

http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/construc/partnering.html

Directions
1.  Applications must be TYPED and completed fully. Fill out a separate application for each
project nominated.

2. The text for all sections {l through VI) may have a combined total of no more than

2000 words. The word count is to be filled in for each section as requested and the
combined total supplied in the Total Word Count space. The “word count” feature in
Microsoft Word (under the tools menu) may be used to count words. Applications will
be rejected if they exceed the 2,000-word count maximum. It is preferable that your
input text be in color, such as blue or red. The word count iimit applies only to the text
you have added and NOT the existing application form text.

3. A maximum of five additional supporting pages (8 1/2 inches by 11 inches, one side
only) beyond the specifically requested items may be attached to the application.
Supporting pages can include text, photographs, charts, graphs or appropriate tables to
highlight results. More than five additional pages will NOT be accepted. Entries become
the property of Caltrans Division of Construction, and will not be returned. (The
Partnering Charter, Dispute Resolution Ladder, and any other specifically requested items
within this application are not counted.)

4.  An electronic version of this application is available for applicants; however, nominations
must be submitted in a hard copy (six copies per entry} on 8.5x11 paper with no
separator tabs. Applicants are encouraged to retain the computer files for future use.

5. Submit a total of six_typed color copies of each entry (application plus attachments) to
the Caltrans District Construction Office in your area.
s Mail via U.S. Mail postmarked on or before October 15, 2010 or
» Hand deliver to District Construction Office on or before 5:00 p.m. on October 15,
2010 (must be received and date stamped by District Construction Office).
No other form of delivery will be accepted (fax, internal mail, e-mail, etc.).

6. All applications must be signed by the Resident Engineer of the nominated project and the
prime contractor equivalent in the “Nomination Submitted by” portion.

7. In order to give all contract applications the same opportunity, applications that do not
follow the above rules and format, or are received after the deadline, will not be considered
for awards.

8. All six copies of each entry for contract recognition must be received by Headquarters
Division of Construction by close of business on October 22 or the next closest business
day if falling on a non-work day. All applications must be submitted directly by the
Deputy District Director of Construction of the nominated project’s district to:

Partnering Program
Division of Construction, MS 44
Sacramento, CA 95814

Note: The judges look carefully at the responses to questions. Direct, pointed answers to
questions without rhetoric are desired. Supporting facts and doc nents are very
helpful. Please do not leave out requested information as it affects the overall score.
To help the judges give you maximum credit, please reference any related attachments
in each response, and label each attachment with the question(s)/section(s) it supports.
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I. CONTRACT DESCRIPTION (3 Points)

Section | Word Count: 121

AY Thrma AfVAfAre

B) Size: {approxirnate dollar value)

C) Brief description of job site: (describe location and unique charactenistics of contract site) Maximum 75
varmrrie

D) Partnering Initiation and Process:
1) Does your contract include the partnering standard specification that requires professionally
facilitated partnering on all projects over $10 million? [ ] Yes or [X No
2) initial / Kick-off Workshop was: [ ] Self Facilitated or Professionally Facilitated
3) Was Partnering Skills Development Training held for the projectteam? [X] Yes or [ ] No
If yes, what topics were covered? (1 to 4 allowed per spec.)

If yes, how many team members attended? ___
If yes, Instructor name and company: ___ -
4) Total nurnber of Partnering Sessic
5} Partnering Facilitator name and company, if applicable:

8) Was a Partnering Close-out / Lessons Leamed session held? [ ] Yes or No
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VI.BONUS POINTS (Up to 4 Points maximum)

Section VI Word Count: 69

A) Explain any special adaptations or refinements that were actually made to improve the project partnering

B)

process to fit this particular contract.

{This may relate to the frequency and lype of meetings; specific process implementation methods; how the
facilitator, field staff, subcontractors, executives, and other stakeholders were involved: evaluation
methods; techniques used fo keep feam members engaged, efc.) (2 Points)

Offer your ideas of how the project parinering process could be improved, which would have benefited this
project and may benefit future parinered projects.

(This may include ways to improve the whole parinering process, ways to optimize process
implementation, lessons leamed fo date (good and bad), and actions you will take in future projects.) (2
Points)

C) What is the average participation level of your project’s Monthly Partnering Evaluation Survey throughout

the life of the project?

(This is the monthly average number of team members that completed the survey compared to the
monthly average number of team members invited to take the survey. Show both numbers and the
percentage. If your project parinering has been professionally-facilitated, then your parinering facilitator
should be able to provide this info.) (2 Points)

Total Application Word Count: 1,997 (Sum of Sections | through Vi)
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Final DRB Meeting Minutes (page 2 of 2)- Section IV-F

4.

7.

Remarks by Contractor’s Representative (Flativon West, In¢) See Attachment E

A =mr_ 8 & _.____ _sr. n._. 3 a. Thaian
-

.wpt .ror minor dﬁ.’«tl'i.ﬁﬁ] a--..l N L e )
mALscir neC metra mEa s Tmomacasen rade ond monch Jist items

B. LUITenl wWOrK dcneume

All work is scheduled 10 be completed in December except roadside sigas which are on backorder
C.  Schedule of Fotwre Work

Compleimn of punch list and Preject Acceptance will likely be in January.

D -. P S0 RS ENEF U S

Disputed Igsues (NOPC Log - Attachment F)

Only NOPC #17 is pending final resolution. FWI is asking for $125,000 to compensate for
recent 1% increase in State sales lax. This is a “global” request by comactors around the
State. Cument State response is “No Merit” based on Stand 1 Specification Sections 7-
1.01, 7-1.03 and 9-1.02, as well as the California Constitutic , Article 4, Section 17. Final
State response on this issue is unceriain. There are no other open NOPCs. Baker urged
FWI to consider asking for hearing on NOPC #17 just to be on record.

But no issues can be brought before DRB for hearing is within 30 days of Project
Accepmnne DRB is tem:mated once Aaceptance issued. Claims after Acceptance go to

L PR ¥ . PR, R |

Next[F—— =" -
Tour of Project
MNone

END
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Testimonial from Bay Area Rapid Transit (BART) — Section V-C

From: Edwin W Kung (EKung@bart.gov]
Sent: . Friday, October 23, 2008 3:17 PM
To: Bharat K Patel

Cc: Ferrouge, Robert; John Fu
Subject: Excellent Work

Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Red

The I-238 was understandably a rather complicated Caltrans project especially related to
the BART sensitive areas. But all parties worked together to ensure that BART's concerns
were addressed.

During the course of construction for the I-238 Widening Project, both Caltrans staff and
Contractor were cooperative to ensure that BART's safety rules were not viclated.
Contractor submitted SSWP as required for all works that might impact BART's operations.
Caltrans and Contractor also submitted design calculation/drawings for BART Engineer's
review and approval. BART staff was also invited to meetings for works related to BART
structures/facilities. All submittals were provided in a timely manner. And most
important, there wasn't a single case that BART's mainline services was interrupted by
Contractor's activities!

Overall, Caltrans and Contractor have done such a superior job to keep BART informed and
involved along the way, and in the same time to maintain the integrity and safety of the
District's revenue train services! Thanks.

Sincerely,

Edwin Kung

Manager,

Civil-Structural Engineering and Construction BART
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Caltrans
Excellence in Partnering Award

Applicant Survey

The Statewide Partnering Recognition Team is committed to continuous improvement. Your feedback as our
customer is extremely important. Please take a moment to complete this survey, and return it with your
award application. The information you provide will be used to improve next year's Contract Partnering
Recognition.

Please indicate your reaction to each of the following:

Strongly No Strongly
Agree Agree Comment Disagree Disagree

Partnering is making a difference in my district. 0 v 0 a )

The Caltrans Excellence in Partnering Award

Application was easy to understand. v M | O a
The Application 2000-word count limit was

enough space to explain the contract's Partnering a 0 ] v 0
process.

QOur contract team was given enough time to
provide the requested information. v Q 0 0 0

Partnering in my District/Division/Region is well
advertised. Q v Q a Q

Please add any additional comments you feel are appropriate to help us improve:

Please offer your ideas for improving the Caltrans Partnering Program overall. This may include suggestions
regarding joint or individual training, guidance material, tools, awards and recognition, etc.

Optional:

Name: Organization: Phone:

Please enclose this survey with Parthering Award Application.
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