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Appendix A
November 4, 2003

APPLICATION:  
This guidance applies to all Project Management Oversight (PMO) 



Program Task Orders for contracts awarded after FY03. 

PURPOSE:  
Provide a major input to FTA in its evaluation of the grantee’s identification and management of project risk as to provide guidance to PMO contractors and FTA staff on performing risk assessments/mitigation, or validating risk assessments/mitigation performed by others.

Background 

Grantees manage risk and thereby maximize the results of positive events and minimize the consequences of adverse events by developing and implementing sound project management plans.  FTA, through its contractors, oversees and ensures successful implementation of these project management plans and thereby federally assisted projects, in furtherance of FTA’s statutory obligation. The purpose of this Operating Guidance is to implement FTA’s mission of ensuring that grantees execute authorized projects professionally and efficiently and in conformance with sound engineering and project management practices, specifically in their management of project risk and contingency. Assessing project cost and schedule in terms of their risks by either the grantee or the PMO contractor, requires the minimization of inherent bias. 
FTA’s oversight objective is also to maximize the value added by risk assessments and mitigation whether performed by the grantee or the PMO contractor. However, scarce Federal resources do not allow the PMO contractor to completely review all grantee documents, designs, estimates or schedules. 

Risk Assessments offer a unique opportunity for FTA to evaluate the effectiveness of its oversight program. FTA’s intent is that the ongoing monitoring process would identify items that represent project risk and that there would not be any “surprises” at the items flagged in the cost estimate characterization or Scope, Schedule and cost review by either the grantee organization or FTA management.    

Scope of the Requirements: 

From time to time, FTA may require the PMO contractor to provide services or deliver products or outcomes during project development that review and evaluate various grantee processes or products as an ongoing activity in the following areas on a continuous or non-continuous basis:

· Identification, analysis, and management of project risk, specifically cost, schedule and technology risks, in federally assisted projects;

· Minimization of inherent bias in estimates of project cost and schedule, or definition of project scope;

· Forecasting requirements for project contingency (unallocated and allocated) and adequacy of amounts provided;  

The PMO contractor shall select appropriate amounts of relevant documentation, determine its validity and incorporate that data into the contractor’s opinion and delivered products. The PMO contractor’s risk assessments will be complete and adequately quantified, resulting in probabilistic distributions for each baseline cost element unit or subordinate cost elements as appropriate. 

Such risk assessments shall be fully consistent and compatible with those findings in the contractor’s:

· Characterization of Grantee Cost Estimate or Project Schedule; and

· Review of Grantee Scope, schedule and cost review. 

All PMO contractor deliverables shall be 

· Fully integrated in their findings and conclusions; and 

· Fully traceable with respect to project/FFGA budget elements, design packages, cost estimates, project schedules, risk or mitigation elements.

Where the grantee or its agents has performed services or produced deliverables related to risk assessment, project contingency, or risk mitigation, the PMO contractor shall validate the grantee’s:

· Project Cost estimates and schedules;

· Estimated requirements for project cost and schedule contingency;

· Risk assessment;  

· Risk mitigation. 

Such validation shall include:

· Identifying and reviewing grantee developed materials, products and data; 

· Determining their reliability, quality and adequacy for FTA’s requirements;

· To the extent that the PMO contractor determines that such grantee data and products meet FTA’s requirements for PMO contractor data and deliverables under this operating guidance, it shall integrate such deliverables, products, data, etc. into its final spot report as delivered;

· The PMO contractor shall develop other reliable data or products for those Grantee data or products that the contractor determines do not meet FTA’s requirements and integrate that data, etc. into its products or data required for delivery.

The PMO contractor shall perform services and deliver products or outcomes such that its actions do not convey any real or apparent perception to the grantee organization or its management that it has been relieved of any component of its responsibilities and liabilities as the responsible party for carrying out the grant. The PMO contractor shall also avoid giving the grantee any informal communication on the results of its reviews or analysis until cleared by the TOM.   

The PMO contractor shall at the direction of the TOM provide draft materials or conduct exit interviews with the grantee prior to finalizing subtask deliverables. 

· Such reviews of contractor deliverables by the grantee shall be limited to the accuracy of the findings only. 

· Grantee comments or critiques will be separately reported either formally or informally to the TOM as directed.  

The contractor will periodically reperform this review as directed by the Task Order Manager (TOM). 

The financial capability and capacity of the grantee to manage and finance, respectively, the project are not part of this review and assessment.  
Supporting documentation developed by the PMO contractor will be maintained in a file for inclusion in the Final Report as appropriate or requested by FTA.  The FTA TOM or COTR will conduct a debriefing meeting with the contractor after delivery of the final products.
Lastly, the PMO contractor shall identify best practices and guidance for risk assessment, risk mitigation, contingency management as well as “lessons learned”. As well as specific recommendations and proposed language for risks that should be addressed in either FTA’s Letter of No Prejudice (LONP) or  the Full Funding Grant Agreement (FFGA). 

Supplemental Ordering Procedures 

These procedures require the PMO contractors to make complex assessments of the grantee’s design contract scopes, drawings, design solutions for the Federally assisted project. Such assessments shall be performed by competent, experienced design professionals that can present their findings and them to the grantee in a highly credible, professional manner. Therefore, in addition to the requirements in the PMO operating guidance for ordering PMO services, the following minimum requirements shall also apply: 

· The Task Order Proposal Request shall identify what additional design disciplines must be provided. Systems engineering and cost estimating experience are strongly recommended.

· The PMO contractor’s Task Order Manager or Lead Technical specialist shall have had significant and meaningful design experience in the rail, BRT, etc. mode being reviewed, multiple modes is preferable.  

Preparation for Risk Assessment or Validating Risk Assessments 


Performed by Others: (Subtask 22A)

The PMO contractor prior to producing its own risk assessment or in the absence of Grantee data and products that meet FTA’s requirements for readiness to conduct such assessment; validating risk assessment(s) performed by others, shall determine the following with respect to Grantee’s project as defined in the Record of Decision, as amended and updated to the adopted alignment: 

· Review and characterize the grantee’s project scope in terms of its descriptions, designs, products, etc. using the checklist from Appendix A to determine that it is:

· Substantially consistent with that adopted in the Record of Decision;
· Sufficiently complete to support the level and quality of revenue service typically offered by the grantee;

· Plans and drawings are adequate in terms of content, presentation, clarity, cross-referencing and detail. 
· Major work details, structural element dimensions, design interfaces and physical interfaces are complete and well defined. 
· Roles and responsibilities of contractors versus those of the authority (staff and any consultant support) are also well defined.
· Project is constructable and cost-effective. 

· Review and characterize the grantee’s estimate of project cost to determine that it is mechanically correct and complete, consistent with the project scope adopted in the Record of Decision, free of any material inaccuracies or incomplete data, consistent with relevant, identifiable industry or engineering practices, uniformly applied by the grantee’s cost estimators and consistent in its method of calculation. 
· Review and characterize the grantee’s project schedule (inclusive of network logic, activity data and resource loading) to determine that it is mechanically correct and complete, consistent with the project scope adopted in the Record of Decision or other NEPA documents as applicable and the proposed Revenue Operations Date as well as free of any material inaccuracies or incomplete data.   

· Review and characterize the grantee’s project system and vehicle description to determine that the Grantee has matched the appropriate technology with the planned transit applications for the best performance at the lowest cost and consistently applied it in systems descriptions and designs. 

· Evaluate and analyze the general uniformity in the grantee’s escalation of costs from the base year, to the YOE$, the escalation factors used to estimate YOE$ and the soundness of the economic forecasts and escalation factors to be applied in the BCE.  

· In the absence of adequate scope, cost or schedule detail for a given level of design, the contractor may validate project data by comparing the current grantee assumptions to relevant, identifiable industry experience. 

· For example, light rail vehicle (LRV) costs may be validated by extrapolating from the unit costs of other comparable vehicle procurements supported by sufficient analysis. 

· Operations and maintenance facility costs can be validated by preparing a similar, independent estimate based upon costs for other relevant, identifiable maintenance facilities with similar functions. (Order of magnitude estimates are not allowable.) 

· Where the grantee has obtained cost or pricing data from contractor or vendors in the way of priced offers, “courtesy quotes”, etc., the PMO contractor shall assess the underlying risks associated with such data including but not limited to physical inspection of such data as follows:

· Pricing data obtained by the grantee may or may not have been obtained in the context of a structured, competitive procurement process. 

· Where pricing data is obtained on a “budgetary”, “courtesy quote”, etc. basis, the PMO contractor shall evaluate the data for its reliability and completeness and adjust such data to reflect the contractor’s best estimate as what a competitively, priced offer would have been. 

· Single offers or non-competitive pricing shall be treated in the same manner.

· Where pricing data is obtained on a competitively negotiated, priced offer basis, the PMO contractor shall evaluate the offers and data for its reliability and completeness and to the extent that they meet FTA requirements integrate them into the PMO contractor product. 

· The contractor shall determine the extent to which such offers/BAFOs were unqualified and did not contain any material price redetermination features. 

· Where such Offers/BAFOs did contain qualified pricing, or the contractor reserved right to additional compensation, the PMO contractor shall adjust such data to reflect the contractor’s best estimate as what a competitively, priced offer would have been. 

· Where pricing data is obtained from other than on a competively negotiated basis such as sealed bids, the PMO contractor shall assess the contract potential for the contractor receiving additional compensation. 

· The contractor shall physically inspect grantee contract documentation to identify what steps the contractor has taken in various communications to the grantee to preserve its rights to request and obtain additional compensation, or reduce program income that would be due to grantee such as liquidated damages, or other price redetermination.  

Upon FTA’s acceptance of the products from this subtask, the PMO contractor shall perform an analysis of the monitoring report produced for the month prior to the notice to proceed for this subtask 22A. In a tabular format, the contractor shall compare the findings with that of the monitoring report.

PMO Contractor Performed Risk Assessments: (Subtask 22B)

Where the grantee has not performed a risk assessment, the PMO contractor shall perform a formalized, systematic risk assessment of grantee’s project costs and schedule. The workflow for such an assessment shall proceed from the cost estimate and schedule characterization, through the scope, schedule and cost review in a distillation of project risks, both unit cost and quantity into a risk register and from there into the risk assessment report. This assessment will identify uncertainties in the project scope, schedule and baseline cost estimate and translate those findings into cost probability ranges for each major project activity and then aggregate those individual assessments into a project level variability using statistically valid, formal methods; summarizing variability at the Baseline Cost Estimate level (BCE) for the project as follows:  

· Evaluate base project costs, exclusive of all unallocated contingencies, for accuracy and reasonableness.  Develop Worksheets to present data and findings.

· Evaluate the project and major activities implementation schedule to identify critical path and related (i.e., contingent or conditional) activities.  Document schedule and activity interrelationships.

· Identify and describe risks and opportunities, to the implementation of activities on time and on budget. Estimate the potential costs of individual risk events and the probability, or likelihood, of the risk events occurring.  

· Develop a risk register of those project risks. 

· Using accepted statistical procedures; establish a probability range for the unexpended budget portion of the total project cost by combining the cost probabilities for individual project activities. 

· Triangular, or normal, distributions are strongly recommended. The contractor shall not use rectangular, or other similar distributions.

· The contractor shall develop individual cost ranges using the following guidance. 

i. Theoretical 0% and 100% “points” will then be calculated from this data prior to performing any further analysis such as Monte Carlo simulation. The following range estimates will be developed: (Subject to TPM approval, the contractor may propose alternate point ranges. )

ii. Most optimistic project cost (i.e., risks are low and/or well managed and constrained). There is a 10 percent chance, or likelihood, the cost will be less than this figure. 

iii. Optimistic project cost estimate, there is a 25% chance, or likelihood, the cost will be less than this figure. 

iv. Most likely project cost. This is the most likely project cost (Mode), not necessarily the Mean project cost estimate. 

v. Pessimistic cost (i.e., risks or uncertainties in the scope, schedule and baseline costs are  high and not necessarily contained). There is a 75 percent chance the cost will be less than this figure. 

vi. Most pessimistic cost (i.e., risks or uncertainties in the scope, schedule and baseline costs are very high and not contained). There is a 90 percent chance the cost will be less than this figure.

· Individual BCE unit estimates of mean and variance will be aggregated into a project mean and two different variance scenarios: namely that of 100 percent independence among BCE units (“Best case” sigma) and that of 100 percent dependence among the BCE units (“Worst case” sigma).

· Using this risk data and analysis, identify the major activities contributing to the variation in total project cost. 

The contractor will adjust the assessments to account for the lack of independence between the BCEs or BCE subunits. Similarly, the contractor will document in the report what steps were taken to test the independence of the assessments, account for the lack of independence and resulting adjustments.

· Each estimate of BCE unit variability or variance should be supported by an adequate number of risk factors. After the mapping is complete, review each BCE unit to determine if the risk factors as mapped are adequate to support the confidence in the cost estimates. Intuitively, an estimate range of plus or minus 5% would require more support in the way of mapped risk factors/assessments than one with a range of plus or minus 25%. 

· If any BCE units or sub-units are inadequately supported, perform additional risk analysis to generate additional assessments/data points to support conclusions until in the PMO contractor's opinion, the risk factor set for each BCE unit is adequately supported or re-estimate the mean and variance for the BCE unit. 

The PMO contractor shall produce a single, combined chart depicting the cumulative density function for both Best and Worst case sigmas as well as the contractor’s solution to the unknown amount of interdependence among the BCE units.   

The PMO contractor shall also produce a separate chart that lists the BCEs with their assessment data ranked by their variability measured in terms of the standard deviations and %. The PMO contractor will then perform additional assessments and present in a narrative format, its analysis as appropriate on those project elements with the largest variability in cost as appropriate in order to identify the risk drivers as well as their associated costs. 

Project Contingency Review: (Subtask 22C) 

The PMO contractor shall full identify, describe and analyze the grantee’s contingencies. The contractor shall review and assess Grantee’s management of project contingency (both allocated and unallocated) is: 

· Consistency with relevant, identifiable industry or engineering practices; 

· Uniformly applied by the grantee’s cost estimators and 

· Consistent in its method of calculation. 

Similarly, the contractor will identify and analyze the grantee use of allowances versus contingency. 

The contractor shall integrate such analysis, services and deliverables with the other subtask products and data to determine the probabilities for a series of budget and contingency scenarios such as (1) Project/FFGA budget inclusive of all allocated contingencies/allowances and exclusive of all unallocated contingency, (2) Project/FFGA budget inclusive of all unallocated and allocated contingencies/allowances and (3) FTA’s Core accountability cost target of no more than 5% over the Project/FFGA budget inclusive of all contingencies. 
Recommendations for Grantee Risk Mitigation: (Subtask No. 22D)

From time to time, FTA may require the PMO contractor shall perform a formalized, systematic analysis of the grantee’s project cost and schedule risks to provide recommendations for specific tasks that when implemented by the grantee will reduce the stated risks to a quantified level at an estimated cost that leads to projects gains in terms of project scope, cost or schedule. 

The workflow for such a set of recommendations shall proceed from the cost estimate and schedule characterization, through the scope, schedule and cost review in a distillation of project risks, both unit cost and quantity into a risk register and from there into the risk assessment report followed by the development of a mitigation register and associated risk elements; aggregation of those risk elements into groupings. 

The contractor’s analysis and recommendations shall localize the sources or causes of the identified risks exclusive of any related symptomatic factors. Such recommendations shall include: 

· The nature of the aggregate risk factor and a quantification of that portion of the risk that is capable of being mitigated by the contractor recommendation;

· A mitigation scenario that describes the scope of the mitigation, responsible party, estimated cost and schedule as well as a probabilistic estimate of the success in mitigation; 

· Organization of risk elements into three categories; Risk reduction/Prevention; Risk Transfer or Sharing and Risk Acceptance.

· All material assumptions shall be identified along with their rationales.

The PMO contractor shall organize the risk mitigation recommendations into three categories:

· Risk reduction/Prevention: The contractor shall clearly identify the root cause of the risk, how the root cause will be eliminated or reduced by implementing the contractor’s recommendation and who the contractor recommends within the grantee organization or project team to carry out the risk mitigation scope element. The contractor will also recommend progress-reporting intervals for tracking the performance of mitigation measures as well as any integration with the Grantee’s overall program schedule and resource loading.

· Risk Transfer or Sharing: The contractor shall clearly identify those risks that can be shared with or transferred to a third party such as a contractor, consultant, or other governmental organization in the form of contract requirements, warranties, or insurance policies, etc. The recommendation may also be to reallocate scope in such a manner as to transfer risks to scope elements or contract packages that are better suited to mitigate risk. 

· Risk Acceptance: The contractor shall clearly identify those risks that it recommends the grantee accept as inherent to the project and that further reduction of such risk would only come in the contractor’s opinion at the expense of scope reduction, an unacceptable cost increase, etc. The contractor will also recommend progress-reporting intervals and metrics for tracking the identified risks as well as any integration with the Grantee’s overall program schedule and resource loading.  

The PMO contractor shall also make recommendations for project risks to be formally tracked and documents in an organized manner; as well as determine trends and status of identified risk elements and the effectiveness of mitigation activities.  Such recommendations should also address standardized reporting formats, terminology or definitions if applicable for describing, defining or reporting on project risk. The PMO contractor shall also prepare a risk mitigation register in a format similar to that of the risk register that allows the grantee or FTA to evaluate the various assessment elements or estimates. 

The PMO contractor shall reperform the probability estimates from Subtask 22B to fully evaluate the various risk mitigation scenarios that it is recommending. All assessments shall be fully quantified as to extent of mitigation, effectiveness of mitigation measures as recommended and estimates of cost and schedule.  

PMO Contractor Validation of Risk Assessments or Risk Mitigation Performed by Others: (Subtask 22E)

FTA may require the PMO contractor to validate risk assessments or risk mitigation performed by others such as the grantee or other FTA PMO contractor and deliver an opinion as to its soundness and accuracy. The contractor shall also assess the extent to which the other party has complied with the supplemental ordering procedures of this guidance as well as the independence of those reviewers. 

Where a third party such as a grantee or other PMO contractor is performing risk assessments as part of a work shop that FTA expects to meets its requirements with respect to Subtask 22A of this guidance, the PMO contractor shall determine that the grantee,etc. has achieved a state of “readiness” to perform risk assessment that meets FTA requirements and report such to the TOM.

The PMO contractor shall select appropriate amounts of relevant documentation, sample and verify critical data elements in order to determine the reliability and quality of either the grantee(s) or other FTA contractors, project data. Grantee data will be identified and disclosed to FTA. Where the contractor determines that the amount or quality of the data is insufficient to satisfy FTA’s requirements, the contractor shall develop sufficient, additional amounts of data that satisfies FTA’s requirements. The contractor shall then integrate that additional data with other project data into the PMO contractor’s products; outcomes or services as delivered that shall meet FTA’s requirements. 

The PMO shall perform services for assessing and validating third party risk assessment data as follows: 

· The PMO contractor will as applicable analyze and “crosswalk” the risk assessment factors and data to the individual BCE or BCE sub-unit estimates using identifiable, specific risk issues, i.e. risk factors (one risk factor should NOT be used or mapped to more than one BCE or BCE sub-unit. 

· Where the grantee’s project is not developed yet into a BCE set, the PMO contractor will use another functional cost model such as that used in FTA’s Light Rail cost database, subject to FTA approval.

· The risk factor set should be large enough to provide sufficient data points for each BCE unit). Intuitively, an estimate range of plus or minus 5% would require more support in the way of mapped risk factors/assessments than one with a range of plus or minus 25%. 

· If any BCE units or sub-units are inadequately supported, perform additional risk analysis to generate additional assessments/data points to support conclusions until in the PMO contractor's opinion, the risk factor set for each BCE unit is adequately supported or re-estimate the mean and variance for the BCE unit. 

· The PMO contractor shall ensure that both unit cost and quantity risks are adequately addressed in its final product.

The PMO contractor shall use the procedures for PMO performed risk assessments (Subtask 22B) or recommendations for grantee risk mitigation (Subtask 22D) for addressing all process and methodological work elements such as independence of cost elements, data points, etc. 

Risk Assessment Spot Report Contents and Format 

All deliverables will conform to the project description and formatting requirements of PMOOG No. 12 Monitoring Reports unless otherwise directed by the TOM or COTR and the following requirements. The delivered Spot Report will be sectioned as follows. (Other deliverables will be discussed below):

· Executive Summary 

· Conform to the requirements of PMOOG No. 12 Monitoring Reports unless otherwise directed by the TOM or COTR.
· Project Background

· Project descriptions and data shall be consistent with the Monitoring report guidance, current monitoring report and the most recent FTA New Start profile. Notwithstanding the foregoing, the TOM or COTR may direct the contractor to use an identifiable draft version of these materials.

· Methodology

· This purpose of this section is to describe the PMO contractor’s methodology used to perform risk assessment and mitigation. Also an important part is to discuss and thoroughly demonstrate the contractor’s approach to identifying the types of and total budget for contingencies (allocated and unallocated) that are part of the BCE as well as determining the adequacy of that contingency. 

· Evaluation Team: 
· Present PMO and Grantee organizations in two blocks

· Project Cost and Schedule

· Review and Analysis of Base Cost and Schedule 

· Risk Identification for Project and Baseline Cost Estimate Units

· Risk Analysis

· Risk Mitigation Plan

· Conclusion

· Appendix: Grantee Project Data

· This section shall identify and characterize the grantee’s structure and quality of the grantee’s project data reviewed for the spot report or other deliverables. The intent is to determine the extent, nature, detail and quality of the grantee project data and the steps the PMO contractor took to determine its value. The contractor shall identify and discuss that grantee or third party data it accepted without adjustment.
Work Tasks to be Performed: 

The contractor is to perform tasks as follows: (Note that monitoring of grantee risk assessment, risk mitigation or contingency management shall be performed in conformance with other procedures and is not considered within the scope of this guidance.)

Subtask No. 22A – 
Review of Grantee Scope, Schedule and Cost   

The contractor as directed in the specific task order shall review grantee documentation, characterize the grantee’s cost estimate and project schedule and either validate the grantee performed review of scope, schedule and cost or perform its own review in conformance with these procedures. This task is distinct from the Baseline Technical Capacity and Capability Review. 

Subtask No. 22B - 
Risk Assessment

The contractor as directed in the specific task order shall develop a risk register inclusive of unit cost and quantity risks and either validate the grantee performed risk assessment of project scope, schedule and cost or perform its own risk assessment in conformance with these procedures.  

Subtask No. 22C - 
Review of Grantee Project Contingency 

The contractor as directed in the specific task order shall determine the reasonableness of the grantee’s project contingency in conformance with these procedures. 

Subtask No. 22D - 
Risk Mitigation

The contractor as directed in the specific task order shall validate the grantee performed risk mitigation of the identified project risks; make recommendations as to mitigation strategies in conformance with these procedures. The contractor shall make recommendations as to specific LONP/FFGA special provisions that would address mitigatable work elements identified in the risk assessment.

Subtask 22: Deliverables and Schedule: The period for performance will be specified in the FTA Task Order. 

Guidance specific:




Due date


Acceptance

Products









Criteria

1.
Grantee Documentation Review plan

15 Calendar days 

PMOOG No. 4,









from TO NTP


Subtask 4A

2.
Characterization of Grantee 


21 Calendar days 

This guidance


    Project Cost and Schedule  


from TO NTP


3.
Grantee Project Scope, Schedule and 

45 Calendar days 

This guidance



Cost Review



  
from TO NTP

4.
First draft of the Risk Assessment Spot Report will contain the Table of Contents, items 1 and 2 above as well as Project Background, Evaluation Team, Methodology, Project Data sections and risk factor worksheets. 




30 Calendar days 

This guidance









from TO NTP


5.
Second draft of the Risk Assessment Spot Report will advance the product by adding the Risk Register and Identification for the Project Cost and Schedule section as well as item 3 above.  

 







60 Calendar days 

This guidance









from TO NTP


6.
Third draft of the Risk Assessment Spot Report will advance the product by adding Project Contingency analysis and project level risk assessment data tables.











75 Calendar days 

This guidance









from TO NTP


7.
Fourth draft will advance the product by adding the finalized risk assessment materials, “lessons learned and recommended best practices materials. 









90 Calendar days 

This guidance









from TO NTP


8.
Fifth draft will advance by adding the Evaluation Team/mitigation workshop, Methodology (inclusive of mitigation strategies), and risk factor mitigation register/ worksheets. 









105 Calendar days 

This guidance









from TO NTP


9.
Sixth draft will advance the product by adding the FFGA special provisions recommendations and specific language and the other remaining sections.  





 







120 Calendar days 

This guidance









from TO NTP







10.
Finalized report and monitoring report comparison from Subtask 22B









150 Calendar days 

This guidance









from TO NTP






Subtask 22: Deliverables and Schedule: ( Continued)
Guidance specific:




Due date


Acceptance













Criteria

Outcomes: 

1.
FTA kickoff meetings.


7 Calendar days of TO NTP

This guidance

2.
FTA technical debriefings on progress.   
Throughout the period 

This guidance








            of performance


3.
Readiness to Perform Risk Assessments or Validate Risk Assessments Performed by Others









7 Calendar days prior to 

FTA has accepted 







Outcome no. 4



Contractor products












Nos. 2 &3 as 













“substantially 













        complete”

4.
Joint PMO contractor/Grantee Risk Assessment Workshops 

  

(this outcome may not be required in all TOs)








50 Calendar days of TO NTP

This guidance



Note: this outcome shall not take place prior to Outcome No. 3






6.
Joint PMO contractor/Grantee Risk Mitigation Workshops 

  

(this outcome may not be required in all TOs)








75 Calendar days of TO NTP

This guidance 





Note: this outcome shall not take place prior to FTA’s final acceptance of Contractors product nos. 

1 through 5. 


7.
COTR/TOM conducted final debriefing upon acceptance of all finalized products and services








TBA




This guidance

Performance Requirements Summary:  

The performance requirements are set forth in the executed task order and this operating guidance. 

· The method of measurement will be by Technical Monitors periodically reviewing contractor products and services as an ongoing part of their task order oversight responsibilities. 

· As to performance metrics, except as noted below or otherwise directed by the TOM or COTR, no deviation to the following performance standards is acceptable because of the critical nature of this product and services. 

· As to performance incentives, both positive and negative performance will be documented in past performance reports as appropriate. 

	PERFORMANCE

REQUIREMENT
	PERFORMANCE

STANDARD
	METHOD OF

MEASUREMENT
	PERFORMANCE

METRICS

	Task No. 22A – Review Grantee Scope, Schedule and Cost   

The contractor as directed in the specific task order will either validate the grantee performed review of scope, schedule and cost or perform its own review in conformance with these procedures.
Task No. 22A – Review Grantee Scope, Schedule and Cost (Cont’d)
	· All contractor opinions are clearly identified, and unqualified. If qualified; they are minimized and comply with formatting requirements. 

· Examples of acceptable, unqualified opinion is:

· “Based upon its sampling of the grantee data and corresponding engineering analysis, it is the PMO contractor’s opinion that the project scope is consistent with the Record of Decision, as amended and updated to the adopted alignment, sufficiently complete to support the level and quality of revenue service typically offered by the grantee, constructible and cost-effective.”

· “The plans and drawings are adequate in terms of content, presentation, clarity, cross-referencing and detail. Major work details, structural element dimensions, design interfaces and physical interfaces are complete and well defined. The roles and responsibilities of contractors versus those of the authority (staff and any consultant support) are also well defined. The grantee has chosen an appropriate level of the technology that is consistently applied in systems descriptions and designs.“

· “Based upon its sampling of the grantee data and corresponding engineering analysis, it is the PMO contractor’s opinion that the Baseline Cost Estimate (or Project Cost Estimate as appropriate) is mechanically correct and complete, consistent with the project scope adopted in the Record of Decision (as amended as appropriate) and free of any material inaccuracies or incomplete data. It is also consistent with relevant, identifiable industry or engineering practices, uniformly applied by the grantee’s cost estimators and consistent in its method of calculation.”

· Examples of unacceptable qualified opinions or statements are:

· “These items were assessed for completeness or accuracy as best as could be determined within the time and resources established for the review.” 

· “It is important to note that the cost validations and design reviews performed by the PMOC were limited in scope. Reviews were for reasonableness and did not constitute an independent engineering check.  

· “The reviewed material appeared to be consistent with…”

· All material project scope, baseline cost estimate, project schedule, and project technology elements are assessed. Examples of unacceptable assessments or statements are:

· “In the time/budget available, the PMOC was unable to perform an assessment. “

· “ the level of effort to validate certain information, such as …  and miscellaneous costs, was determined to be considerable and therefore not practical.”

· The PMO contractor’s Task Order Manager or Lead Technical specialist shall have had significant and meaningful design experience in the rail, BRT, etc. mode being reviewed, multiple modes is preferable.  

· All cost terminology in report conforms to that in the current version of FTA Circulars such as C5010 Grant Management or C5200 Full funding Grant Agreements. 

· All cost terminology or methodology not covered by those Circulars will be consistent throughout the sections, adequately defined and described.  

· Formatting, methodology and content consistent with this guidance. 

· Acronyms are treated consisted with monitoring report requirements in PMOOG No. 12  

· Minimum redundancy with or restatement of the Task Order scope of work.

· Project data, descriptions and status reporting shall be consistent with executive summary requirements in PMO Operating Guidance for Monitoring Reports and New Starts Profiles. 

· Findings are fully traceable between the scope, schedule and cost reviews and risk register, risk assessment reports, materials and supporting documentation and probabilistic estimates.
	· See above
	See above

	Task No. 22B - 
Risk Assessment

The contractor as directed in the specific task order will either perform its own risk assessment or validate the grantee performed risk assessment of project scope, schedule and cost.  
	· 100% of all Probabilistic costs estimates made on a cost to complete basis exclusive of unallocated project contingency. 

· All BCEs or BCE subunits (including Real Estate, Financing) are identified, analyzed and assessments are cross-referenced to Contract Units with the 5 percentiles estimates identified in this guidance. 

· Theoretical outer limits such as the 0th and 100th percentiles are computed.

· Mean is computed and not directly estimated.

· Independence/Dependence of risk variables are identified, analyzed and accounted for all BCEs and BCE subunits. 

· All Risk assessments were made at either the first or second level BCE subunits.

· Distributions and weights used are credible, relevant and identifiable in the report. 

           ( No use of Rectangular distributions)

· Outer bounds (minimum or maximum) for input distributions of any simulation are consistent with that developed in the manual input. 

· Simulations use all manual data developed.

· Simulation results are fitted inside the best and worst case standard deviations developed from the manual data. 

· Budget paretto with project risks ranked by variability supported with adequate analysis and discussion. 

· Risk factor paretto with drivers identified suitably analyzed and discussed.

· Formatting, methodology and content consistent with this guidance.   


	· See above
	· See above

	Task No. 22C -Review of Grantee Project Contingency 

The contractor as directed in the specific task order will determine the reasonableness of the grantee’s project contingency in conformance with these procedures.
	· All project contingency (allocated or unallocated) identified in project BCEs or BCE subunits.

· Allocated contingency amounts fully analyzed and recommended changes made if applicable. 

· Analysis and deliverables fully integrated with the other subtask products and probability estimates and risk data. 

· Deliverables include as a minimum, assessment of three budget and contingency scenarios (1) Project/FFGA budget inclusive of all allocated contingencies/allowances, (2) Project/FFGA budget inclusive of all unallocated and allocated contingencies/allowances and (3) FTA’s Core accountability cost target of no more than 5% over the Project/FFGA budget inclusive of all contingencies.

· Formatting, methodology and content consistent with this guidance.  

· Rationale for recommended contingency amounts provided. 
	· See above
	· See above

	Task No. 22D - 
Risk Mitigation

The contractor as directed in the specific task order will validate the grantee performed risk mitigation of the identified project risks; make recommendations as to mitigation strategies in conformance with these procedures.  
	· All Risk Factors ranked and prioritized with recommendations for mitigated risk factors, estimated implementation cost and net mitigation benefits identified.

· Formatting, methodology and content consistent with this guidance.  
	· See above
	· See above

	Task No. 22E – Ancillary Support. 
	· For all contractor managed workshops, or attendance at FTA sponsored conferences, the preparation requirements, etc. of PMO operating guidance no. 4 shall apply.
	· See above
	· See above


Appendix A

PE Exit Criteria/Final Design/ FFGA

Scope, Schedule and Cost Review Checklist 

Each design package, budget unit, or scope element is to be reviewed against these criteria. Language in the review shall incorporate as much of this terminology and concept as practical and consistent with grantee’s project design or construction plan: 

· All major or critical operational, maintenance (heavy and light, wayside, facilities and vehicle), fire/Life safety, security and logistics (spares, rebuild, training, documentation) requirements whether in the existing system or extension that result from the project have been defined using credible, relevant, identifiable and cost-effective industry or engineering practices, uniformly and consistently applied by the grantee’s consultant’s or staff. 

· All major or critical engineering decisions and design solutions are defined using credible, relevant and identifiable industry or engineering practices, uniformly and consistently applied by the grantee’s consultant’s or staff including rehabilitation or reuse of existing structures, facilities or systems including but not limited to the following:  

· Pre-construction and site reconnaissance surveys are complete;

· Ground subsidence and structural protections issues have been resolved;

· Structural elements are advanced beyond simple span design, or simply supported.

· All major or critical work details, structural element dimensions, design interfaces and physical interfaces are complete and well defined in terms of drawings, standards, criteria, specifications and contract package scopes.  

· All work descriptions and definitions used in designs or specifications are consistent and uniformly applied.

· Mass balance diagrams complete for all vertical alignments on fill or cut supported by complete site specific surveys and soil investigations, identification of buried structures and utilities; Taking into account the presence of contaminated soils which would have to then be backfilled or would otherwise be unavailable for backfilling somewhere else on the project, or lack adequate construction access.

· All tunnels are well defined in terms of access and egress, construction access and laydown , openings for stations, passage chambers, ventilation or emergency adits, sections and profiles depicting cross sections of major tunnel features; cross checked to all adjacent building foundations and coordinated with the vehicle’s dynamic envelope, walkways, lighting, systems elements such ventilation, communications and traction power and egress.  

· Right of way drawings and lists that identify all the full takes, 90% of all partial takes, fully coordinated with mass balance diagrams, all structures and facilities, utilities and base maps; identification of all major or critical eminent domain issues; identification of all street or rail crossings that can be closed.

· All Stations, parking lots and transportation related facilities footprints are well defined in terms of access and egress, vertical circulation, life safety and security with bills of materials, architectural rendering by type of stations (such as tunnel, elevated, surface ,etc) general arrangements, typical side elevation, typical center section; lighting and Passenger Information system (PIS); agents booth, cable trays, utility tunnels, elevator/escalators, passenger facilities, security features. 

· All major drainage facilities, flood control, housing types, street crossings, traffic control, utilities, are defined and physical limits and interfaces identified, based upon site specific surveying with digitized data integrated into alignment base mapping, plan profiles. 

· System (Wayside and Facilities), Trackwork ( Running and special )and Vehicle (revenue and non-revenue) descriptions, functionalities, reliabilities,  technology (level identified and cost effectiveness known) and performances are defined to the level of all major equipment (including the control room, substations , crossings, tunnel ventilation and traction power) is well defined and identified in terms of specifications, bills of materials, standard drawings and specifications, general arrangements and standard details, and single line drawings ( similar to industry process and instrumentation diagrams, high level logic design).     

· Civil, Architectural, Trackwork, Vehicle and System packages possess a comparable level of definition, clarity, presentation and cross-referencing. All design, construction, system and vehicle interfaces are well known and defined. 

· The roles and responsibilities of professional contractors (engineering/CM) versus those of the grantee (staff and any consultant support) are also well defined in terms of contract package scopes, cost estimates and schedules.  
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