Variance

Finish Date
Schedule
Performance c 5 Average
requency ercentage Deviation
1) (2) 3) (4)

No Deviation 3 25.00% -
Positive Deviation 9 75.00% 361 days
Negative Deviation 0 0.00% N/A

Total / Average 12 100.00% 270 days

Table 9. Summary of Project Duration Deviations by Type of Variance

Schedule Deviation
Project Number of Average
Sub o Percentage Project
ubgroup ccurrences Duration Average % of Total
No. of Days Duration
€ @ 3 @ (6) ™
No Deviation 2 16.67% 364 days 0 days 0.00%
Postive Deviation 8 66.67% 1005 days 231 days 34.13%
Negative Deviation 2 16.67% 197 days -160 days -12.30%
TOTAL / AVERAGE 12 100.00% 764 days 127 days 16.65%
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Table 10. Summary of Key Hindrances

Hindrance Number of
Criteria Occurrences Percentage
(1) 2 3)
Bureaucracy 4 16.00%
Caltrans Process & Procedures 2 8.00%
Caltrans Staff Assistance 1 4.00%
Contractors 3 12.00%
Engineering 1 4.00%
Environmental Issues 1 4.00%
Established Funding Procedures 1 4.00%
Local Staff Assistance 3 12.00%
State Process & Procedures 1 4.00%
Suppliers 2 8.00%
Unexpected Issues 1 4.00%
No Comments 5 20.00%
Total 20 100.00%

Table 11. Summary of Keys to Success

Success Number of
Criteria Occurrences Percentage
@ &) ®3)

Caltrans Staff Assistance 9 26.47%
Cooperation among entities 4 11.76%
Established Funding Procedures 9 26.47%
Local Staff Assistance 4 11.76%
Ongoing Operations 4 11.76%

Program Flexibility 1 2.94%

Suppliers 1 2.94%

Training Programs 1 2.94%

No Comments 1 2.94%
Total 34 100.00%
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DIFFERENTIATION ANALYSIS

Despite the shortage of data, the research team next attempted to identify whether any
project characteristics were more common to projects which performed better (with
respect to budget and schedule) than in projects which did not perform as well. In
order to make this differentiation, the team categorized the results into “Successful
Projects” and “Special Projects” as defined below:

» Successful Project: Neither cost variance (expended — allocated) nor schedule
duration variance (actual duration — planned duration) should be greater than
zero (i.e. no cost overrun AND no duration / schedule slippage)

» Special Project: At least one of the two variances (cost and/or schedule)
performed poorly (i.e. either cost overrun or schedule slippage, or both)

Table 12 shows the data sample breakdown between successful and special projects. As
seen in the table, nearly two thirds of the projects were categorized as special, with most
of the special projects resulting from schedule problems (65%). The table shows the
average cost deviation for special projects to be $32,000 (over budget) or about 10% of
the expected budget. The average schedule duration deviation for special projects was
264 days (delayed) or 36% of the total duration.

Key Success/Hindrance Factors

The one characteristic of the differentiated data that has immediate value, despite the lack
of surveys, is key factors. These factors were items identified by the local transit
agencies that were judged to have been keys to success or key hindrances for the specific
project, but, in this analysis, the factors are divided based upon the successful/special
project differentiation explained above.

Two tables are used to show these results. Table 13 shows a summary of keys to success
for successful and special projects. The table shows that “Established Funding
Procedures” and “Ongoing Operations” were the two key success factors for projects that
performed well. In other words, the success of the projects that were truly successful was
believed to be a result of appropriate funding and development and implementation of a
sound and well-structured procedure. Table 13 also shows that “Established Funding
Procedures” and “Caltrans Staff Assistance” were the two key success factors for projects
that did not perform well. That means even special projects were perceived to be
successful due to the above two factors.

The summary of key hindrance factors divided based upon the successful/special
differentiation is not as clear. Table 14 shows a summary of key hindrances for
successful and special projects. The table shows a large number of keys for projects that
performed well and for projects that did not perform well. The keys are diverse and
mostly common to both the successful and special projects types. Additional data is
needed to reach conclusions, but it appears that “Contractors”, “Bureaucracy”, and
“Local Staff Assistance” may be critical factors.
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Table 12. Summary of Successful and Special Projects — Overall

COST SCHEDULE
. Number
Project of Percent
Classification oceur. AV;\?lfoage Average Average Deviation Average Average Deviation
: Amount Duration

of Funds Amount Percent Amount Percent

1) ) ®d) 4) ®) (6) 7 (8) 9) (10)
Successful Projects 4 36.36% 3 $1,670,206 ($10,632) -3.51% 281 days -80 days -31.11%
Schedule Slippage 7 63.64% 171 $13,643,452 $32,138 9.85% 1097 days 264 days 36.31%
Funding Sleepage 2 18.18% 2 $300,333 $136,494 69.66% 758 days 271 days 40.93%
Sch. & Fund Sleepage 2 18.18% 2 $300,333 $136,494 69.66% 758 days 271 days 40.93%
Total Special Projects 7 63.64% 2 $13,643,452 $32,138 9.85% 1097 days 264 days 36.31%
TOTAL / AVERAGE 11 100.00% 2 $9,289,545 $16,585 4.99% 800 days 139 days 11.79%




Table 13. Summary of Keys to Success — Successful vs. Special Projects

Successful Projects

Special Projects

Success
Categor
gory No. of Occurrences Percentage No. of Occurrences Percentage
1) @ (©)] 4 )
Caltrans Staff Assistance 1 10.00% 4 28.57%
Cooperation among entities 0 0.00% 2 14.29%
Established Funding Procedures 3 30.00% 5 35.71%
Local Staff Assistance 2 20.00% 1 7.14%
Ongoing Operations 3 30.00% 1 7.14%
Suppliers 0 0.00% 1 7.14%
Training Programs 1 10.00% 0 0.00%
Total 10 100.00% 14 100.00%

Table 14. Summary of Key Hindrances — Successful vs. Special Projects

Successful Projects

Special Projects

Hinderance
Category No. of Occurrences Percentage No. of Occurrences Percentage
(€] @ (©)] 4 5)
Bureaucracy 2 28.57% 2 20.00%
Caltrans Process & Procedures 1 14.29% 0 0.00%
Caltrans Staff Assistance 1 14.29% 0 0.00%
Contractors 1 14.29% 2 20.00%
Engineering 0 0.00% 1 10.00%
Established Funding Procedures 1 14.29% 0 0.00%
Local Staff Assistance 0 0.00% 2 20.00%
State Process & Procedures 0 0.00% 1 10.00%
Suppliers 0 0.00% 1 10.00%
No Comments 1 14.29% 1 10.00%
Total 10 100.00% 14 100.00%
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Future Analysis

As additional data becomes available, the power of the differentiation analysis can be
truly recognized. Practically all of the tables of this report can be re-run based upon the
two categories or even upon the subdivisions within the special projects category.
Analyses of particular interest would be

» Examination of successful/special projects verses type of project

» Examination of successful/special projects verses size of project

» Examination of successful/special projects verses type of funding

» Examination of successful/special projects verses number of funds per project
» Examination of successful/special projects verses funding variation

Again, as was the case for the analysis that has already been done, once the database
queries for these examinations has been done, monitoring and reporting of the results can
take place as data comes available and/or as the analysis is needed.

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

The study has accomplished several major milestones in the analysis and improvement of
the local transit agency project delivery process. The study achieved the following:

» Formalized the data collection process — identified list of data items to be
collected (survey form), identified list of types of funding, identified list of types
of projects

» Collection of data on 18 completed local agency transit projects

» Development of a data analysis methodology and presentation formats, using
databases and spreadsheets. Development of capability to perform automated
statistical analysis upon compilation of additional information true a user-friendly
database form. A diskette version of the Microsoft Access Database file
(containing data to date, input screens, and queries) is attached to this report as
Appendix Il. The program can be enhanced to incorporate additional analysis
tools, as needed.

e Completion of data analysis for 11 completed projects. Specific findings to date
are:

1. Nearly two thirds of the projects experienced a positive funding variance,
meaning the projects did not receive funding up to the amount estimated to
be needed by the local agency.
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2. Three quarters of the projects had no budget variance from the funded
amount;

3. Half of the projects start later than planned and three quarters of the
projects surveyed are completed later than planned.

4. With respect to project duration, two thirds of the projects took longer to
complete than originally planned.

5. The average cost deviation for special projects was $32,000 (over budget)
or about 10% of the expected budget. The average schedule duration
deviation for special projects was 264 days (delayed) or 36% of the total
duration.

» Creation of a list of key success/hindrance factors based on initial data set.
Findings to date are:

1. The two primary keys to project success were identified as presence of
“Caltrans Staff Assistance” and having an “Established Funding
Procedure™.

2. The primary key hindrances were excessive ““Bureaucracy”, and poor
“Local Staff Assistance.

Some work remains to be researched by future METRANS teams and/or Caltrans.
Specifically with respect to the local transit agency process, the following items are
needed:

» Collection of additional data (to an amount so as to allow statistical justification
of conclusions)

» Development of a framework to facilitate the data collection process (web-
based/email)

» Development of automated project performance analysis methods through
standard software packages in order to facilitate the Caltrans and local agency
management and reporting efforts.

» Additional analysis of data particularly to determine when in the project life cycle

the budget and schedule changes occur and whether key success and key
hindrance factors vary across funding type and project type.
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IMPLEMENTATION

The implementation of the research findings has immediate practical application in three
areas. The findings can be used by Caltrans Local Transit Project Delivery (LTPD) staff
to:

» Begin data collection of existing projects as they come to completion through use
of the data collection project survey form.

* Report program and project status using completed data forms and analysis
methodology detailed in this report.

» Begin storage of completed project data in a master LTPD database. A diskette
version of the Microsoft Access Database file (containing data to date, input
screens, and queries) is attached to this report as Appendix II.

The recommended procedure for implementation of the findings in these two areas is
through formal presentation of report findings and implementation suggestions to LTPD
staff.

The implementation of the research findings also has potential practical application in
two areas. The findings can potentially be used by Caltrans LTPD staff to:

» Continue the data collection process as projects are completed, create a
statistically significant sample, confirm and/or deny and expand upon the key
success/hindrance factors proposed in this report

» Facilitate program and project status reporting through web-based data collection
forms and automated analysis methodology and report templates.

The recommended procedure for potential implementation of the findings in these two
areas is through formal presentation of report findings and implementation suggestions to
LTPD staff and further work by the Caltrans LTPD teams and METRANS researchers in
these two areas.
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APPENDIX |

The following pages contain the 18 data surveys completed by local agencies.
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of coflecting data that is representstive of compfeted lacad transif agency projects 1 prder fo identiy perfanmance frends and sreas jor
mmmrwasmhmwwawmmsmmwsmmrmpmmsem Al information is conlifential
please sefect projects representative of your agency. Answer aff qussiions 2 the best of your abily. Return to Cailrans by Aprff 21, 2000

Please use arg form per profect; fianks for your fejp!

1. Project Titte Y9649 Rapiiont

Project Destrplion r gond_Goug Comay B £120[99
2 Project Location Ciy County G- Guz vy Callrans Dist No. 45~
3 ProectTye (e s ponoy  NA

(£33 TEETSE SRE %ljexarnp és]
4. Project Funding

Fund Type Programmed Alocated Expended (actual)
a Th& 3 4 4ps12h ._%.gﬁ;gg{,
- S ) 54’%%%- B4 2490 00
¢ Fitfe $ 54 218 5 264 774 g 264 &2
9 g ooy $13 457 14 552,355 % 517 355
e $ i
Tota! Project Cast s Z4etom 74,85 ogr> U p56 00
5. Praject Schedule (Dates)
Planred Siart Planned Complefion Actual Start Aciyal Campletion
= 11 1 14B L 150 11994 — i { ((PE & 111999

B Keys to Success (Feel free 1o ist several) & Epnil  pbrrenen s
& Fdensi TN P (e

Major Hindrances (Fes free I list several) Gicrs s Mo e Fole e dithcr i,

7. Additional Comments [oplicnal; as needad)
contactName:  “Timltt CINEE {for queslions oniy)
Phaone: Az ABL LUED email:

Please FRlM yoUur completed surveys to:

Ehami Nasr, LTPD Project Manager
Caitforniz Depaniment of Trmsportation (CALTRANG), District 7
1205, Spring St., Los Angelas, CA 90012
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Calitornia Depadment of Transportatin:

a1
Local Agency Transit Project Delivery Data Caofiection Form
As partof Callrans' st 0 improve profect dalbmry performrcs, 0 Lacal Yransit Project Delry (LTPD)Task Foroe is n the procass
of collacling qats 1hal s rapresantaive of Complaled foco! iransi agenicy ojects i arder tp iteatly pesforaarca trends nd 81885 fo

Improvemen!. rwmmmmmmwmwmmsmwmmmm A afrernation s conosnlisl
[DArase seisct projects represeniatve of your agency. Arswer aff queslions to e dast of your sbilly. Ratum lo Caltrans by Aprl 249, 2909

Phasse usa one Ko per project: thanks for your helpf

1, Profedt Title Operate Sunday Service for 2 years
Project Desaription CMAQ fundina for new seryice start up
2.  Projec! Location ity { County Modesta Caltrans Dist. Ng, 10
3. Projact Typa Transit Operation PPNOE# CML 5059 (46)
T568 Tovarse Sk K GRLTpia)
i Project Funding
Fund Type Prograrmened Mocated Expendad (attual)
a CMAQ $394,320 ) 394,320 ! 380,874
v LTF $ 73,680 73,680 : 71,151
c -3 - i
d H :
¢ $ |
Total Project Cost $468,000 468,000 : 452,028
% Project Schedite {Dates) '
Planned Start Pranned Completion Actuzl Start Actral Completion
10 401 1 97 10 + 314 99 11703 198 ° 19 f31 1 9a
&, Keys to Success {Feel fren to st several)  Adequate demand for Sunday Service.

Apprapriate routing and scheduling.

Major Hindrances (Feel frea to lial several) Paperwork for FTA who administers the grant was 1ess
burdonseme thanm the Caltrans paperwaork reguesting transferring the funds to FYA,

7. Addibonal Comments (opfiona; as needed) Modesto is an urbanized area of more than 200,000
g'? ggg{]} directly with FTA for all Federal Transit Funding with the exception
Contact Name; Terry Easley {far questions oniy)
“hane: {200) §77-5317 emal  teas|eyBol modestg.ca.us
Measa ratum your complated surveys io. pestions? Please conlact
Elhami Nasr, LTPD Projact Manager
Elharm Masr, LTPD Project Manages ol (213) 047-0227
Califamia Department of Transportation {CALTRANS}, Oistrict 7 ax: {213} 8670381
191 & Srrina 8 Lae Annstae A4 AAAND mlhami aagr@ont ca.a0y
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California Department of Transpartation

Locat Agency Transit Project Delivery Data Collection Form

As part of Caitrans’ effor! [ improve project o . ihe Local Transit Project Defivery (& TPOTask Force is i the procsss

of epltacting data hat is represemiative of%’gﬁﬂ agency projects i araer [ idently perfarmance fremds and areas iy
improvernsnt, Yotr 2ssiSIance i compiating s for agency’s compleled projects is the frst step in this efort. A informalion s confidentis);
please select projects representative of your agency. Answer ail guestions to e best of your abifty.  Returm to Callrans By Apnit 21, 2000,

Please Lse one 1o per project ihanks for your heip!

1. Project Title % % fevAL IREEATNG Asbicmines
Project Description cpaE PVERIC TRANGAT SEPCE 1N Lﬂﬂﬂﬂﬁmﬁm
2 Project Lecation City/ County Smid Oroz Coung¥ Catrans Dist No. 55
3. Project Type IPEfAs %}\é S PPND #
56 [GVerSe SIE 10F EXAPES, ]
4 Project Funding
Fund Type Fragrammed Allocated Expended (actual)
3 woepmn TV dise w8 _306 ZT0 E2 il 204 %76
b - K ’ 2¢ 6
e poxk : 34742 ?;%,59155 (3 75 )
d
e H
Total Project Cost $ 377 £05 37T & 217 L05
5. Project Schedule (Dates)
Plannsd Start Planned Complaticn Actual Start Actual Comgpletion
741 1 W9 6120 1 1199 7: {1144 6 120t B

6. Keysto Suocess (Feel frea lo it severcl) @mm&_mmzmm_ma&m@)

TERAIRE 0% freESoMpE] uzéﬁ—urmrl\}'l'

& oAy GRLIwANG, Ny A TN _AfPLeAa,
G ANTING ¥ INVOCING  ZxPEDVED _ DELIVEDEY pr PROTELT .
Maior Hindrances (Feel free to list saveral) Nenle
7. Additional Commants {opliznal; as neded} Tlh‘y v A VE&V EFFIC N ARNT Byt

AWM STEN s T HTEENS  TRPcLG THE Degs-

Centact Name: AL, rl"t LTT\L’«{Z,- [for questions only!}
Phone: ,1 41Z6-E0P1> emak £N{fAS) <2
Please retum your c:mpbated Surveys to: : esfions? Please contact:
Ihami Nasr, LTFD Project Manager
Elhami Wasr, LTFD Project Manager —Jfret: 0227
Cakfornia Department of Transportation (CALTRANS}, District 7 J_ Fax: (213) 897-0381
120 3. Spring 5t, Los Angeles, CA 90012 etharmi_na GOV
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Apr-27-00 03:44P

CITY OF CORCORAN TUBLIC WORKS MEMO

DATE: 0472772000

TO: IPARLA SIMOLKE CALTIRANS
FROM: SYLVLE KROLK LR

RE: CALTRANS

Hors are my answers Lo your Data Collecton Fem.
Preject 1
L. Proyeet il -
ASC Overlay
Project Besempiion -

Grinding paacement of relaforcing fabne, 2 A/C overlay, resiripping and mackole
adhustments loeations wizhin the Cuy of Corcoran,

2. Project Locatinm
City of Corcomn 7 Kings County
Caltrans District Nu:ber
& - Hrosno
3. Projear Type
Sh45
P2INCO#
COR-01/15

4. Projea Funding

Tund Type Progrenimed Alccated FExpended {actual)
STTP - State 1,450,000, 1,456,000 L 350,00C.
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Apr-27-00 03:45P

04/27/2000

CITY OF CORCGRAN - PUBLIC Womrks MIMe: CALTRANS

We currently nave several CMAL projects in the works; thev are as {olows;
1, New Transit Buses 2) - $25C,000.00 +/-
2. New GNG Vehieles {39) - 37505000 + /.
3 New ONG Fuehag Station {1} - 250,000.00 /-
4. Traitic ight replacements (3) - $375,000,00 +/-

The new buy project has been in the provess {or over a vear and a hall Somw of this 15
bucause we agreed to change the application from one 1o twe buses. 'Lhe other privjects
have all been in the process over one year and we o gor know winn they wiall ke
completed. The main problem s that there is Lot of work in tais process We do not do
appucations tor Calttany projects on a regular basis. Since the FedireIents may g,
some of the applications do vt fit Lizo the nomal catcgoniss. Somerimes there are s
many aew pecple tying Lo assist us L this process so we have ¢ ard tine completing
this process i whaw we would consider a tmely mansicr.

On our bus project, we have Rad at least three different people assined 1o tis Brojt,
projec, U A ISR BTy
Each nime we pet a new person it s ke a new application and this is the sime for all of
£ P b}
these applications.

[ would sugpest that 1he people in Caltraus consider thal while this i all they may do, 12
5 oanly porﬂo:] of our day, month or vea. We do these applications occasionally
ferween muly owier projeets that we have o complers from picking up dead dops o
complering Ciry Masier Pians. B may sound lazy but for 3 City the stee of Coreoran, we
netd & “Ore Stop Shopping” poinr where we can come in and say *Wenod muney for
this”. Then whoover iy sitting on the other side of the desk would say “Come back in
three wesks”, “If therc i maney available tor your project we will have some Fapers for
¥ou 1o sign or a resoluion for your Councll 1 adopt™, This person would ther let us
know when the moncy is available, We do net newd belp chocsing projucts, desiping
projuals, or conpleting projcs, we need help in all of the pre-construction ponions of
tkc application and project.

T understand that Calirans does an wwiul ot in vonplening Uie spphestion process and
we all apprectute 1. I spite of all of this, a large portion of 1y ToReY 15 1Ot getting 16
tie spnl cites lise the Cloy of Corcoran because the stafl v not avalaisle to complee
the process. The stalf is not svadable because there 15 net cnougn money to hire the
required people.

[ have ulways wondered why doos Caltmus wse enginees 1¢ ds tlus work, — he
application procesy 1s not engincering,

L kope this will help and thiut il niakes some sense o you, 1t you have auy further
questions poease feel free to contaur me here at the Gty of Coreora

Steve Krocker, Cuty of Corcoru - Dublic Warky Director
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472772900

¥

Total Project Cost 1,456,000, 2456,000,

Project Schedule (Dates!

/

Plansed Sear Vanned Compleuor Acual Stan Actaal Complision

771798 11/15/9% 8/99 £2/69

Kevs te Success

Zoca asastance at she County and State levels. Tae City of Coreoren is a small qoral
comrmunily wih & smial Public Works Department. We do nes have all of the enguneers
and people avaisble to respend te all of the questions, requests Tor informaton, to
complete all of the required forms / dovuments and other elemants often required by
these grants.

Major Hmdreneos

Genting the moncy once the contracter wvolced for the work corplensd. We ook the
admomition serious tac il we did nor use the money we would Loose 1 se we worked
hard e compiete the progects quickdy and when we sabiitted the invoices Use State wwas
not rcu.dy Lo sl pay"'.ng‘

Additona Comments

Before my accepting this postion the Clry of Corcorun &id ot apply for too many of
projects of this type due 1o the formudable process that many of these projects rzquies.
As Lmeationed before we are not 4 large dopanr Ath the staff and englineers thal a
Cry seoms W weed inorder 1o be successful in lunding these projects. While 1 am
wiling to do o lat ol paper worlk for the wnownt of money we are talicag abow
TTowever, wich ull of the ctner things we have to deal with thore often Just 1s not encugh
wme o complete tius process. This fwue s even more ¢f u problem when there are
problems with the directions we receive, the forms, recelpt of the fosus wnd additional
wiormation being requested as a rosult of the applicaton,

We hiave just completed a construction project involving the Corcoran Depot. This
project was compaeted with CMAQ, STIP and vanous other fund scurces. The
cotpleted project was tust wnder one milion doilars, This projeet wom as smooh as
possible but it took a great deal ol ume due to the various agencics wiich had to
approve the project and to complere the plns (o mec these reguirements. The entire
project ook over 3 years, The mudn reason s project went so well was that the peuple
wvolved with thie project with Caltrans were very experiinecd w compieting the
applieations and projects of this type

-
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- Local Agency Transit Proj very.Lrata.Laollecl
#s part of Caltrans' effort o improve project defivery performance. the Local ¥ransit Profect Delivery L TPOJTask Force fs i the process
& “collecting daa that is rapresentative of sRmplaled local transi agency projects in orger to saentifty performance trends and areas for
#provament Your assistanca in compleling ihis for your agency’s compleded projepes fs the first step in this effort. Al information (s confidential
£ Base sefect projects representative of your agency. Answer il questions to the best of your abifty. Retumn to Caltrans by Aprit 21, 2000 .

¥ ease use ane Jorm per project; thanks for your hefp!

' Project Title L\ ter o dof T w.v,,p..,,—ﬁém Cen )1&‘-—
Project Description .1 guire Re% fom Lre) we
_— [
2 Project Location City / County ] f\ou, S an d @ g /cC Caltrans Dist. No. 7
3 Project Type 723:: o T S/e I/rq»-\ - penog 728 D
See TEverse Sige for examples) ‘ 7
4 Project Funding
Fund EE%e Programmed Allocated Expended (actual)
a TCT $3M9 goo §\47 co, 3\(—7 P
b $ 1
c $
d §
e $
Total Project Cost §
5 Project Schedule (Dates) .
.  (ocqui Fin,
Planned Stant Planned Completion Actual Start Actual Complation
Mg 6 i3 | ¢ 1 MR ¥ i3ei 97
8. Keys 1o Success (Feel free to list several)
Major Hindrances (Feel free o list several) Lack 0 € wp Lront divec fon, 1 e
(o] trens as {er weley The o o v | hﬁ?ar‘r?m "
hoer dhe Pre ceS5 5 o who I~ 0V Hhe Dol C—_ i o

Gl‘\a\l‘i L bé, ﬁfc) e, r\-P':’d ée F e~ ‘fM.«e\:\Iz ?/G»—‘ /C)t’hr/
Cf/r?f’r\r‘}f’g ’

7. Additional Comments (optional; as needed) _}'jog?] o he Jreg & )l-ﬁ‘
invelved F e Time arp o
f”\;f‘?*"" w i th the VDNFMM

Cr ntact Name: Pe ‘fev-‘ b{ H D G . {for questions onlyl)
Pt one: Cos) g4 - {57/(. (8 emal. o q€ hoaml nau@yﬁrww,ayy
7 —7]
Pt:ase retum your complefed surveys to: estions? Please contact:
Elhami Nasr, LTPD Project Manager

Ethami Nasr, LTPD Project Manager el (213) 8870227

California Department of Transportation {CALTRANS), District 7 ax: (213) 867-0381

120 S. Spring St,, Los Angeles, CA 90012 eihami_nasr@dot.ca.qgov
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. California Department of Transportation
" " "Local Agency Transit Project Defivéry Data Collection Form -

Ag part of Caftrans' effort lo improvo project dedvery performance. the Loca! Trans Project Delivery (LTFD)Task Force is in the process

of collacting data that is raprasentative of gomploted joce! iransi! agency projects in order to identify performance lrends and sreas for
improvement. Your assistance ki completing this for your agency’s compleled projects is the first step In this effort. All informalion ls confidentiel;
please select projects repressntative of your agency. Answer afl quastions i the best of your ability. Return to Caltrans by Apnil 21, 2000,

Plaase usé ons form per projoct; thanke for your holp!

1. ProjectTiNe RenapiuTare ¢ TRANSTT CoAcHEs
Prolect Description ReUABIUTATE & - 1970 GMC RTS Concres for Tureegovnyty Seevc

2 Projoct Location cnyrcw&use.smc Riveesipe County  Calvens Disl No. 4
3. Projoct Typs Teansrr Coritar. Fmpaovement peNod P74 ADRAQ!
5088 IevVersa § BE
4. Project Funding
Fund Ty Programmed Allotated fﬂlhdlﬂ actu?
a LTF/TDA $ oUD $ 200, DUP 8
b _TCd : D00 ¥oob,ovb @ *)E 033
c
d g
] $
Total Project Cost s_40D 000 B4ov, DYD 5516 951
5. Project Scheduls (Dutes)
Plannad Stant Plannod Completion Actusl Start Actuai Completion
CENEK. -} Lt i96 i A i+ TRENET

6. Keys to Success (Fosl free to list several)
" N HeL PEVL DistaicT RTAEE

Major Hindrances (Feal fraa to list asvaral)
TyiTial MISCIMMUNMCATION S PECIREBING CUGILALE MATCHNING
_FAUND ReRUREMENTS

1. Additlonal Commants (optionnl; as ngsdad)

Gontact Name: TEVE DeevTy Genseal Mag (for quesions onlyl
Phone: LOYD0 __ emaik Cy' e

Plsaus roturn your complotad surveys to: Questions? Plaase contac!:
Elhami Nasr. LTPD Proiect Manaaer
Elhami Nasr, LTPD Project Manager el (213) BI7T-0227

Califernia Dapartment of Transportation (CALTRANS), Distriet 7

ax (213) 9670361
120 8. Spring St., Lo Angeles, CA 80012 i

lhami dot.ca.
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Local Agency Transit Project Delivery Data Coliection Form

A5 part of CAlrans’ e [0 #Tprove DIryocr Daively perrmancs, the Locd! Transt Pryject! Oekvery (L TPD) Task Force is in the process

of collecting data thal (s representating of complatad focal iransid RIEncy prarecls 1 orger & adentty performance trends and areas for
IMEYOVEmANG YoL ARSISIRNCA i CAMBING this fr pour gancy's complerad projects is the frst steg i Fus aford. AR infommalion /s confioenta);
please saisci projocts raprasentative ol your agency. Answer Jil questions o tho best of your abdily. Return to Caitrans by April 21, 2600
Fesse use one form per project: thanks 1or your halp!

3 Praject Tite tHOWEHILLA ALEA TEANNT EXPLESS / CATX
. Project Descripicn A\ é&l CLE ﬁ tau (5T IJ
2 Preject Lacatior CiyiCounty  CATY oF CHowlii L LA Calrans Cist No. s
3 Project Type VE’H"% A’IL{QJA 3 T'IDL) FPNO 8
366 TOVATE SI08 107 £ es]
4 Project Furding
FUE Typem Pragramm.ed A:k;abad Exgended (actual)

a A s__i7, 130 EaBi Ny EApL e

v _LTE s & 970 TR T

c H

d 3

[ H

Total Projct Cost

4

556 cco

5 Prost Schedule Dates) K 5B APPLIC. SUBMITTED 9490

»Planned Start 4 Planned Compielion Actual Slant Aclual Carnplation
it 49 i1 oo PEL br
e NGy 2908
6 Keys to Success (Fee free (o list several)

Major Hindrances {Feal frea 0 iisl sevaral)

L PEQUiBEMENT 0 Cp
1

u Lo . PLACATION TO 124
%impw; CMAR P \
2. Gk OF 500#4 Wi ICATIoM), Corl AT an
‘ ; |2
iy

Aripgh b DEETTRNDING AY
. PO AVIinods )

(IHoRE mumm

= " AR [ EAR TG
gunlacl Name: ) fl/t/EU Mo~ {for cuastions only!) H Dﬁ»{.Ay £00
hane: — '
we: (SS9 ) H 35 (117 emal VOC D Mmedlaone it bppuirio M
Please retur your completed survays lo: ' Kuestions? Pigase cantact
Ehari Nasr LTPO Brojeet Manager [Ehami Nast, LTPD Project Manager

Tel: (213) 897-0227
Fax; {213) 8970381
@lharm; nasrghdot ca.goy

4. LGN ETPA- MPeoni. OF FTIP AMBLIMELTS

B, PEGRIFICANT VBLAY 1) CATEAUL 53] AT AR L
(AUMGUST 1449 L eneL wWhiTivg | Y. LDC. AGST. LOILL 0T
PPREQVE B BT UDTIL 53| GLAuT APREoVED.-! —

Caifornia Dapartment of Tranaportation {CALTRANS), Distngt 7
*20 S. Spring St, Les Angeles. CA $0012

A R ] T T A oran s ~r L i 4 ko a A LR - i P ~
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Poatt" brand fax transmittal memo 7671 |4 ol pagas »
™ fhami Masyr | Toseph pang
= Cafthans > LADOT

mm.LTPDﬂ-ﬂJMMPMMJEIS' E'f-'] 4.07?
Y ais-gq7- 0387 [PV a3 -4 ft g g

Int of Transportation

Delivery Data Cc.)l.lné'(ﬁtioh Form

o Transit Frofect Dakivery (L TPO)Task Forco is in the process
‘Brojects in order to idenily parfamanca trends and aieas for
led projects is the frst stap in this alfart AR infrmation &5 confidential:

Pleasa use ong form per project; thanks for your heip!
1. Project Titla

§ Io tha best of your sbity. Retum fo Caltrans by Aprit 21, 2000,

Culver Bivd, Medan Bife Pahn

Project Description

Design + Emshruchon oF & tiwss | Vikewse on Culveer Blivd bhon Sawitle. -

Uetownel |4 pules

2 Project Location Gity / County LA uP‘u}l LA townv) Gaitrans Dist. No.
3 Project Type BIKEW%jS PPNO #
Sea reverds Side for examples]
4 Project Funding
Fund Type Programmed Allocatad Expended (actuai)
a _5TP $_1,25% 000 i 257,09 L 257,000
b TEM H \ % go0 /& 5_,090" rH2 . pod
&t TYbA 3 S___2x0,000 ~ 3F P, 020 o £0, #0608 2%
d H i
e $
Total Project Cost $_L,he,ve0 {708 002 2, 478,257, £
5 Project Schedule (Dales)
Plenned Start Planned Complation Actyal Start Actual Camplation
WAL b\ 497 I O W W )
g, Kays to Success {Feel free to list ssvaral) [n] o) roms  [ocad Cope ot e
icalds @ LA Ciy prey: C2aum] s for frond J -
" N ' A 0 4 ) 4 T . Pl 24 Wi
cpards : P ing oge msprgemanl L 4ike way profecl . AD profesimes
o, ’4 pupey wedh MTA,  coupionrsy P TR

Major Hindrances (Feel frae to flst several)

AN oAL
7. Additlonal Cn{nmenls (optional; as neaded)
Cantact Name: Toseph warf. {fox questions onlyl)

Phone:

S F472 o7 ?‘
Plaasa refum your compleled surveys io:

Elhami Nasr, LTPD Froject Manager

California Department sf Transpertation (CALTRANS), District 7

120 S. Spring 5L, Los Angeles, CA 90012
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California Department of Transportation

Local Agency Transit Project Delivery Data Collection Form

As part of Caltrans’ effort to improve project delivery performance, the Local Transi Project Delivery (LTPD)Task Force is in the process

of collecting data that is representalive of completed local transit agency projects in order to identify performance trends and araas for
improvement. Your assistance in completing this for Yyour agency’s complated projects is the first step in this effort. All information is confidential;
please sefect projacts representalive of your agency. Answer all quastions to the best of your abiiily. Return to Caltrans by April 21, 2000

Flaase use ane form per project; thanks for your heip!

1. Project Title Eastside Lane
Project Description FAehabilitate, Widen, Improve Drainage and Pave
2, Project Location Gity / Gour Watker, Mono County Cattras ns District 9
3 Project Type 3R PPNO #
{568 Teveise Side 1o EXamples)
4, Project Funding
Fund Type Programmed Allocated Expended {actual)
a  Envir $ 32000 14000 14000
b PSE 3 10000 28,000 15000
c AW $ 3600 3000 g
d  Constr $ 1047000 1047000 [i]
e 5
Total Project Cost $ 1092000 1092000 28000
5. Project Schedule (Dates)
Planned Start Planned Completion Actual Start Actual Completion
5 100 9/ 00 ! / / /
6. . Keys to Success (Feel free to list several) Assisiance from Caltrans and DLAE
Major Hindrances {Feel free to list several) None
7. Additional Comments {optional; as needed)
Contact Name: Jotin K Beck (for questions only!)
Phone: (760) 332 7655 emall:  monopw2b
Please return your completed surveys to: estions? Please contact:

Ethami Nasr, LTPD Project Manager
California Department of Transportation (CALTRANS), District 7
~ 120S, Spring St, Los Angeles, CA 80012
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California Department of Transportation

Local Agency Transit Project Delivery Data Collection Form

As part of Caltrans' effort to improve project delivery performance, the Local Transit Project Defivery (LTPD)Task Force js in tha process

of collecting data that is representative of completed local transit agency projects in order to identify performance trends and areas for
improvement. Your assistance in completing this for your agency's compieted projects is the first step in this effort. All information is confidential;
pleasa select projects representative of your agency. Answer all questions fo the best of your abillty. Return to Caltrans by April 21, 2000

Ploase use one form per project; thanks for your help!

1. Project Title Crowley Lake Drive
Project Description Rohabilitate, widen, emprove drainage and Pave
2. Project Location City / County Crowley Lake, Mono Co Galtrar District No. 8
3. Project Type 3R PPNC #
[56E TBVEISE SIO6 TOF EXAmpIes)
4. Project Funding
Fund Type Programmed Allotated Expended {actval)
a ENVIR $ 50000 13000 13000
b PSEE $ 15000 52000 26000
[ $ 3000 3000 0
d  Constr $ 1473000 1473000 0
e $
Total Project Cost 3 15416600 1541006 38000
5. Project Schedule (Dates} -
Planned Start Planned Completion Actual Start Actual Completion
5 |/ 100 9 /00 / ! ! /
6. ‘Keys to Success (Feel free to list severaly~ Assistance from Callrans &DLAE
Major Hindrances (Feel free to list several) None
7. Additional Comments {optional; as needed)
Contact Name: John K. Beck {for questicns only!)
Phone: (760) 932 7655 email:  monopw2b

Please return your completed surveys to:

Elhami Nasr, LTPD Project Manager
California Department of Transportation {CALTRANS), District 7
120 S. Spring St., Los Angeles, CA 90012
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California Department of Transportation
Local Agency Transit Project Delivery Data Collection Form

As pait of Caftrans’ effort to improve project delivery performance, the Loca! Transit Project Delivery (LTPD)Task Force is in the process

of collecting data that is representative of completed local transit agency projects in order to identify performance frends and areas for
improvement. Your assistance in complating this for your agency’s completed projects is the first step in ihis effort. All information is confidentiat
please select projects representative of your agency. Answer all questions to the best of your abilty. Return to Caltrans by Aprif 21, 2000 .

Please use one form per project; thanks for your help!

1. Project Title Lowsr Rock Creek Road
Project Description Rehabilitate, improve Drainage and Pave
2. Project Location Gity / County Paradise, Mono County Caltrans Dist. No.
3 Project Type 3R PPNO #
(5@ Teverse side 1or examples)
4. Project Funding
Fund Type Programmed Allocated Expended (actual)
a ENVIR $ 26000 180060 18000
b P&E $ 15000 23000 13000
¢ AW 3 3000 3000 0
d  Constuctr $ 1166000 1166000 [
e $
Total Project Cost $ 1210000 1210000 31600
5. Project Schedule (Dates) .
Planned Start ' Planned Completion Actual Start Actual Completion
5/ /00 9/ 00 / / { /
6. Keys to Success (Feel free to list sevbral) - Assistance from Caltrans & DLAE
Major Hindrances (Feel free 1o list several) None
7. Additional Comments {optional; as needed)
Contact Name: John K. Beck {ior questions only!)
Phone: (760 932 7655 email:  monopw2ib

Please return your compieted surveys to:

Elhami Nasr, LTPD Project Manager
California Department of Transporiation (CALTRANS), District 7
120 8. Spring St., Los Angeles, CA 90012
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California Department of Transportation
Local Agency Transit Project Delivery Data Coilection Form

As part of Cattrans’ effort to improve project defivery performange, the Local Transit Project Delivery (LTPD)Task Force is in the process

of collecting data that is representative of completed local transit agency projects in order to identify performance trends and areas for
improvement. Your assistance in completing this for your agency's completed projects s the first step in this effort. Al information is confidential:
please select projects representative of your agency. Answer all questions to the best of your ability. Return to Caltrans by April 21, 2000 .

Pigase use one form per project; thanks for your heip!

1. Project Title Arlington Avenue Underpass @ BNSF Railroad Crossing Project
Project Description
2 Project Location City f County Riverside/Riverside Caltrans Dist. No. 08
3. Project Type PPNO #
(see Teverse side Jor examples)
4. Project Funding
Fund Type Programmed Allocated Expended {actual)
a  PUC Grade Separation $ 5,000,000 5,000,000
b CMAQ $ 3,106,292 Note 3,106,292
¢ Local Funds 3 3,203,708 Note 900,000
d  BSNF Participatory $ 600,000 Note 944,013
e TCI $ 500,000 500,000
Total Project Cost ) 12,500,000 10,450,305
5. Project Schedule (Dates)
Planned Start Planned Completion Actual Start Actual Completion
! / ! ! 07/13/1998 08/17/1999
6. Keys to Success (Fee! free to list several)

Public cooperation
Coordination/cocperation betwaen contractors, railriad, govemment agencies, utilities,
and local property owners

Major Hindrances (Feel free to list several)
Typical defays due to unexpected construction occurrences.

7. Additional Comments {optional; as needed)

A finalized cost accounting has not been completed. Totals are estimated.

Contact Name: Donald Young {for questions anly!)
Phone: 809-826-5767 emall:  YDON@gi.riverside.ca.us

Please return your completed surveys to:

uestions? Please contact:
Ethami Nasr, LTPD Project Manager
Tel: (213) 897-0227

Fax; (213) 897-0381

Eihami Nasr, LTPD Project Manager
California Department of Transportation (CALTRANS], District 7
120 S. Spring St., Los Angeles, CA 90(H2
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Cahforma Decartment of Tr ortabion

Local Agency lvinai = gpect Delivery Data Collection Farim

As part of Caltrans’ affort fo improve projoct dedivery peniommanca, the {ocal Transit Project Dafivety (I, TPD) Task Foree is in the process
dcmmmﬂhm«nﬂha{w fotal (ransit agoncy projecty in ordor to identify performance trends and areas for
impmwmonl.vourusismcainmmpbﬁngm&rpurmncn complatod projects is the frst stop in this effort. AN information ie confidential:
plowa salect projects meprusentatve of your ngency. Answer al questions to th dos! of your abily. Returm to Caltrana by Aprif 24, 2000

Flease Lise ang fom psr projact; thanks for your heip?

1. Prajoct Thie PALM SIAAGS INTEAWMBDAL STRTIEA Thee IV
Projees Dogeniption Rog\ Possmar Shelde, [ Porknng fut]idey /lAm{éa‘ef_
L4 7

2 Projact Lacation CyiCounty _PRUM spemimy [ Rigeeside Caltrans Dist. No. &8

3 Project Type 'rc.% ) F:%ig OfAcY PPNO4
9 1 IOF 8

4, Prejact Funding
Fund Typo Programmed Allocated Expondad (actual)
; Tez LS edpso _ o UY.1e
e 77/ sjfsso J&%’;“_asi-@_ -
[ $ ‘
d — f - — —
a §
— ——//fl/eoeroo / - GRS TE
Total Project Cost $ 7 ,{,bp:g_ 7’{7 1 © m&
5 Prajoct Schedule [Dutes)
Planned Start Planned Completion Actual Start Actupl Completion
91 9% Y11 198 ot 198 B in 1 9P
[y Keys to Success (Feol hae to ifst seversl) Permrwmece, o Jenlingwidi, 4e ran) teadl .

Guend copgerechen and hely Srem ThY 8 tape.

Major Hindrances (Fagl free to Kt sgvors!) Ragdead Solpe are pet ‘f\r-\ﬁz&-
Bome, Eﬂ; due o r.lisgwh

$ It Coantvecabon -

o Addtlonal Comments footional; 23 noeded) g0, awe: & yrend edudeds ~ thanks o
+Lg,. b\\u\i.

Comuact Nams: Ri Dot AayT ¢ (for gu onl
Phony: L) AT B1Yq o amalk: n!gaﬁgg',.F,,g..—s;r,'q,,.ca-us

Postit” FaxNote 7671 [Py 5= AR

© £ haps Masg. ™ pee Berry | AT
CoJDept:D’_jf.— 7 Cs 7) )57

213089 7-0227 -
f’“’g;@)ﬁ?—g.?é’/ Faxﬂ@'aﬂj 3_,5-?3(’
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California Department of Transportatior
: Local Agency Transit Project Delivery Data Collection Form "
As part of Calirans’ effort to improve project delivery performance, the Local Tronsit Froject Defivary (LTPD) Teask Forea is in the process
of Soffecting dati ifiat & reprasentative of campinisd loeal Usndit sgoncy projects it o to identlty perforhirice rends and areds Rir
imrovsmant Your assidtence in compleling this for your agenty's compioted profocts & s st stop i this effsrt. A infoimstion & confidentl
please select projects representabive of your agency. Answer eif geestions io the bast of your sbilly. Hoturn bo Caltans by Aped 24, 3008
Ploase use one fm per project; thanks for,vuurhel!pf

1. Projeét Title Bus Handteapped Type TTT/Srare Contract
Pigjict Desicription Bakk-up Vehicle Acquisition -
2 Project Locaticn Gliy/Couwty Hillows/Gleny: . Oafirzns Digt M. 3
3. Project Type .vehiele Acquisition . FENOE o
e, S
' Projoct Funding -
Fund Type Progammed Allocatsd Expended (actual)
a _5311(f) 5_40.800 34,00 " _85D_ 188
B $
£ $
d $
s $
Total Project Gost $.40,800 $34,000 _$50,188
5. Project Schedule (Dstes)
6 ,29,; 98 8 129: 9 612998 12 7 2298
& Keys to Sicosis (Fsei fres bo list sévirel) An opporctunity to purchase a pew bus

verses a used bug as origipally approved in the 5311¢(f) grant

Major Hindrances (Feol Free to kst sevaral) Delivery promised in 90 days_from asccep
of quote. After 90 days, several frustrating phone ralle wirh F31

orago Bus sales. pexrson. State processed congract, after severad
frustrating calls ro Stale represenative.  Asency dezcine vehicle
during this period at 5900 2 month. Prohlexm i v

small eperation with no drivers availahie fa pm'-k_np bus_sin bhay 5

tar

arsg
rea

7. Addionm) C (options: as nesded) New service that needed this bug for bakk-
Leased vehicle that d ivers and management praved that wounld not be
ptaded in operation, Bis desigp is of inferior gualiry wirh r'om'Fnrﬁ

. Rv

level not to same crapdard ac Rtheyr hyg onrchased £0T our program
Contact Name: Glorta J. Weems for quastions anly! route time
Phose: (53U 935= 6700 emall glenntm[ﬁsf:'@m&r)&ounty-rmt
Please return your completed survays to:

thlmimsr.LTPDijﬂclli!m

California Department of Transportation (CALTRANS), District 7
120 S. Spring St,, Los Angoles, CA 30012

Examples of Project Typas:

Operstions

Vehicle Acqulsition

Transit Stations (bus, rall, ferry)
Non-Station Facliities

Misc. Equinmant

Fixed Guidewny - Track Improvements
Other: (Peasa Dascriba)
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California Department of Transportation

Local Agency Transit Project Delivery Data Collection Form

45 part of Caftrans’ effort to improve project dedivery performance, the Local Transit Project Defivery (L TPD)Task Force is in the process

of collecting data that is representative of completed Jocal transit agency profects in order lo identily performance irends and areas for
improvement. Your assistance in compicting this for your agency's compleled projects is ihe first step in this effort. All information is confidential:
please select projects representative of your agency. Answer ail questions to the best of your abilty. Return lo Caltrans by Aprit 21, 2000.

Please use one form per profect; thanks for your help!

1, Project Tile CP\Y:, STier VethieLE Bupetifer
Project Description Areiiet OV, FELED  <oAPr bEbidtunV chyy.

2 Project Location Gty / County  Stirs Gz ;'Ylpnro T NAPICT  Calrans Dist No. /95

3. Project Type NEtHe Le - pNO# N
See reverse sice ior examples, )

4, Project Funding )
Fund Type Programmed Iz:ated ‘F#pended {actual)
s A& 274 S_L,000 222 N2 00
b h SZAar - 5, 008 .97
c 3 7
d $
e §
Total Project Cost $ 20000 [31%%) Zl 08477
R Project Schedule (Dates)
Planned Start Planned Comple Actual Start Actual Completion
01151 47 1151% e 1 15747 4110199

6. Keys to Success (Feel free to list several) O_MBUAPED pAsTMNE  IN BPomesiall CEANT
G PR GRfe RrsloveNtss © vtd> REP_BID AN MUARN _GNIFRET

(o) eNRCVREE S PNy 5 W rp Evhele

Major Hindrances (Feel free to iist several) Q_M i znrzasll CﬁM,fZET‘[GN <XTEFE WWL?P
#r MDD mrowd N g 7 Wﬁrﬂn{\i UrY THe rangr  eZiopT
A WDICE ez alityEp OEEY | 1999

7. Additional Comments (optional; as needed)

Contact Name: -HEH’M"—: -I-,‘\LT)\Hb {for quastions only!)
Phone: 821 4zé Lo email {h:[{:gg@ emtd.- som

Please retum your completed suiveys to: uestions? Please contact:
Elhami Nasr, LTPD Project Manager
Elhami Nasr, LTPD Project Manager ek (213) 897-0227
California Department of Transportation (CALTRANS), District 7 Fax: (213} 897-0381
120 S. Spring 54, Los Angeles, CA 90012 elhami_nasr@dot.ca.gov
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California Department of Transportation

Local Agency Transit Project Delivery Data Collection Form

As part of Caltrans’ effort lo improve preject defivery performarice, fhe Local Transit Project Delivery (L TPD)Task Force /s in the praocess

of collacting data that is representative of completed focal transit agency projects in order to loentily performance lrends and areas for
improvement. Your assisiance in compieting s for your agency's completed projects is the first step in this effort. Al information is confidential:
pleass sefect projects representalive of your agency. Answer alf questions fo the best of your abilty. Refurm to Caftrans by Aprit 21, 2000,

Flease use one form per project; thanks for your hejp!

1. Praject Title hepigive  Fuee Buedam 6CMTD
Praject Description PR 4 REPIAEMENT ATERNETIVE FEL VAL Fap oo ENGONE VNS
2. Project Location city/County Pt (roz Cm)m\{ CatransDist No, 25>
3, Project Type VE(-hq,& Atm\gmﬁ’i\l o PPNO # NA
($ee reverse side tor exampies)
4 Project Funding
Fund, Type Programmed jf Allocated Exgended {actyal)
a PVE R 3 4 ¥
b $
c 5
d $
e 3
Totat Project Cost s_lowpeo
5. Project Schedule (Dates)
Flanned Start Pianned Completion Actual Start Actual Corgﬂeﬁon
izl 1 98 iz 13l 144 04 115194 vd i 15 206D
6. Keys to Success (Feel free to list several) Tae svers, oF n.ty,. oy Lime ffzpm@,g
NEESILHT v GbANCE o (F £ omfte | mAing RETCH. N At 2i6d  BHAKON .
& T Dokt % Frsen oY Wihed ENglel AfNGD= N VEMELE WP 7 NymMBE -
Major Hindrances (Feel free to list several) (:2 MSIJEQ_C.IILP‘_EE WY& iN E{'ILLINZ. Vﬂ’l\f@ .
(Z_Metko dapYo Frodl oofe YECMNCIES N wir Bpewtowl s, SepARTMCNT
Ig Additional Comments {optional; as needed)
Contact Name: jﬁmﬂ% -\-lr\LTL\H?/ (for questians only!)
Phone: Rz 426 LOPD email: —ﬁhffﬂ\at@ amtid - Cotn
Please retum your compieted surveys lo: [Questions? Please contact:
Elhami Nase, LTPD Project Manager
Elhami Nasr, LTPD Project Manager [Tel: {213) 887-0227
Califernia Department of Transpertation (CALTRANS), District 7 Fax: {213} 897-0381
12G S. Spring St., Los Angeles, CA 90012 eihami_nasr@dot.ca.gov
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As part of Callrans’ effort to improva projact delivery performancs, the Local Transit Profect Delivery (LTPD)Task Force Is in the process

of coflecting data that is represenisiive of complated local transit sgency projacts i ardsr lo identify parformance trands and areas for
improvemant. Your 8ssistsnce in completing Hhis for your agency’s compleled projects /s he first siep in s sfforl. All information is confidential
ploase selsct projects representative of your agency. Answerall questions to the best of your abifly. Relurn to Caltrans by April 21, 2000.

Please use one form per profact: thanks for your help!

o Qa0 oow

Project Title
Project Dascription

Project Location Gity / County Caltrans Dist. No. 7

Project Type (4 PPNO# 707
ISHB Teverse sie for exampi ES,
Project Funding @4*‘-'-)

Fund Type Programmed Allocated Expendad (actual) *

N

St $ L3Roafc00 (33099000
S7F ] o0 _53 (00,000 $3. 00, cod
$
$
$
Total Project Cost 3 (ZE,[Q a ZZE,[Z!,OOO /Zs, /129,000
Project Schedule (Dates)
Planned Start Planned Completion Actual Start Actual Complalion
Aifo (40 /21301 9 Lo 20 Ciral 99
Keys to Success (Fesl ffes {o list several} /

(Al

. leracn

57 i s /m{/ﬂf,ﬂl A

Gfﬂﬂ'ﬁ”!wlm}rﬂ,, nnedineg ord o7 Chrolidie
jes gt cindroct

Additional Commenta (optional; as neaded)

Contact Name: an flovd)ca o . [for questions only))
Phone: - emal: _nudiremn h @ mts-nef

Plaase return your completad surveys lo: Questions? Piease contact:
[Elhami Nasr, LTPD Preject Manager

Elhami Nasr, LTPD Preject Manager
Celifornle Department of Transportation {CALTRANS), District 7
120 S. Spring St,, Los Angeles, CA 90012
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Catiloo ot nent of Dransportation

Lucal Agen, . apvet welivery Bata Goliecion Fonn

Az pwrt of Caltrane aMoud 1o improwe project deivery padommance, ine Lacal Tranat Prgjoct Delvery (LTPO)Task Sorre 18 I DG prosess

of collecting cate hal ia ropmbasnlathe of CRBRIBIAD loCH ek agency phajests in ander % idantdy derformanca frets and srans ko
IMprOVeMeNt. Your s5a6IaNca in completing b for your agency's oompiatud projecis Is th lrat stop o thig effart Al informition & conbgentia);
R8BSE SHBCT PUOIC AOMMAMOIMS &F poue gancy Answer af quostiong fo the Dext of your atiity. Retum 1o Caltrava by Apri 21, 000

Do 38 ong Turm par pIOAC, (havika ket your Mg

N PrelaatTite Metrelink Teget - Llatle

Projeut Dencriptin Tonataction of fhorensar fads + cdditiognl Grkirg
2 Proat Losatlon oyioony_Qualve SSan fetnardine comeonre @
Yoo Prepatm m«%%ﬁ@“ — Zoves
& Praject Funding
Furd Typo Programmed Allocstad Expanded (actusl)
: — _$420000
¢ $_ —
] | —
[} 3
Totel Projest Cont S__ . -
-1 Project Schedule (Dates)
gllmli'm Flanngg Complation Actug Gl
{ =X

n pl Complation
L% Kays to Succees {Feel free to liat soveral}

—pcal ii ; :ﬁﬁzm oa. ok 9 ' -
Major Hindrances (Feal fres to llst saveral)
\ h - 3 1 , £

a AlAAE

—Sultae el ogprovall
1. Additigral Commants (optional; 81 Resded)
Contact Name: (o

Phana: tm RES -
Planse roturn your Sompleted zurvays to:

Post-it” Fax Note 7671 [P - o™
£ fnp Vase, P iggie (ETEY
CoDRDesT. 7 e st K

AV F R EE N £ 7 TEES T
Fox I_JL;)??’).- 03_8’/ Fax Zqo ? 35/ 3"{‘)—?30
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APPENDIX I

A diskette containing a zipped version of the Microsoft Access Database file, file name
LTPD — METRANS, (containing data to date, input screens, and queries) is attached to
this report in this appendix.
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