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How Caltrans Does Oversight
Sponsor: Bob Pieplow
Lead: Tim Craggs

Problem Statement:
External partners have indicated that: Caltrans’ oversight activities are not consistent within or between districts; oversight is more rigorous for externally developed projects than internally developed projects; oversight is more costly due to Caltrans’ lack of prioritization of issues and repetitive, inconsistent decisions in the review process; the oversight process is unpredictable and creates an uneven playing field for the external partners.

Recommended Actions:
1. Develop Quality Management System (QMS).
2. Develop Design Product Criteria Evaluation Handbook for district use by 12/1/2012.
3. Work with districts to implement QMS and promote use of Handbook.
4. Develop full implementation plan by June 2013.
Please see Attachment 1.

Evaluate Office Engineer Function
Sponsor: Bob Pieplow
Lead: Karla Sutliff

Problem Statement:
There are duplicative reviews in Engineering Services, Office Engineer that cost time and resources and lead to inconsistent decisions.  This is frustrating to district staff and external partners.

White Paper Status:
The draft Advertisement Authority District Delegation (AADD) white paper was discussed with the district directors at the PDAC meeting on October 31, 2012.  Districts will be providing comments on the draft document and were also tasked with developing a plan for their districts to take on these responsibilities.  The draft white paper will be discussed further at the December Executive Board meeting. 

Review How Local Assistance Works With External Partners
Sponsor: Kome Ajise
Lead: Denix Anbiah

Problem Statement:
There are redundant reviews at District, HQ Local Assistance and FHWA that delay projects and sometimes produce conflicting decisions. 

White Paper Status:
Please see Attachment 2 - Plan of Action for a Pilot Project to streamline decision making on E-76’s.


Evaluate Caltrans Recent PIDs Streamlining Efforts
Sponsor: Kome Ajise
Lead: Bill Mosby

Problem Statement:
The PIDs Program has been a concern to external partners because it is a lengthy process that is often more detailed than may be necessary.  It can delay local partners in their project delivery efforts. Caltrans desires to improve the effectiveness and efficiency of the PIDs Program and coordinate PID streamlining efforts internally and externally. 

White Paper Status:
Please see Attachment 3 - PID Program Accomplishments and Plan of Action.  A key direction from the Executive Board is to put in place on-going assessment of the effectiveness of the streamlining efforts.

Identify Caltrans, CTC and Local Partners Roles and Responsibilities
Sponsor: Norma Ortega 
Lead:

Problem Statement:
Capital funding levels are falling. Need to identify how Caltrans, CTC and local partners can work together more effectively in the future funding environment. 

Approach:
Develop a high level small group meeting to discuss potential issues.  The group has been formed and includes the following core program deputies and district directors – Norma Ortega, Bob Pieplow, Steve Takigawa, Kome Ajise, Jody Jones, Bijan Sartipi, and Laurie Berman.  The internal kick-off discussion was held October 25 to begin developing a plan on how to proceed.  The CTC and external partners will be engaged. 


Attachments:
1. Design Oversight Problem Statement
2. Local Assistance Action Items 
3. PIDs Streamlining Accomplishments
4. 2012 PID Streamlining Report




Attachment 1 
				Design Oversight
Problem Statement: The Department has heard from other stakeholders that its oversight activities are not consistent within or between districts and that its oversight is more rigorous for externally developed projects than internally developed projects, thus creating unpredictable expectations and an unlevel playing field.  Current oversight practices create expense because the Department doesn’t prioritize issues to be addressed and often will change its stance on an issue from one review to another. 
Background: The Program Review Survey of external partners found design oversight to be one of the top ten issues needing attention.  The survey indicated that cost of providing oversight, time to deliver oversight results and breadth of responsibilities for oversight make the Department a less desirable customer.
The Department has attempted to manage the cost of oversight and define the various responsibilities to ensure project quality and to clearly define expectations.  The Department prepared DD 90 (2006) & DD 23 (2007) to start to address these issues.  DD 23 identifies the roles of project stakeholders and each stakeholder’s responsibility relative to quality.  DD 90 provides foundational definitions for the different levels of quality management.
Since these Deputy Directives were published the Division of Design (DOD) has been developing a quality management system that moves from the oversight process currently used, which relies on inspection of products, to a quality management system which evaluates a product’s quality characteristics.  The DOD has defined those outcomes as characteristics, such as need and purpose, maintainability, constructability, protective features, among others.  These characteristics define quality, which has been a missing link in the Department’s pursuit of consistent oversight of products developed both internally and by our partners. The DOD has prepared a draft deputy directive that defines how to measure quality.  It has also prepared guidance and training to help project teams begin the cultural change to a quality management system that is based on data from stakeholders obtain while the project is being developed.  In addition DOD has used real time projects to model how the policy would be used for each level of quality management.
Next Steps: 
· Transmit the Draft Design Product Criteria Evaluation handbook to districts for use by December 1, 2012. 
· Circulate for review and comment the draft deputy directive on design product quality for ultimate approval by March 1, 2013.  
· Continue to work with districts to implement the QMS, utilizing the handbook, as requested by the districts.
· Develop plan by June 2013 for full implementation of Department’s QMS, including implementation on projects developed by others.

Attachment 2
PROGRAM REVIEW ACTION ITEMS
LOCAL ASSISTANCE

C6: Conduct a pilot project to streamline review of the federal request for authorization (E76) submitted by the local agencies to the District Local Assistance Office for each phase of each project. Currently, there are redundant reviews at district, local assistance and FHWA for final approval. The proposal is to eliminate the HQ review on an experimental basis on six districts for one year. District will submit the E76 to FHWA directly.
Following options could be considered before deciding on one option or a combination of options below:
1. Local Agencies submit the Request for Authorization (RFA) package to the District. District forwards to HQ ONLY the documentation needed by FHWA. HQ will limit its review only on these documentations.
Pros
· Saves some resources
· FHWA will have to work with only 9 engineers in HQ as opposed to many more in the District
· Funds management could be easily handled by HQ
· E76 (which is an agreement between California & Federal Government) will be signed by Senior Engineers and not delegated further down.
· Most Districts preferred HQ to be a part of the approval process
	Cons
· Two levels of review
· Resource savings may not be significant

2. Local Agencies submit the RFA package to the District. District submits the RFA directly to FHWA with no review from HQ.
Pros
· Saves more resources
· Only one review by Caltrans – thereby saves delivery time
	Cons
· FHWA will have to work with multiple staff on each of the 12 districts
· E76 will be signed by staff below Senior Engineer level
· Most districts did not prefer this option
· Funds management becomes difficult, especially at the end of the year
· District staff might be pressured by local politics



3. Local Agencies submit the RFA directly to HQ bypassing the District. HQ will submit this to FHWA.
Pros
· Saves more resources
· Only one review by Caltrans – thereby saves delivery time
· FHWA will have to work with only 9 engineers in HQ as opposed to many more in the District
· Funds management could be easily handled by HQ
· E76 will be signed by Senior Engineers and not delegated further down.
	Cons
· HQ is farther from the project location. May not understand the significance of the project.

4. District put the RFA package together for the local agencies as “reimbursed work for others”. Either the Regions or local agencies can reimburse the Department for this effort. HQ will review this package before submitting to FHWA.
Pros
· More efficient. The RFA does not go back and forth between the District & Local Agencies.
· FHWA will support this
· Funds management could be easily handled by HQ
· E76 will be signed by Senior Engineers and not delegated further down.
	Cons
· Complicated budget process
· Some local/ regional agencies may not have the funds

5. Create an online system through which the local agencies can submit the RFA. Expand the capabilities of existing FADS system to accomplish this.
Pros
· Most efficient.
· Makes the process transparent and accountable
· FHWA will support this
· Funds management could be easily handled by the system itself.
· E76 will be signed by Senior Engineers and not delegated further down.
	Cons
· Involves an IT project. Hence expect significant delay in implementing this.
· Local Agencies will need extensive training on the system


C7: Streamline Local Assistance, and evaluate what other states are doing to provide more efficient service.
California is way ahead of most other states. In California, ALL local agencies have the maximum delegation allowed by FHWA. Caltrans does not have to approve design, design exceptions, consultant selection, authority to award, change orders, etc. At the next “Every Day Counts 2” (EDC2) a session is planned for local assistance on November 27th & 28th. This will be a good opportunity for California to compare notes with other states.


Attachment 3

PID Streamlining Accomplishments
November 1, 2012

1. Implemented January 2011 PID Strategic Plan

· Implemented 18 of the 21 recommendations
· The remaining three (3) recommendations will be completed by June 2013.
· Establish a PID conflict resolution process.
· Streamline PID review procedures for PID oversight activities.
· Develop and use performance measures to manage the PID Program.


2. Implemented the Project Study Report – Project Development Support (PSR-PDS) PID November 2011.

· Reduces redundancies, delays and costs in PID development and oversight.
· Only requires major assumptions, risks, and “ballpark” project cost estimates.
· Assessments will be done in the PID and detailed studies will be done in later project development phases.
· Many areas such as storm water, traffic engineering, and right of way (R/W) now only use summarized information and rely on existing data.
· By shifting more detailed work from project initiation to the Project Report and Environmental Document (PAED) phase, Caltrans anticipates a total savings of 30 to 50 percent to complete the PID.  Actual savings will be determined as we receive and deliver PSR-PDS using the updated guidance.
· Held seven training sessions on PID streamlining given between November 2011 and January 2012.


3. Streamlined the PID process for less complex and low risk SHOPP projects by using Small Capital Value Project (SCVP) PIDs November 2011

· More SHOPP projects can use this streamlined PID to expedited delivery of the PID and project programming.
· Estimated savings is on average 25 percent (or $26,000) per PID.


4. Implemented streamlined reimbursement agreements for PID oversight for locally-funded SHS projects January 2012

· Accelerates the execution of agreements for locally-funded SHS projects and expedites the initiation of the PID







5. Established PID Committee made up of Caltrans staff and local PID stakeholders February 2012

· Includes individuals representing HQ, districts, and external PID stakeholders (i.e. CalCOG, CSAC, RTPA Group, RCTF, and Self-Help Counties Coalition)
· Improve the effectiveness and efficiency of the PID Program and coordinate PID efforts internally and externally.
· Oversee the development and implementation of PID Strategic Plans.
· Meet quarterly via web meetings with members of the Committee.

6. Developing January 2013 PID Strategic Plan

· Plan focuses on three goals.  Caltrans will continue to:
· improve efficiencies throughout the PID Process
· improve the management of the PID Program and PID resources
· provide transparent communication with internal and external PID stakeholders
· Plan will be finalized by January 2013
· The remaining three (3) recommendations from the January 2011 Three-Year Plan for PIDs will be incorporated in the January 2013 PID Strategic Plan and will be completed by June 2013.
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