PROJECT CHANGE REQUEST

PROJECT ID. 0214000004

DISTRICT/EA 12-4G490 PPNO 3538

PGM Doe.

Crv Rite PM Description
PROJECT (SCOPE) DESCRIPTION: SHASTA 044 45.1/45.5 In Shasta County near Viola from 1.3 miles 1o 1.1 miles west
of North Battle Creck Reservoir Road. Curve realienment.

PGM Del FY 2016 PROG CODE 20.XX.201.010

DOES THIS PROJECT INVOLVE PROPOSITION 1B FUND(5)? NO YES []. TYPE(S) (CMIA, Route 99, STIP,
SHOPP, etc.)

SCOPE, COST & SCHEDULE CHANGES

TYPE OF REQUEST:

COMPONENT Change (5'sin 1,000%)

PGM COST O PGM YEAR [ SCOPE [ SPLIT/ COMBINE (] OTHER:

EXISTING PROPOSED COST EXPENDED to Date COST CHANGE
(PROGRAMMED) % COMPLETE

Value FY Value EY Espended % Expended % Complete Value  Value%  Yrs Type
PA&ED §374 15716 S 494 15/16 $.494 132% 100% S120 32% 0 &
PS&E $:226- 15716 $ 480  13/16 $90 40% 3% | 8254 112% 4@ A
R/W SUP § $94 15/16 $ 188 15716 $.11 12% 0% 394 100% 0O A
CONSUP | 5286 1516 f=527 - 45/16 50 0% 0% $241 84% 0 A
R/W CAP § $.50 15/16 $ 288 15/16 $1 1% 0%3§ $238 476% 0 A
CONCAPJ] $1550 1516 $2.300 15/16 S0 0% 0% $750 48% 0 A

Total $2.580 $4,277 £596 $1.697 66%

WHAT PHASE IS  PRE-PGM DELIVERY YR PGM DELIVERY YR & PRE VOTE []

POST VOTE [
THE PROJECT IN? This project is currently in the zero phase

Cost Change Type Description Data Systems Changed
Programmed Approved
Cost Change Request Types Budget Cost
A Programming Cost Change CTIPS AMS Advantage
B Headquarters Cost Approval AMS Advanlage
C District Cost Documentation
NA No Change Proposed

Supplemental Funds Requests
Supplemental Funds Request

SER AMS Advantage

If Expenditures < 100%

Cry - Rie - PM - Description
New Project Description: 4:44943.5 In Shasta County near Viola from 1.7 miles to 1. L miles west of North Batle Creek
Reservoir Road,

“010” Safety Project? Yesx] No[J]

(Only [ Revised)

Form: Auwgust 2004 0B



EXISTING FROPOSED | PERFORMANCE CHANGE

Projeet {PROGRAMMED) (SHOPP PREMARY PERFORMANCE
Performance | 18 Collision 18 Collisions g Collisions 0% QUTPUT BY PROGRAM CODE)
Yalue Linitg ¥alue Units ¥alye Units

1) WHAT IS THE PROPOSED CHANGE?
This PCR proposes to exiend post mile limils, increase support estimates and construction capital estimate.

2.) COMPLETE THE FOLLOWING REGARDING THE LATEST TWO COST ESTIMATES.
(5’s in 1,000%.)

1. ESTIMATE DATE: w14 Con Capital $2,220, RW Capital $288.
2. ESTIMATE DATE: o3 Con Capital $1,550 RW Capital $50.

3) WHAT WAS THE REASON FOR THE CHANGE?
This change is necessary in order to meet the need and purpose of the provosed project. The recquest is for
increases in support costs ag well as capital costs, Support cosis were baselined utilizing generic tempolaie
hours based on similar project history, This initial resourcing technique is done in order to expedite the K
phase of the project with the understanding that the estitnated resources will be estimated from bottoms up and
a PCR will most likely be required. This risk is covered in the PID milestone Risk Plan (attached).

The increase i construction capital and right of way capital are due to extending the project limits as well ag
additional costs for hauling the majority of the roadway excavation quantities to a disposal site. Initially the
earthwork for the project was to be balanced within the limits of the project. Now that the project has been
developed the earthwork cannot be balanced within the project limits and excess material will have to be
hauled off the project. This has increased the cost of the construction earthwork due to the additional haul as
well as the right of way capital and support to procure disposal site. The Capital Cost increases for
Construction capital and Right of Way capital can be funded from the projects revised Safety Index (SD. The
new ST for the project is 388,

4) WHEN WAS THE CHANGE DISCOVERED?
This change was discovered in October 2014, Since the change was identified, all functional areas have been
updating their respective estimates for both capital and support. All estimates for capital and support have now
been updated and additional dollars were included in support costs to reflect the increase cost of labor cost
reflected in the newly revised cost matrix.

5) WHAT HAS BEEN DONE TO MINIMIZE ANY CHANGE?
The team has increased the embankment area in order to minimize excess material that will be hauled off the
proiect.

6) WHAT CAN BE CONSTRUCTED WITH THE PROGRAMMED FUNDS?
There are no buildable alternatives that would meet the need and purpose of the project,

7.) IF THE SCOPE IS REDUCED OR SPLIT, WOULD THE REMOVED WORK NEED TO BE
REPROGREAMMED OR ADDED TO ANOTHER PROJECT?
Yes, the project limits would have to be reduced and the remaining work would have to be completed under a
different project.
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8. IS A SUPPLEMENTAL SCOPING DOCUMENT NEEDED? IF YES, STATUS?
Not necessary, The approved Project Resort included this change,

9.) WAS A VALUE ANALYSIS STUDY CONDUCTED? EXPLAIN THE RESULTS OF THE sTUDY
OR WHY A STUDY WAS NOT CONDUCTED?
No. This project does not meet the requirements for a VA study,

10,) COST - WHERE WILL THE REQUIRED FUNDS COME FROM?

PROJECT CONCURRENCE

12.) (A) (STIP-RIP) WHEN DID THE DISTRICT DISCUSS THIS WITH BEADQUARTERS STIP
PROGRAM MANAGER AND THE RTPA OR COUNTY TRANSPORTATION
COMMISSIONS STAFF? EXPLAIN THETR REACTION,

(B) (STIP-UPYWHEN DID THE DISTRICT DISCUSS THIS WITH HEADQUARTERS STIP
PROGRAM MANAGER? EXPLAIN THEIR REACTION,

{C) (SHOPP) WHEN DID THE DISTRICT DISCUSS THIS WITH THE HEADOUARTERS
PROGEAM MANAGER? EXPLAIN THEIR BREACTION,
The district program adviser discussed this change with Tom Schriber in November 2014, M.,
Schriber concurred with the proposed chanpes,

13) LESSONS LEARNED, NEW STRATEGIES (What new information pertaining to this project could
be beneficial to others?)
This project was one of the first projects in District 2 to utilize the Small Capital Value Project (SCVP)
format. The PID was approved without a Right of Way Data Sheet or environmental PRAR. This fact
was noted on the project Risk Management Plan. Not having the cost data prior to PID approval is a flaw
in the processing of the PID. There will be no more SCVP’s approved without Right of Way Data sheet
or PEAR to identify costs prior to programming.

Form: August 2014 MB
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