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Summary
At its September 22, 2011 meeting, the Seismic Governance Committee approved a

report from the Bureau of Engineering (BOE) relative to the Financial Plan for the Sixth
Street Viaduct Improvement Project (SSVIP) (Attachment). The City Administrative
Officer (CAO) and Chief Legislative Analyst (CLA) reviewed the report and are now
transmitting joint recommendations to enable the City o complete the demolition and
replacement of the Sixth Street Viaduct over the Los Angeles River. The
recommendations include: 1) authority for a total project budget of $401 million; 2)
authority for the City Engineer to submit a financial plan and a letter of commitment to
the state and federal government for this project; 3) a request for $98.5 million in MICLA
financing to cash flow project cost reimbursements; and 4) approval of a staffing plan of
up to 10 positions with resolution authority needed for four positions in 2011-12.

This joint report supercedes a prior CAOG/CLA report on this subject dated August 4,
2010. (C.F. 10-1409). In August 2010, after the original report was released, Calirans
informed the City that it had legal concerns regarding the environmental review process.
As a result, the City conducted further technical studies and modifications. The revised
environmental process has been completed and on October 3, 2011 Caltrans signed off
on the project’s environmental report.

Background
The Sixth Street Viaduct, a reinforced concrete structure with steel arches over the Los

Angeles River, is a historical landmark built in 1932 (City No. 1275, State No. 53C1880).
The bridge is one of California’s longest bridges in a high population zone, spanning
more than 3,600 feet. ki also serves as an important transportation east-west corridor,
linking Boyle Heights and downtown Los Angeles by carrying two lanes of traffic in each
direction over the Los Angeles River, Santa Ana Freeway, several railroad tracks and
surface streets. The viaduct is composed of three independent structures: the reinforced
concrete west portion, the central steel arch section over the Los Angeles River, and the
reinforced concrete east portion. The portion of the bridge spanning over the 1I-5
Freeway is owned by Caltrans.



The Sixth Street Viaduct suffers from a condition known as Alkali Silica Reactivity (ASR)
which weakens the concrete strength and limits the ability to retrofit the bridge to current
standards. The bridge is listed on Calfrans’ mandatory seismic retrofit list and analyses
performed indicate that this bridge has a 70 percent probability of failure, as compared
to a standard of 10 percent, during a 7.0 magnitude earthquake within the next 50
years. This probability of failure increases every year. There are no known methods o
reverse or stop ASR and if nothing is done o mitigate the ASR impact, the concrete
elements will crumble and fall apart. No other bridge in the City has this severe
condition and it is imperative that the City replace the bridge structure.

Proiect Scope, Budget and Timeline

Since 2001, the BOE has undertaken various preliminary activities related to the SSVIP,
including community outreach, environmental analysis, planning and geotechnical
studies. in addition to these activities, the project site was visited by the California
Transportation Commission on September 9, 2009 to understand the issues related to
the bridge structure and review the ASR impact on the structure.

The scope of the project includes: design, demolition of the existing bridge, associated
right- of-way acquisitions and construction of a replacement bridge. The City will refine
the look of the bridge during the final design process to ensure that both an
architecturally distinctive and cost-effective design expression is selected for
construction. Design details of the preferred exiradosed cable supported bridge type
could evolve into different engineering and architectural expressions of this concept.
Examples of these expressions include tower and cable connections, color, textures,
lighting, railings and gateway elements. The footprint of the bridge will be realigned to
smooth out a geometric deficiency or “roadway kink” in the original bridge design. The
project is anticipated to take six years from certification of the environmental
documents, through design, right-of-way acquisition, construction and beneficial
occupancy. The total cost estimate for the SSVIP is $401 million. The source of funds
for the project includes the following:

$365.6 million Federal Highway Bridge Program (HBP)
$29.7 miliion State Proposition 1B, Local Bridge Seismic Retrofit Program
$.2 million Other State Funds
$5.5 miilion City of Los Angeles (Proposition G & Proposition C)

The timeline for each phase of this project is as follows: Pre-design is currently on-
going and expected to be completed by January 2012. Final design is expected to start
in January 2012 and be completed by July 2014, right-of-way activities would also begin
in January 2012 and be completed by September 2014, construction is anticipated fo
begin in January 2015 with completion by December 2017. Close-out activities would
- be completed by December 2019.

The federal and state monies are allocated on an annual reimbursement basis. The
annual allocations contain specific dollar caps associated with distinct project phases,
i.e., right-of-way, design, and construction. As a general rule, the federal government
will reimburse right- of-way costs at $22.6 million per year. For construction costs, the
federal reimbursement will increase to $50 million per year with a state match of $6.4
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million. The project’s annual costs, however, are expected to exceed these amounts in
some years. This will require gap and froni-funding. To address this issue, it is
recommended that the Council approve the use of the Advanced Construction Authority
(AC) process, as described below, for the construction of the SSVIP and authorize the
project to utilize MICLA financing for the necessary gap financing needs.

Advance Construction Authority (AC)

The process known as Advance Construction Authority (AC) allows local jurisdictions to
commit funds in advance of federal and state budget authority. In order fo take
advantage of this process, the City must apply to Calirans and demonstrate sufficient
funds to cover project costs until federal reimbursements are available. Conversely,
without AC, financing for the project would be limited to the annual reimbursements.
Since project expenditures will exceed the reimbursements, especially during the
construction phase, proceeding without AC is infeasible. In order for the City fo
complete the project in a timely and cost-effective manner, as well as take advantage of
the low local match requirement, it will be necessary for the City to use the AC process.

The City's expenses related fo the MICLA expenses (principal, cost of issuance and
debt service) are allowable federal and state grant expenditures. This means that the
City will eventually be fully reimbursed for these cosis. The risk to the City of
undertaking AC is that if federal funds are not provided, it would be necessary for the
City to identify up to $401 million to complete the project or cancel the project. it is
unlikely that the federal government would not provide the funding they have commitied
to this project. However, until a new federal surface transportation bill is adopted,
receipt of the funds is uncertain. Financial risk to the City can be mitigated if the award
of the bridge construction contract occurs after Congress approves a new
reauthorization of federal surface transportation funding. Therefore, we recommend
that the City Engineer be required to obtain Council authority before executing the
construction contract for this project.

The City's financial exposure and need for MICLA financing may be reduced if the City
is awarded federal monies that are unspent by other jurisdictions and become available
each year. These federal monies are known as Additional Obligation Authority. They
are not an additional source of funds to the project, but rather, an advancement of future
year reimbursements as mentioned above. The amount available annually ranges from
$20 million to $200 million statewide. The City may be able to take advantage of this
funding next federal fiscal year since all our environmental documents should be
completed by December 2011.

High Cost Cormmitment Letter

To memorialize the City's commitment of local resources (AC) for cash flow purposes in
anticipation of grant reimbursements, the State has required that the Cify submit a High
Cost Commitment Letter which outlines the terms and conditions of the AC and the HBP
reimbursement schedule. This letter is required for all State projects with budgets
between $100 million and $500 million. The City Engineer submitted this letter to the
State contingent on City Council approval of the Financial Plan by December 1, 2011.
Under the AC process, the City assumes responsibility for the project costs until ali
yearly state and federal allocations have been disbursed. As the project progresses,
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project budget authority responsibility shifts from the City fo the federal funding until the
federal and siate monies fully fund the project. Other jurisdictions such as San
Francisco, San Diego and Long Beach also have large-scale bridge replacement
projects that are being constructed through the AC process.

MICLA Authority

As stated above, by approving the financial plan, the City is committing to cash flow
project expenditures until annual federal and state reimbursements are available. The
cash flow mechanism proposed is the issuance of up to $98.5 million in MICLA
financing (Commercial Paper Program) over the life of the project. The financing falls
into the City's 7.5 percent ceiling debt caftegory because the project has dedicated
funding repayment sources. The City has sufficient capacity within this debt ceiling
category to proceed with the $98.5 million financing. Additionally, the MICLA financing
will not affect the City’s self-imposed six percent ceiling on non-voter approved debt
because, as noted above, the project costs are reimbursable from federal and state
grants. ltis estimated that, aver the life of the project, interest costs of up to $8.2 miliion
will be financed by the General Fund and will later be reimbursed by the federal and
state funding sources.

The MICLA Commercial Paper (CP) Program has the capacity fo issue up to $300
million of short-term notes to finance capital equipment items and capital projects. As of
October 14, 2011, the amount of outstanding CP is $204 million. The City anticipates
refinancing approximately $125 million of CP into long-term lease revenue bonds in
January 2012 allowing the CP to be used for other shori-term financing needs. The
refinancing will be completed prior to SSVIP drawing down $67.4 million in MICLA
financing as shown below. Based on the SSVIP MICLA repayment schedule, the
request for $98.5 million in MICLA financing for cash flow purposes will not impact the
funding for the active MICLA capital projecis. Unlike most MICLA capital projects,
SSVIP does not create an additional General Fund long-term obligation for the City
because the MICLA CP Program will be reimbursed in full.

As stated in the CAO’s report dated October 17, 2011, the City’s relationship with
current Letter of Credit providers is under review as part of the larger dialogue on
responsible banking in the City. The outcome of these discussions may negatively affect
the City's ability to use CP to cash flow this projeci. Our offices will monitor the impact
of this banking issue on the project.

BOE and their financial consultant prepared the following chart that shows annual
anticipated project expenses, planned federal and state reimbursements, MICLA cash
flow required and projected MICLA repayments:

Fiscal Year Anticipated Available MICLA  Cash | MICLA
Expenses Reimbursements | Flow Required | Payback

Prior yrs $ 1710 $ 17.10 $ 0.00 $ 0.0

2012 $ 100.00 $ 3260 3 67.40 $ 0.0

2013 $ 15.81 $ 3260 5 0.00 $ 16.99

2014 $ 3.00 $ 2260 $  0.00 $ 19.60
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2015 $ 66.80 $ 7910 $ 4.33 $ 16.63
2016 $ 63.64 $ 7067 $ 7.14 $ 14.18
2017 $ 7424 $ 56.50 $ 17.74 $ 0.0
2018 $ 58.39 $ 56.50 $ 1.89 $ 0.0
2019 $ 2.19 $ 33.30 $ 0.00 $ 31.10
Total $ 40097 $ 400.87 $ 98.50 $ 98.50

The tentative MICLA drawdown schedule assumes MICLA is used to fund project
invoices and that federal and state reimbursements are processed and received within
four months. The reimbursements would then be used to cash fiow subsequent project
invoices on a revolving basis until the annual federal and state reimbursement limits are
reached. Once the annual reimbursements are exhausted, the City would use MICLA
financing to cover additional invoices until the beginning of the next federal and state
fiscal year when new annual allocations would be available.

Project Delivery

For the purposes of the Financial Plan, the project budget is based on a traditional
Design/Bid/Build approach to project delivery. However, in an effort to control the
project implementation time, project costs and to assure receipt of a quality product, the
City is also exploring an alternative project delivery method known as Construction
Manager at Risk or CMAR.

This alternative project delivery method uses an integrated team approach in which the
City hires the construction contractor early in the design process to perform
constructability reviews as plans are developed, manage risk and facilitate concurrent
design and construction. Both the project design firm and the contractor work
collaboratively together and with the City to implement the project. Advantages fo this
method include a better final product and a reduction in implementation time without the
owner relinquishing control over the project details. This method does not reduce the
project costs, but it does reduce the unknowns encountered during the construction
phase.

The design firm is expected to be selected using the standard City process. However,
in CMAR, the contractor is selected using a qualification-based process. At the end of
the design phase, the contractor will provide the City with a guaranteed maximum price.
If the City does not accept the guaranteed maximum price, the City could proceed to bid
and award. It should be noted that under CMAR project delivery, change orders are
expected to be reduced but not eliminated.

There is a trend in the construction industry to explore this alternative project delivery
method. The Los Angeles World Airports is currently using CMAR for the Tom Bradley
International Terminal Reconfiguration Project and the Department of Water and Power
is using this method to implement the Silver Lake Reservoir Complex Siorage
Replacement Project.

Currently, a report and ordinance on alternative project delivery are being developed by
the CAQ, CLA, BOE, BCA and the City Attorney. If the proposed ordinance is adopted,
it is expected that project construction timeiines will be accelerated. It is anticipated
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that the Mayor and Council will make a policy decision on the citywide application of
CMAR before BOE makes a final decision on whether to use CMAR specifically on
SSVIP.

Staffing
This complex project will require up to {en positions to satisfactorily meet project needs.

Staffing will be required from 2011-12 through 2019 when close-out activities are
completed. The project will require seven positions this fiscal year tc complete the
environmental process and begin the final bridge design. Three of these are existing
resolution authorities in the bridge program which can be reassigned to the SSVIP and
four positions will require resolution authority for the balance of the fiscal year. As the
project progresses, an additional three positions will be required in 2012-13 to
coordinate right-of-way activities for up to 32 parcels and to interface with multiple
federal, county, and state agencies, the railways, the entities that have oversight of the
river, several utilities that intersect the project site, and the historical community. The
staffing plan will be reviewed and adjusted accordingly each year to determine
appropriate staffing levels.

BOE is requesting that the SSVIP be managed by a position at the level of Principal
Civil Engineer Project Manager 1ll. Given the scope and budget of the project, we
concur that this position is warranted.

The cost of these positions is estimated to be $9.6 million, including related costs.
There is sufficient funding in the project budget to cover the proposed staffing.

RECOMMENDATIONS:
That the Council, subject to the approval of the Mayor:

1. Note and file the joint City Administrative Officer/Chief Legislative Analyst report
to Council dated August 4, 2010 titled "Sixth Street Viaduct Improvement Project
— Financiai Plan” (C.F. 10-1409);

2. Authorize a total project budget of $400,996,227 for the Sixth Street Viaduct
improvemeni Project as the current budget consistent with ithe project’s
Environmental Impact Report;

3. Authorize the City Engineer to execute and submit an Advanced Construction
Process Financial Plan for the Sixth Street Viaduct Improvement Project o the
appropriate federal and state authorities for approval (Attachment 1, Exhibit 4);

4. Authorize the issuance of up to $88.5 million in MICLA financing {o cash flow the
Sixth Street Viaduct tmprovement Project with the understanding that all of the
City’s costs related to this financing will be fully reimbursable from federal and
state grants;



5. Concur with the City Engineer's execution of the Highway Bridge Program High
Cost Commitment Letter required by the State;

6. Authorize, by resolution, the employment of the four positions listed below,
subject to allocation by the Personnel Department and pay grade determination
by the City Administrative Officer,

No. Code Class Title
1 9489-D Principal Civil Engineering PM I}

1 7965-B Structural Engineer PM 1
1 9184-2 Management Analyst I
1 1368 Senior Clerk Typist

7. instruct the City Engineer to report back to the City Council prior to the award of
the construction contract for this project; and

8. Authorize the City Administrative Office to make any technical corrections
necessary to implement the intent of the Mayor and the Council.

FISCAL IMPACT

Adoption of this report commits the City to assume financial responsibility for this $401
million project in advance of annual state and federal reimbursements. The Cily's
financial responsibility decreases each year as reimbursements are made. In the
unlikely event that a new federal fransportation bill is not approved, the City would be
responsible for either completing or canceling the project. To mitigate this financial risk,
the City Engineer must report back prior to executing a construction contract for this
project.

Debt Impact Statement

Use of $98.5 million in MICLA financing will require that the General Fund initially cash
flow the interest costs associated with this transaction. The anticipated inferest cost of
$8.2 million is included in the total estimated cost of the project of $401 million. The
project’s federal and state grant funding sources will fully reimburse the City for these
MICLA costs.

Attachment: Bureau of Engineering Report - Sixth Street Viaduct Improvement Project -
dated September 15, 2011.

MAS:GFM:LEH:PS:05120038



CITY OF LOS ANGELES
INTER-DEPARTMENTAL CORRESPONDENCE

Date: September 15, 2011
To: Seismic Governance Committee
Miguel A, Santana, City Adminisirative Officer, Chair
Geiry F. Miller, Chief Legislative Analyst
Gary Lee Moore, City Engineer
From: James Treadaway, S.E., Pro gram Manager 1?
Bridge Improvement Progréam
Burean of Engineering
Subjéct: Sixth Street Viaduet Improvement Project W.0L ET760224A
RECOMMENDATIONS

That the Seismic Governance Committee approve and recommend that the City Council:

1y

2)

3)

4

5)

6)

Note and File the Bureau of Engineering SGC repoit dated May 27, 2010, and the
corresponding joint CAQ/CLA report to Council (Attachment 1) dated August 4,
2010 titled “SIXTH STREET VIADUCT IMPROVEMENT PROJECT -
FINANCIAL PLAN” (CF 10-1409),

Authorize a total project budget of $400,996,227 for the Sixth Street Viaduct
Improvement Project as the cwrent budget consistent with the project’s
Environmental Impact Report;

Authorize the City Engineer to execute and submit an Advanced Construction
Process Financial Plan for the Sixth Street Viaduct Improvement Project o the
appropriate federal and state authorities for appiovali

Authorize the issuance of up o $98.5 million in MICLA financing to cash flow
the Sixth Street Bridge Project with the understanding that all of the City’s costs
related to this financing will be fully reimbursable from federal and state grants;

Concur with the City Engineer’s execution of the Highway Bridge Program High
Cost Commitment Letter required by the State;

Approve the proposed project stafling plan for Sixth Street Viaduct Improvement
Project shown in Altachment 8ix for Fiscal Year 2011-12 including the following
changes;

» Addition of one Principal Civil Engiheer PM IIl in the Bureau of
Engineering
s Addition of one Structural Engineer PM 1in the Burean of Engineering
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e  Addition of one Management Analyst 11 in the Bureau of Engineering
e Addition of one Senior Clerk Typist in the Bureau of Engineering

7y Request that the City Administrative Officer and the Chief Legislative Analyst
transmit the recommendations fo the City Council.

Backoround

In May 2010, the SGC approved a budget report of $359 million for this project.
However, before Mayor and Council consideration of this budget amount could take
place, Caltrans informed the City that further environmental review was necessary. The
project has now completed all required environmental work. BOE is proposing that the
SGC approve a new budget amount of $401 million for this project, consistent with the
curtent Federal Transportation Improvement Plan (FTIP) adopted budget of
$400,996,227. This amount represents a $42 million increase over the May 2010 budget,
The increases for the various phases of work can be broken down as follows:

e $1.8M increase is due to additional costs to complete the environmental phase.
Under the cwrent Federal Transportation Bill SAFETEA-LU, FHWA
responsibilities to review and approve Environmental Impact Statements were
delegated to Caltrans. The Sixth Street Viaduct is one of the first projects to be
reviewed for legal sufficiency by Caltrans under “NEPA delegation.” As such,
the Caltrans comments were mainly of a legal nature and not anficipated by the
project team, including staff from Caltrans district environmental office. The
comments prompted additional environmental review which, in turn, delayed the
project by approximately one year. This increase will also fund other pre-Record
of Decision wark such as pre-appraisals, utility planning, and final design Task
Order development.

¢ $10.0M increase is due to underestimating the necessary engineering work in the
prior budpet estimate, and consideration of a more complex cable type bridge
rather than a concrete box girder bridge.

s $19.9M increase is due to higher right-of-way and utilily relocation costs
associated with Alignment 3B as opposed to the 3B-Modified version which
involves fewer parcels and smaller square footage of partial parcel acquisitions on
the east side. The decision fo return to the original recommendation of Alignment
3B stems from Caltrans legal review comments and the potential need to
recirculate the draft EIR which would result in significant schedule delays. The
3B-Madified alternative was introduced 1o the public during the latter stage of the
review process by the project team in an effort to minimize overall right-of-way
costs. However, from an engineering standpoint, the 3B alternative is superior in
texrms of driver comfort and safety and the ability fo meet the desired design speed.
Utility cost estimates have been increased to account for longer relocation routes that
were not planned for in previous estimates. Of the $19.9M increase, $5.97M is
associated with bond financing costs based on projected right-of-way
expendifures.
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# $10.0M increase is due to underestimating the necessary engineering support,
inspection and contract administrative work in the prior budget estimate. The
current level of effort for construction support within the budget has been
reviewed and concurred with by Calirans. In addition, this amount includes
$2.19M of bond financing costs based on projested construction phase
expenditures.

Table 1 below shows the increase in cost for each phase of the proposed $401M project
budget:

Table 1 — Proposed Protect Budeet

i)i'oj éct Appiévéﬂﬁﬁv 1560 ~ EIR/EES ] $ 1.5.31\-/1. | "Sl?lM
Final Design PS&E $10.0M $10.0M $20.0M
Right-of-Way (incl. $5.97M Financing cost) | $84.7M $19.9M $104.6M

Construction Cost (incl. $2.19M financing $249.3M $10.0M $259.3M
cost)

TOTAL $359.3M $41.7M $401.0M

Funding Plan

The revised Financial Plan dated August 2011 is included in this report as Attachment 4.

The State has required that the City commit local resources to cash flow the project in
anticipation of grant reimbursement spread over multiple year. This cash management is
required of all State HBP high cost projects (between $100 million and $500 million) and
is known as Advance Construction (AC). The AC commitment requires the execution of
& High Cost Project Conunitment Letter that is prepared by Caltrans and signed by the
local authority. The ferms and conditions of the AC and annual HBP reimbursement
‘amounts are defined in the HBP High Cost Commitment Letter and its execution shall
take place inunediately after the approval of the Financial Plan and EIR. The City
Engineer has signed this letter contingent on City Council approval of the Financial Plan
no later then December 1, 2011,

A sumumnary of the project costs is shown by phase in Table 2 and by project funding
sources by phase in Table 3 below. Both include financing costs and reimbursements,
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Table 2 — Proiect Costs by Phase

P escalated) :
PA & ED (Project Approval and Environmental Doc) b 17,136,356
Final Design (Plans, Spec. & Estimatcs) 20,000,000
Subtotal, PA, ED, Finpl Design 37,136,356
ROW (Right of Way) 98,603,000
Financing Cosis 5,968,871
Suabtoial, ROW] 164,573,871
Detour and Demo of Existing Viaduct 12,083,627
Reconstruction of Vinduct 220,008,033
CE {Construction Support) 25,000,000
Fmancing Costs 2,194,340
Subtotal, Constiuctinn 259 286,000
Total Project Cost | § 408,996,227

Table 3 — Funding Sburces bv Phase

“CON'&'CE % | ‘Financing
Highway Bridge Program {HBP) 31,415,085 98,605,001 | 227,633,005 7.910,862 | 365,563,852
Prop 1B Local Bridgs Selsmic Retrofit 29,458,655 252,349 29,711,004
Other Siate funds 200,000 200,000
City Matching 5,524,271 5,521,271
Totall § 37,138,356 | $ 98,605,001 | $ 257,091,659 | $ 5,163,211 { $ 400,998,227

Note that for the ROW phase no local or state match is required, since Caltrans has
approved the use of stafe toll credits for the ROW phase, which allows the City fo use

100% federal funds for that phase only.

Local Funding

The Financial Plan calls for $5.5 million of focal funding for the PA & ED and Final

Design. That funding is composed of:

]

@

CIEP
Prop. C
Measure R
Prop. G

Total

$ 822,608
$1,744,146
$2,000,000
$ 955246
$5,522,000
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MICLA Funding Needs

By approving the Financial Plan, the City is comnuiting to cash flow project expenditures
until annual federal and state reimbursements are available. The cash flow mechanism
proposed is the issuance of up to $98.5 million in MICLA over the life of the project. The
City's expenses related to the MICLA are fully reimbursable federal and state grant
expenditures. It is estimated that, over the next eight years, interest costs of $8.2 million
will be incurred and reimbursed by the federal and state fonding soutces,

BOE and their financial consultant preparved the following chart that shows anaual
anticipated project expenses, planned federal and state reimbursement, MICLA cash flow
required and projecied MICLA repayments. The City will work to minimize MICLA
interest costs by efficiently managing the annual request for funding reimbursements and
fiming of MICLA financing. Regardless, those costs will be reimbursed, as described
above,

Table 4 - Project Expenses and MICLA Cash Flow ($millions)

2010-11 & Prior { $ 171 % 1741

201112 106.0 3286 67.4

2012-13 15.6 32.6 17.0

2013-14 3.0 228 19.6

201418 66.8 79.1 4.3 16.6

2015-16 63.8 0.7 71 14,2

2016-17 742 58.5 17.7

2017-18 58.4 56.5 1.9

2018-19 2.2 33.3 31.4
Toials $ 4009} % 401.01 % 954 1% 985

Sixth Street Viaduct Project Delivery Options

The recommended FIR/ELS alternative calls for the removal of the existing viaduct with a
new viaduct being constructed along a new alignment.  As part of the preliminary
engineering efforts, several different roadway alignments and structwe {ypes were
investigated. For the purposes of this financial plan, the preferred alternative, alignment
3B and bridge concept 4 (a 4-span extradosed concrete bridge over the LA River, with
conctete box girder approach spans) was selected to establish the project budget and
schedule,

Design/Bid/Build (DBB) is proposed for this project as it will protect the currently
planned funding, This method is described below,
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Desien/Bid Build

For the establishment of project budget, the City is considering one bid package for
demolition and construction. An early contract may be let for local roadway
improvements, necessary for the defour fo take place prior to the demolition and for
relocating ufilities. The phases are listed below.,

e Final Design Activities
o Utilizing Final PS&E, the construction bid package would be advertised in
July 2014, with construction award in January 2015.

e ROW Activities
o ROW acquisition work commences after ROD, RR agreements and utility
coordination io be completed by September 2014,

e Construction Activities
o Construction is anticipated to begin in January 2015 with completion by
December 2017,
o Contractor mobilization and construct detour
o Construction of viaduct to be phased with demolition operations (existing
building and existing viaduct).

In an effort to confrol the project implementation time, costs and City risks and to assure
delivery of a quality product, the City is exploring other innovative delivery options,
including Construction Manager at Risk (CMAR), which is described below.

Construction Manager at Risk (CMAR)

Construction Manager at Risk (CMAR) is a specific contracting method utilizing an
integrated "Team” approach applying modern management techniques to the planning,
design, and construction of a project. The "Team" consists of the City, an A&FE firm
~ (retained by the City), and the CMAR (retained by the City). The CMAR method
inchudes both pre-construction and construction phase services.

Figure 1 shows the contractual relationships that would occur between the City, the A&E
Firm and the CMAR if the City chose to select this delivery method.

Figure 1| — CMAR Project Delivery Method — Coniractual Relationships

City i

Project

A&E Firm [Comemremmmon > CMAR
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The aim of this project delivery method would be to engage at-risk construction expertise
early in the design process to enhance consfructability, manage risk, and facilitate
concurrent execution of design and construction without the owner relinquishing control
over the deiails of design as it might occwr in a design-build project.

The procurement process would be managed as follows:

o The A&E firm is selected using the standard consultant qualification-based
selection process.

¢ The CMAR is selected using a qualification-based, Request for Propasal (RFP)
process. During the end of the design process, the contractor then provides the
owner with a “guaranteed maximum price”, which the owner can accept,
negotiate or re-bid, if unacceptable.

The CMAR method, if selected, would complete design and construction under two
separate contracts issued by the City, but creates intentional points of contact between the
engineer and the contractor to encourage collaboration and gain insight during design,
and provide constructability reviews early enough in design development to add value to
the project. This model offers the owner management latitude to gain the benefits offered
by design-build delivery while maintaining nearly the same level of contral over design
and construction offered by traditional delivery methods.

In the April 2008 Performance Audit of the construction of the Police Administration
Building project, one of the City Controller’s key findings was that the City was not
taking advantage of the Construction Manager at Risk delivery method.

BIP Federal Approved Consuliant Status

Since the project is funded largely through federal grants, design and construction
support consultants must comply with federal procurement requirements.  This
procurement process involves an extensive Caltrans review of a contractor’s base and
overhead rates, historical costs, estimation procedures and the existence of a financial
management system fo support cost proposals. Each fitm must also comply with the
requirements of the federal Disadvantaged Business Enterprises program so that the
affected project can participate in the Department of Transportation Financial Assistance
progran.

The BIP currently has ten on~call consultants for design and construction support and two
on-call consultants for program management support that were selected through a process
that mests the federal procurement requirernents. However, the terim of these contracts
expires in October 2014, after the final design work on the Sixth Street Viaduct Project
will be completed but before construction will begin. While, BIP will be developing a
new federal on-call consultant list for design and constiuction support and anticipates
having a five-year contract executed before the end of 2013, the sclection of the
consultant for this project cannot wait for the new list.
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The BIP has two options: BIP can solicit proposals from the established on-call list for
the project’s final design and amend the contract term upon award through the end of
construction; or BIP can award a final design contfract that expires in October 2014 and
then award a design consultant contract for the construction phase once a new on-call list
is established. This issue will be addressed as the project progresses.

City Staffing Plan

The magnitude of a $401 million project such as the Sixth Street Viaduct Improvement
Project is similar to the recently completed Police Administration Building Program
(3436 million). However the complexity of the bridge replacement itself is magnified
many times by the heightened Environinental process, complex right-of-way issues and
acquisitions, coordination with highway, river-way and railways, community sensitivities
and the multiple utilities infersecting this project. The Sixth Street Viaduct Improvement
Project is a de facto program mauch like the PAB was a program, and the staffing plan
reflects its enormity.

The Police Administration Building was authorized seven resolution authorities to
provide project management/construction management, These positions included a
Principal Civil Engineer PM III, a Senior Civil Engineer PM 11, a Senior Architect PM 11,
a Senior Management Analyst II, a Civil Engineer, and a Management Analyst 1L In
addition there was in-house staff augmentation from the PM/CM Consultant with eight
positions to assist with the project delivery.

Upon adoption of the Sixth Street Viaduct Improvement Project EIR by City Council, a
staffing plan (Attachment Six) for City Staff is proposed to provide the critical project
management and construction management support to the project. It is cwrently
projected that the City staffing need will be in the range of up to ten positions over the
term  of the project to manage the Preliminary Engineering Project
Approval/Environmental Document and Final Design Phase, as well as the Construction
and Project Close Out/Post Construction Phases. Of the ten positions, four will be
derived through the existing BIP staffing resolution authorities. Three of those four will
come from positions currenily assigned to ARRA projects that will be coming to
conclusion within the next year, The six additional new positions are recommended and
will be staffed in 2011-12 and 2012-13. The consideration of project and construction
management skills, technical skills and administrative skills play in the position selection
for this staffing plan.

A further consideration is the potential of utilization of CMAR as a project management
tool to manage the project scope. CMAR will require bringing City staff on board carlier
than the traditional Design-Bid-Build meihod for design and construction management,
development, coordination and review of developing project scope, schedules, plans,
RFL and submiitals,
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There are sufficient funds in the project budget to pay for City staff salaries and related
costs, The budget for Final Design is $20,000,000. It is estimated that 20% or
$4,000,000 will be allocated for City Staff. The budget for CE (Construction Support) is
$25,000,000. It is estimated that $8,000,000 wiil be allocated for City Staff, for a total of
$12,000,000 for City Staff costs. Our proposed staffing plan is approximately $9.6

million,

Fable §: Sixth Strest Viaduct Improvement Progaram Staffing AHocatlon by Fiscat Year

Euvironmental Document Status

The Administrative Draft of the Final Environmental Impact Report/Environmental
Impact Statement and Section 4{f) Evaluation has been reviewed for a second time by
Caltrans Headquarters Legal, The City is currently responding to 139 comments. The
target date for receiving a signed Environmental Impact Statement from Caltrans is early
October 2011.

Within the City, the approval process of the Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR)
includes:

Board of Public Works Hearing;
City Council Public Works and Transportation Commitiee Hearing; and

Council approval of the FEIR and Seismic Governance Comunittes Report on the
Financial Plan.

@
o

a

The target date for Council approval is before November 30, 2011, The ROD (Record of
Decision) is anticipated before the year end.

Community Onfreach

City of Los Angeles staff implemented extensive community oulreach activitiss fo
present the project considerations fo obtain feedback, The outreach activities began at the
inception of the PA/ED phase with the formation of the Community Advisory Cominittee
(CAC). The CAC members were a cross segment of community stakeholders and
included business owners, residents, non-profits, law enforcement officers, preservation
groups, representatives of City of Los Angeles and elected officials, The meetings with

T a1 FY 201102 o
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community stakeholders began as early as March 2007 and have been on-going on
regular basis. The list below highlights of the meetings held with stakeholders:

+  Public lnformation Meetings

- January 23, 2007: Art share Los Angeles
— January 25, 2007: Saint Isabel Church

+  Scoping Meetings
—~  August 14 & 16, 2007
»  Public Hearing-
— July 14 and 21, 2009
»  Stakeholder Group & Agency Meetings

— Febrnary 13, 2007: Boyle Heights Neighborhood Council Land Use
Committee

—  March 12, 2007: Boyle Heights Quadrant 4

— March 13, 2007: Downtown LA Neighborhood Council

—  May 9, 2007: Boyle Heights Quadrant 3

—  May 19, 2007: Boyle Heights Resident Homeowners Assoc.

—  October 3, 2007: Arts District Business Improvement District

— October 4, 2007; CRA/LA Eastside Region

—  October 29, 2007: LA Conservancy

—  Febroary 4 & March 24, 2008; Caltrans Participating Agency Meetings

—~ April 23, 2008: AIA Workshop

> Community Advisory Committee (CAC) Meetings

— #1: March 29, 2007

- #2: May 10, 2007

—~  #3: June 28, 2007

— #4: August 28, 2007
—  #5: November &, 2007
—  #6: March 26, 2008

-~ #7: October 28, 2008
—~  #8: February 12, 2009
- #9%: April §, 2009

—  #10; July 29, 2010

In addition to the meetings listed above, Bridge program staff held several briefings with
elected officials, Mayor’s siaff, Caltrans senior leadership, California Transportation
Commission members, City Council staff and affected business and property owners.

ITAk/dk
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Attachment No. One ~ May 27, 2010 SGC and August 4, 2010 CACG Report on FP
Attachment No. Two - HBP High Cost Commitment Letier

Attachment No, Three — October 25, 2010 SGC Report

Attachment No. Four — Revised Financial Plan dated August, 2011

Attachment No, Five — EIR Executive Summary

Attachment No. Six — Proposed Staffing Plan for FY 2011-12

cer Deborah Weintraub - BOE
M. Cardenas/ L. Hancock - CAO
I. Gibson/M. Rountree/P. Smith - CLA
J. Koo/ D. Kitagawa / 1. Wu /M. Yang — BOE
File: PG-1
18B0-A-1
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Bureau of Engineering

authorization of the four new positions.

ATTACHMENT SIX

BOE will 1ikze two existing positions (Sr Structural Engineer PM It and Structural Engineer Associate if) for Project Approval
and Environmental Doc Phase beginning FY 2011-12.  For the Final Design Phase beginning after January 2012, one
additional existing position (Structural Engineer Associate ) and the four new positions (Principal Civil Engineer PM 1il;
Structural Engineer PM 1, Management Anatyst | and Sr Clerk Typist) wili be assigned to the program pending approval and

SEVEM TOTAL FOR FY 20141 - 12

Total Tor FY 2011 12

1 9489-D  Principal Civil Engineer PM HI New o
1__ 9425-C _ Senior Structural Engineer PM il Existing BIP
1 7956-B  Structural Engineer PM | New
2 7957 Structural Engineer Associzte 1| Two Existing BiP - Currently ARRA positions
1 9184-2 Manzgement Analyst il MNew
1 1368 Senior Clerk Typist New
7 Three existing and four new resolution autherities

9489-0  Principal Civil Engineer PM 1l

New FY 2011-12

Existing BIP

*hegins in July 2011

79556-B  Structural Engineer PM |

New FY 2011-12

*begins in after Jan 2012

1
1 9425-C  Senior Structural Engineer PM 1
1
1

7356 Structural Engineer

New FY 2012-13

"begins in July 2012

*One begins in July 2011, ene it Jan

2 7957 Structurat Engineer Associate 11 Existing BIP - ARRA 2012 ; Both currently 2011/12 ARRA
positions posifions
. L . . Existing BiP - ARRA *Begins after July 2042: Currently
1 Civil Engineer Associate [} position 2011112 ARRA position
1 7957 Structural Engineer Associate 11 . NewFY 201112 “Begins after July 2012 .

1 9184-2  Management Analyst il

New FY 201112

*Begins after Jan 2012

1 1368 Senior Clerk Typist

TEN TOTAL FOR FY 2011-12 THROUGH FY 201718

New FY 2011-12

*Begins after Jan 2012

Four existing and six new resolution authorities
Total for FY 201212 thru 1713




ATTACHMENT ONE

CITY OF LOS ANGELES
INTER-DEPARTMENTAL CORRESPONDENCE

Date: May 27,2010

To: : Seismic Governance Comimities
Ray Ciranna, Interim City Administrative Officer, Chair
Gerry F. Miller, Chief Legislative Analyst
Gary Lee Moore, City Engincer

From: Julie Sauter, Program Manager(@/m

Bridge Improvement Program
Bureau of Engineering

Subject: 6" Street Viaduet Seismic Improvement Project — Financial PIan and
Recommendations for Project Financing

AUTHORITY TO ISSUE FINANCING FOR THE REPLACEMENT OF THE 6TH
STREET VIADUCT OVER THE LOS ANGELES RIVER (BRIDGE NO: 53C-1880) AND
THIE 6¢TH STREET OVERCROSSING, WHICH IS A PORTION OF THE US 101
HOLLYWOOD FREEWAY (BRIDGE NO. 53-0595).

RECOMMENDATIONS

That the Seismic Governance Committee approve and recommend that the City Council:

1. Authorize up to $72.4 million of MICLA short term bonds to cover the anticipated
cumulative annual federal and state funding allocation shortfalls for the project. The
principle of these bonds as well as the issuance and interest costs, estimated at $14.0
million will be reimbursed by federal Highway Bridge Program (HBP) funds, matched by
state Proposition 1B Local Bridge Seismic Retrofit Account (LBSRA) funds;

2. Approve the Advanced Construction funding plan shown in Table 1, “Project Funding
Plan with Advanced Construction Authority by Phase”. This table shows how Caltrans
will approve funding for each phase of the project (i.e. ROW or Construction) and then
allocate future years’ finding through an “Advanced Construction Authority”
mechanism. This authority also allows the City to gualify for the reimbursement of bond
costs.

DISCUSSION

Background

The Sixth Street Viaduct Seismic Improvement Project is funded with state and federal funds,
with a local City of Los Angeles match. The tofal project cost is estimated at $359.3 million,
which includes financing costs. The City is contributing $4 mitlion of the total project cost as
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local match. The funding plan has been incorporated into the project’s required Financial Plan!,
The Financial Plan needs to be submitted before the project secures its environmental Record of
Decision, anticipated in October 2010. Calfrans has approved the total funding for the project
with federal HBP funds matched by state Proposition 1B LBSRA funds. These funds are
stretched out over a longer time petiod than the project’s cash flow requires. Therefore, the City
will need to finance a portion of the cash flow to keep the project on schedule.

Funding Plan

The following charts show the project costs and the funding plan. These assumptions, including
the need to finance the cash flow, as described in the next section, are included in the Project’s
Financial Plan,

Chart 1: Project Costs

PROJECT: HASE “COST-(escalated) -
PA & ED (Project Approval and Environmental Doc) | § 15,316,356
Final Design (Plans, Spec, & Estimates) 10,900,600
ROW (Right of Way) 81,833,000
Trinancing Costs 2,890,395
Detour and Demo of Existing Viaduct 12,548,466
Reconstruction of Viaduct 210,566,290
CE (Counstroction Support) 15,145,600
Financing Cosis 11,986,247

Total Project Cost | § 359,325,754

! The Draft Firancial Plan for the Sixth Street Viaduct Seismic Improvement Project has been prepared in

accordance with federal requirements and consistent with FHWA Financial Plan Guidance. Federal Highway
Administration (FHWA) issued a Memorandum “Project Financial Plan Requirements under SAFETEA-LU"”
which directed every state Department of Transportation {DOT) and public agency receiving federal highway funds
ta propare Project Financial Plans for projects between $100 and 3500 million in accordance with the FHWA
Financial Plan Guidance issued May 2000 and wpdated on January 2007, This plan must be accepted by Caltrans
before the project’s environmental plan can be certified,

2
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Chart 2: Project Funding Plan

Federal Highway Bridge Program (HBP) $ 304.4 million

Funds

State Proposition 1B Bridge Seismic $ 36.7 million
{LBSRA) Funds

City Matching Funds — Prop, C Line $ 4.0 million

Item, CIEP and Prop. G Seismiec Bond

Other State Fands % 0.2 million
Reimbursement of Bond Finaneing Costs $ 14.0 million
{(Federal HBP with State Prop 1B
LBSRA match)
Total, Funding $ 359.3 million
Financing Needs

The following sections discuss:

e The federal and state funding allocation shortfalls and how they would be mifigated with
MICLA bonds;

e A way to accelerate state and federal funding and thereby reduce MICLA bonds needs;

e The monthly invoice reimburseinent assumptions; and

¢  Advanced Constroction Authority (AC).

Federal and State Funding Allocation Shortfalls and Need for MICLA Bonds: Caltrans has
agreed to program full funding for the 6™ Street Viaduct Project, but stretched out over a longer
time period. This allocation plan does not fit the Project’s cash flow needs but fully funds the
project over time. In order to keep the Project on schedule, the City would need to issue bonds
(i.e. MICLA) in the early years of the project and be paid back by the federal and state funds in
the Iater years of the project.

The federal guidelines allow the federal HBP grant, matched by Propesition 1B funds, to pay
back the bonds proceeds as well as the issuance and interest costs.”

% States and pubHc agencies can now receive Federal-aid reimbursements for a wide array of debt-related costs
incurred in connection with an eligible debt financing instrument, such as a bond, note, ceriificate, mortgage, or
iease, the proceeds of which are used to fund » project eligible for assistance undey Title 23. The issuer may be a
state, political subdivision, or a public authority,



ATTACHMENT ONE
Seismic Governance Committee Report

6" Street Viaduct Seismic Improvenient Project
May 20, 2010

The $72.4 million the City will need in MICLA bonds is the gap between the required funding
and the vearly reimbursement as follows and shown in Chart 4:

e The annual gaps in funding are projected to be $13.4 niillion in 2011, $1.4 million in
2012, $30.6 million in 2014, $18.5 in 2015 and $8.5 million in 2016, for a total of $72.4
million.

» The projected payback would be $0.7 million in 2013, $14 million in 2014, $45.4 million
in 2017 and $12.2 million in 2018, for a total of $72.4 million.

Chart 5 shows when the MICLA. bonds would be used and the assumed interest costs that would

be reimbursed. For this analysis, 5% interest costs, or a total of $14 million, were conservatively
assumed for MICLA bonds. The actual interest and issuance costs would be reimbursed by state
(Prop. 1B) and federal (HBP) funds.

Ability to Accelerate Funds from Caltrans: Calirans has restricted the funding each year to the
amounts listed in Table 2. But, each year, the City has potential to request additional funds that
other jurisdictions are unable to use, The overall state and federal funding for the 6™ Street
Viaduct project would not increase, but the amounts per year could be accelerated. If the City
successfully petitioned and received these funds, then the City could potentially reduce the
amount of MICLA funding it would need to borrow. The City will still need the authority for the
$72 million of MICLA bonds and will monitor the actual cash needs on a quarterly basis,

Mounthly Invoice Reimbursement Delays: For the fimds that will be available cach year
according to Caltrans, staff has conservatively assumed that the reimbursement of monthly
invoices will be delayed by fouwr months each during the Right-of-Way (ROW) phase and three
months each during the Construction phase. The Public Works Trust Fund will be used, up to a
maximum balance at any time of $10 million, to cover any potential delays in mvoice
reimbursements,

Advanced Construction Authority (AC): Table 1 shows how all of the funding is authorized
by Calirans on a phase by phase (ROW, construction, efc.) basis. It also reflects how the 6
Street Viaduct project is listed in the Federal Transportation Improvement Program (FTIP).

At the time of the authorization for each phase, Caltrans will allocate the first year’s funding and
then show the subsequent years’ funding as “Advanced Conslruction Authority” or “AC”,
Caltrans then allocates funds on a year by vear basis until all fonds are allocated.

Advanced Construction Authority (AC) is a way for Caltrans to program the full, multiyear
fanding commitments for the project while allocating funds on a year fo year basis. It does not

This change to the Federal-aid program was codified into permanent highway law as an amendment to Section 122
of Title 23 U1.5.C. Bond-related costs now eligible for Federal-aid reimbursement include interest payments,
retirement of principal, and any other cost incidental to the sale of an eligible bond {ssue.

The FHWA guidance states that the project must be approved as a Federal-aid debt-financed {bond, certificate, note,
or other debt instrument) project in order to receive payments for eligible debt-related costs under section 122. With
the approval of the 6™ St. Financial Plan, Caltrans will approve the project as a Federal-aid debt-financed project.

4
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require more Cily MICLA funds nor does it change the funding plan in Table 2. This authority
does allow the City to gualify for the reimbursement of any MICLA bond issuance and interest
costs.

In the unlikely event that the state or federal government would no longer have a transportation
funding program, then Caltrans could not allocate the future years’ funding for the project. Inn
that case, the City would have the option to defer or cancel the project.

Timeline

The Finance Plan, which includes the assumptions for financing, must be submitted to and
accepted by Caltrans prior to the certification of the 6 Street Viaduct Project environmental
document, anticipated in October 2010. The Draft Financial Plan has been submitted to Caltrans
for their review and Caltrans has prepared a draft approval letter. The Caltrans approval letter
will be finalized once the City approves the recommendations in this report for financing and
Advanced Construction Authority,

Attachments:

Attachment A:
e Table 1, Project Funding Plan with Advanced Construction Authority by Phase
s Table 2, Smnmary of cash flow and financing needs — costs and funding by fiscal year.
e 'Table 3, Right-of-Way financing needs

e Table 4, Construction financing needs

Attachment B:
o 6" Street Viaduct Seismic Improvement Project Fact Sheet

c: Councilmember Jose Buizar
A. Cubas /P, Habib - CD14
J. Koo /D, Weintraub — BOE
J, Gibson/ P. Bmith — CLA
M, Cardenas / L. Hancock — CAO



Chart 4: Appual Fundine Shortfalls and Reimbursement Schedule

. ._~Annual Finding Shoitfalls and Reimbursémentsi(§ in/000's)

Fiscal Year 2010-11 201112 2012-13 2013-14 2014-15 201516 21617 2017-18 Total
Shortfalis $ (134011 % {1401 $ {30,551)| $ (18,503} 5 (8,503) $  (72,359)
Reimbursements $ 76615 14,036 £ 45346 |5 1221113 72359

Chart 5: Recommended City of LA Financing to Keep 67 Street Viaduct Project on Schednle

. Recommiended City of LA Financing by Project Phase (5 11:000'5) .

Project Phase 20106-11 2031-12 2012-13 2013-14 2014-15 2015-16 2016-17 2017-18

ROW
MICLA Boud Issue (July) 1§ 13,401 5 13,401
Interest Costs 670 670 670 670 - - - - 2,680
MICLA Bond Issue (July) 1,401 1,401
Interest Cosis 70 70 70 - - - ~ 210
Total Bond Proceeds-ROW 13,401 1,401 - - - - - - 14,802
Total Interest Costs-ROW 670 740 746 749 . - - - 2,890

Construction
MICLA Bond Issue (July) 30,551 30,551
Interest Costs 1,328 1,528 1,528 1,528 - 6,110
MICL.A Bond Issue (July) 18,503 18,503
Interest Costs 925 925 925 925 3,701
BICLA Bond Issue (July) 8,503 8,503
Interest Costs 425 425 425 1,275
Total Bond Proceeds-CON - - - 30,551 18,503 8,503 - - 57,557
Total Interest Costs-CON - - - 1,528 2,453 2,878 2,878 1,350 11,086

ROW and Coustruction
Total Bond Proceeds $ 1340113 1,401 | - $ 30,551 | % 18503 % 8,503 | 3 - $ - 5 72,359
Total Interest Costs 3 670 1 § 740 | $ Ta0 1 % 2,268 [ 8 2,453 | 8 2,878 [ 8 2,878 | § 1,350 1% 13,977
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Table 1: Programmed Costs and Funding Sources

Fiscal Year
Phase Summary 260708 8 Prioe 2018-09 200910 201019 201112 2012-93 207314 Beyond Total
BE 135,000,006 5/316,358 TS - . M g R TN TR LT
ROW - . . 54,723,395 . . . . 84,723,395
Construction and CE . - . . ) " 245,386,003 - 249,266,003
Total ] & 18,000,000 S A1,350 X TRLTEag - TS 548,986,008 8 - |5 359335754
Fiscal Year
Fund Source Summary 200700 & Prioe 200809 204940 2070411 201412 201213 201314 Beyond Total
Feds [ 12,800,000 FEEGEL {6,060,000) § 28,855,000 20,008,060 T0,000,006  § 65,005,622 § 170,095,098 | § 916,004,605
Local Match 3,200,000 4,863,271 (B53,000) 7,126,561 {2,591,212) (2,591,212) 20,170,838 (22,415,075) 4,210,271
LSSRP Bond - - “ 2,591,212 2,597,212 2,591,212 8,422,167 22,115,075 38,310,878
Local AG - - 8,453,000 46,152,622 [20,600,000)  (20,000,000) 156,687,276  [170,682,898) .
Total =5 5 16,000.000 5316958 T EEA725,395 . TS BA9.206,003 & {3 358435751
Fiscal Year
PE Summary 200708 & Prior 200809 200810 2090411 209132 201213 201344 Beyond Tutal
Fed§ 1§ 12,600,000 7,453,085 (8,000,000) $ 8,453,000 % 21,106,085
Logal Match 3,200,060 1,863,271 {353,000) 4,290,271
LSSRFP Bond -
Local AC 8,853,060 {8,853,000) -
Total =z |5 16,000,000 37516,388 s - P P - 5 R
Fizcal Year
ROW Summary 2007-08 &.Prior 200809 200910 201911 201412 201213 201314 Beyond Total
Fed § ' T 20,000,000 20,000,008 %0,000,000 & 75,005,627 % 75,008,632
Loca Match 7,126,561 (2,59%,213) (2,591,212 (1,944,337} -
LSSRF Bond 2,591,212 2,501,212 2,501,212 1,944,137 9717773
Lacal AG 55,005,622 (20,000,000)  (20,000000)  (15,005,522) A
Total e=t-1 5 - - - 3 84,723,395 - - 3 - 3 - % 84,723,395
Fiscal Year
Gonsiruction Summary 2007-08 & Peior 200809 200940 201811 2014-12 2012043 2013-14 Beyond Total
Fed & § 50,000,000 § 170,602,808 | § 220,092,388
Local Mateh 22,115,078 [2%,118,075) -
LSSRP Bond 6,478,030 22,115,075 28,593,105
Local AC 170,802,808 (170,692,898} .
Total > | 3 . N g R ™3 749,786,000 5 -5 548.986.008

%S HH
Loca) AC; Locat Advanced Construction Authority
Data replicaied from Caltrans summary of 2008/5-2013/14 Highway Bridge Program, dated 3/24/2010,
This chart 1s the Caltrans Federal Transportation Improvement Program (FTIP) listing for this project.
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Table Z: 6th Street Viaduet Project Cash Flow and Finanaing Requirements

Frecal Year
FHASE U708 & Prier 2008-05 2009-10 201011 201113 201213 2013-14 207415 201518 261647 201718 Total
PAED (Proj Approval and Envir Doc) b1 8,433,785 $2,763,245 § 4114326 % - 5 - [ - % - H3 - % - 3 - 3 - $ 15,316,356
Final Design {PS&E) - - 5,000,000 5,000,000 - - - - - - 40,000,000
Syalotal, PAED antd PSSE am> 8,438,785 2,763,245 4,114,528 5,000,000 5,004,000 - - - - - - 25,315,356
ROW {Right of Way} - - - 36,000,000 24,000,000 21,833,000 - - - - ~ 81,833,000
ROW Financing Cosis - - - - - - 2,890,385 - « - - 2,880,385
Sehtolal, ROV s - - n 36,000,000 24,800,000  21,333.000 2,390,395 - - = - 34,723,395
CONSTRUGTION COST {GON)
Detowr and Demo of Existing Viaduct - - - - - - 1%,548,466 - - - - 12,548,488
Reconstruction of Viaduet - - - - - - 70,000,000 70,000,000 E0,000,000 10,506,280 - 210,508,280
G (Construction Support) - . - - - - 4500000 5,000,000 5,000,000 45,000 . 45,145,000
Construction Financlug Costs - - - ~ - - - - - " - 4,086,247 11,088,247
Subtatsl, Constructivn and CE—> - - - - - - 87,048,456 75,000,000 65,000,000 11,151,250 11,086,247 245,286,063
Totnl Project & Financing Costs 5 8,438,765 $2,763,245 5§ 4,114,326 541,000,000 525,000,000 21,833,006 385,938,861 $75000.000 3 65.000,000 £141,151,280 S511.086,247 § 3 355,325,754
Fiscal Yoar
FUNDING 200708 & Preoy 200849 200910 - 201011 2014-12 2012-13 2013-14 2074-18 201516 2018-17 209718 Total
Highway Bridge Program [HEP) « PA/ED/PSEE 5 §,751,028 52,210,586 3 3,291,461 § 4428500 § 4,428,500 & P - % - % . & - % - 13 21,706,088
Mighway Bridge Program (HBP] - ROW - - - 20,600,000 20,000,000 20,000,000 12,446,755 . - - - 72,445,755
Highway Bridge Program (HBP) - Construction - - - - “ - 50,000,000 50,000,000 50,000,000 50,080,000 16,578,244 218,878,244
Highway Bridge Program (HBF) - Financing Costs - “ - - n » 2,558,867 - - - 2,814,654 12,373,521
Subtotal, HBP Funds «—> 5,791,028  2,21C,596 3,291,461 24,426,500 24,426,500 20,000,000 65,005,622 50,000,000 50,000,000 50,000,000 20,552,888 346,804,605
Prop 18 Lecst Bridge Scizmic Relrofits ROW l - - - 2,598,870 2,558,870 2,598,870 1,845,504 8,642,113
Prop. 1B Locul Bridge Scismit Retrofit- Const B,241,306 5,497,175 E4987,175 56,437,175 1,332,841 27,685,643
Pron 18 Logal Bridge Seismic Retrofit- Financing Costs - - - - - - 331,528 - ~ - 4,271,593 1,603,121
Suglotal, Prop 18 Funds ~> - - - 2,598,270 2,598,570 2,598,870 8,418,339 6,457,776 5,497,175 5,497,175 2,504,404 28,310,878
Other Staie Funds 200,000 - - - - ) - - ~ - - - 200,300
City Matehing Punds 1,487,757 552,849 822,565 573,500 573,500 - - - - - - 4,010,271
'Total Funding 5 8,438,785 % 2.73?5,2&5 3 4,114,326 $27,598,870 327,588,370 $22593870 $73,423981 $56487175 $56,497.175 & 55,55?,175 $23,297,302 § § 359,225,754
Local Bonds - - - 13,401,120 1,401,430 - 30,561,284 18,502,825 5,502,825 - - 72,358,200
Fayback of Local Bonds - - - - - 765,870 14,036,390 - - A5,345,8B5 12,21%,0588 72,358,200
Curnulative Balanca j [ - 3 = ] - $33,401130 S14,802,260 $14.036390 £20,551,2%1 $45084,116 557,556,941 312211056 § B 1
Project Costs 8,438,785 2,763,245 4,114,326 414,000,000 29,000,000 21,833,000 B7,042,4686  V5000,000  E5,000000 11,151,230 - 345,349,112
Financing Costs-nterest Sniy” - - - - - - 2,830,285 ~ - - 11,086,247 13,978,642
Total Brojest & Financing Costs 3 6,438,765 5C.763,245 § 4,114,025 341,000,000 $20.000,000 521,835,000 3 b9,030,581 & 75,000,000 $ 65,000,000 319,159,290 S 11686247 | & 358,395 754
= Fi i (i £and § i ili b AP
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Table 3z Sth Stroet Visduet Project Cach Flow and Fisanelng Requirements « ROW
Reimbursement Turnaround Seenarior ddenths

[EH) =) &3} 2] {5} {8} [E] {8} [B] 1o} {11) {12) {13
. . HICLA WMIELA Tozal Project & | Total Projuct & HEP/Prop 18 -
’;’::;j’ Mong  FIEELEOE P’;ﬁx;’“ Interast Gost interest Cost  MIGLA intorest | MICLA interes P?ﬁﬁz‘;‘s p“:‘ﬁ';:k Rekmpursetent | 1o 0o e
¥ Qrly Annuzal CostMomhly | GostAanusl i Wonthly © al
1 GCel-2010 $ 3,080,000 ¥ 3,005,000 40,404,930 % - 10,401,130 -
2 Nowatld 3,045,000 3,000,000 7,401,430 -
3 Dow20i0  3,000.000 167,514 3,187,514 4223,648 -
4 don2011 3,006,000 | stk RW 3,009,000 1,200,646 -
5 Pamaiti 3000000 2,600,000 000,000 1,233,816 -
& Margail  3,000.000 1BT,514 2167514 1,000,000 1,068,102 -
T Apr20tt 3000000 1.000.900 3187514 1,233,616 -
B May20tt 3,000,000 3,000,000 3,000,000 1,233,616 .
8 Jun2gst 3000000 167,612 21467515 3,000,200 1,068,102 .
1@ Jukgoll 2000000 3,900,000 3,467,514 1,233,618 -
11 AU 3000000 3,000,030 3,000,800 1,243,616 -
2 Sep2971 3000000 | 38.900.500 187.514 670,058 3,187,814 1 35,670,050 1,203,842 (570,055) 70,050
EE] DETas T 2,000,000 2,000,000 7,401,130 S503 617 3,604,740 s
14 Mow20tT 2,000,000 2,000,000 3,000,000 4,634,745 -
15 Dee201t 7090008 184,028 2,485,028 2,000,000 5,440,718 -
18 Jea2012 2,000,000 2.000,000 3,187,514 8.617,232 .
17 Feb0i2 2,008,000 2,006,000 2,006,040 8017232 -
18 Mar2;Z 2000000 155,028 2,185,028 2,000,000 6452203 .
18 ApeR1Z 2,000,009 2,000,900 2,185,026 6617,232 .
3 MayeiZ 2000008 2,000,000 2,002,000 8,817,232 -
21 JusODi2 2,008,000 185,028 2,185,028 342,655 4774859 -
22 Jugdiz 2000000 2,000,000 2,774,859 -
23 Auganiz 2,000,000 2,000,600 774,854 -
24 Sepap1z 2000000 | 24,000,000 165,028 740,413 285.028 | 28740143 (1,410,168 1,410,108
I T T T 718,417 16,027,401 6,757,515 -
25 Nowzglz 1819417 1.819,417 2,000,000 8,674,398 -
7 Dowaiz  LERMT 135,028 2,004,445 2,009,000 8,073,954 -
3 Jee2013 135447 1,810,477 2,185,028 7,436,565 .
28 Fob20id 1815417 1,810,417 1810417 7,336,555 -
30 Mee2BiE 1818417 195,028 2,004,445 1,318,477 7454557 -
3 Apr20id 1,818,447 1,818,417 2,004,445 7 538,585 -
2 MayRDi3  1gte AT 1,530,817 743,162 263,211 -
33 anam3 810,447 185,028 2,004,445 4258,865 -
d duentd 15647 1,518,417 3,430,440 -
35 AgEI 1,318,417 4,818,417 520,032 -
35 Sepamin  naleAtY | 21,815,000 185,028 740,113 2004645 | 2357341 5765.370) (2150282) 2,150,282
37 Jet2013 - 10,542,384 8,393,117 -
a8 Now2oid . L5847 10,212,528 -
38 Dec26is 195,020 185,028 1818417 11,648,996 .
0 Jan20td . 2,004,445 3,859,381 -
4 Fop20td . - 43,851,351 -
42 Marzbts 185,028 185,028 - 13,668,333 -
8 AprRDt . 185,028 14,854,361 -
4 May-20t . - 13,851,361 -
4S5 Jure2DH4 185,028 185,026 - 13,668,333 -
a5 Julpois - 485,028 12,351,381 -
47 Aug0M4 - - 12,854 261 .
48 SepD0i4 - 155 028 740,413 185,028 740,112 344,846 260 - (370,657 170057
PO T L) 56,628 T165,020) 745,028
50 Now20id - (135,029)] 185,029
1 Dec-20M - (185.025) 85,029
52 Jan-2015 185,028 I o
53 Fabaots - ) 0
54 Mana0is - © 0
TOTAL S BTA000 T IIS0a000 5 2050085 i Tmenams 3 GATLa%s B BATEigee S IL005400 § 1LA0Lie § SATEaEE Wa W
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‘Tabie 4: Gth Street Vinduce? Project Canh Flow 2nd Financing Reguirements - CORSTRUCTION & CE SUPPGRT
Salb , !

: Eonths
[u] =] [E8) 3] ] ] ) ta) {5 [ o 1z 13}
Tetxd Profert & | Tatal Profect & HBfifrop 1B

involce Projact Cost PioJert Cast | MICLAIntarest WICLA Intorost HiCLA Praject Cosks PWTF Lian

Fofga oA Hontly At CosiGtly  CostAmnual '35&%'2'::.;‘ WISLAINELOSE | procpegy  MICHA Payback Rt | uianco Batancs
1 Dog2M13 3 8,704,847 361,801 4 508673 5 882t % . 21,494,553 N
2 Jan20i4 3704,847 8,704,857 2,756,707 -
Kl Falb-2019 3,704,847 8,704,847 4,054,850 -
4 Morzgia 3,709,847 350,691 8,086,738 9.088,738 4,054,850 -
H Apr-2014 8,704,247 8,704,047 2,704,847 4,054,680 -
8 Woy2ei4 3,754,845 8,704,847 8,704,347 4,054,850 -
7 Jun-2014 8,704,847 351,821 9,008,738 2.080,738 4,054,260 -
) Junemia 3,704,847 8,704,547 8,704,847 4,054,560 -
g Aug-2ria 3,704,647 8,794,847 8,704,847 4,054,260 -
10 500-2014 8,704,847 7,048,368 2e4.885 1,577 565 8,088,730 9,086,738 4,054,800 .
T Cetatid 3,250,080 5,250,000 IB502.825 8,109,847 23012521 -
12 7 Nowenid §,250,000 £,250,500 8,704,847 arASTAE -
13 Daczbtd 0,250,800 13,178 8,883,176 2,086,738 20,090,539 -
14 Jan-201% 0,250,800 £,250,000 6,250,800 29,680,838 -
15 Fube2lis §,260.000 8,258,000 8,250,000 29,000,030 -
12 Klapais 825,000 213,175 3.853,176 6,593,778 20,800 830 -
7 Apra15 8,250,000 6,250,000 5.095,3€3 25,496.082 -
18 Map2a15 5.250,000 5,250,000 22,246,083 -
18 Junza15 8,250,000 613,376 6,863,578 15,382,906 -
n Ju-2015 8,250,000 6,230,000 B,1)2.808 -
2t Aug015 5.250,000 6,250,500 52803 -
22 Sep2015 5.250.000 75,000,000 £13.478 2,452.708 £.582.478 [3,680.270) 2.080.278
P2 ) 016 6AT 5410087 3502825 35,820,210 36,027,097 -
2 Nowa2015 5,816.607 $418.867 250,000 28,860,431 -
25 Dac-2045 5 0607 Tina 6,134,128 2,880,176 40,587,478 -
5 Jam2D18 ZMG,6HT 5419607 462,760 3E633,607 -
g Fohe20'6 5,415,657 5,418,867 21,216,935 .
2 Mete-2058 5,416,887 718,362 6,138,128 27,080,806 -
25 Apr-2016 5,418,087 5419657 21,684,139 -
£l Mi-2018 5,410,007 5,410,687 16,247,473 -
an Jun2ee 5,418,667 718,462 8,108,428 W1, -
a2 Juk019 5,415,667 5,416,887 ALRESTE -
23 BUgIoIg 5,415,507 $,416.587 (721,089 721,089
1] Sop-2018 5,418,867 65,009,000 TIB 462 2877847 B,136.126 16.858.111 £.853.117
E) 0016 ¥ G821 AU A8 70%,/ 64 -
a8 Nowz01E 529,274 920,274 47,780,500
ar Cue-Z38 828,274 Tin462 1,645,738 48,131,774 -
3 JaZ017 529,204 929,274 45,202,489 -
3 Fab-2017 929,274 520,274 44,773,225 -
ki Horz0v7 $28,214 Tig402 1,848,738 42,024,488 .
at Ap-2017 229,276 “820.274 41,605,215 -
a May-2017 928,274 529274 40,765,641 -
43 Jan-2017 928,274 715482 1,643,795 26,157,705 -
44 Juket? DIB2T4 829374 34,187,049 v
45 Aug20n? 92F,274 428,274 37,258,857 B
48 Sup-2017 928,274 14,159,200 710,402 2677847 1,048,736 30,554,201 5.058,830 -
ar [t - 19,368,000 24,527,830 3
25 How-2017 - 220,774 25,358,013 -
44 Dec-2017 a75.141 675,141 1,658,718 25330506 -
=0 Jan2018 . - 26330.508 -
5¢ Feb-2018 - - 2530508 -
b1 Minr-2018 75,143 575,141 7,105,650 075,741 {875,342 575,182
53 Apr-2018 B - (875,342 §75,142
5i May:2018 - - {675,142} 875,142
55 Jure2018 - 675,541 0] 3
55 Ju2013 - - {0 P
57 Augragiy - - () o
58 Sop-2043 1.350.282 - - ] 5
T Terztia - - 1) T
o8 Naw-2910 - - 1} [}
&1 Dac-2013 - - 1)
L3 Japa2n1a - - {2} [
G Feb-2013 - - 1) ]
7] Mar2018 - 10} [}
23 Ap-201% - 1) 1

o a
TOTAL 3 138.199,058 S L38195,448 § INUS5,247 3 1,088,747 § 240,385,003 § T % 57556081 & 57,556,841 § 248,206,003 nla W
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ATTACHMENT ONE

Aftachment B

6™ Street Viaduct Project Fact Sheet



ATTACHMENT ONE

PROJECT LOCATION/DESCRIPTION

» Located in a highly urbanized area just east of
Downtown Los Angeles,
a Spans (Project length approximately [ mile)
s Hollywood Freeway (US 101)
o Los Angeles River
o Union Pacific, Metrolink and future California
High Speed Rail

« Local skreets

FUNDING IS CRITICAL FOR SEISMIC SAFETY

= Viaduck was built in 1932, one of the oldest on system,

s Prop 1B project located in the highest population zone.

s Longest most complex right-of-way Prop 1B project.

» One of the most seismic vulnerable not retrofitled or
replaced.

s 70% probability of failire for a design level earth
quake within 50 years asnd the probability increases
every year!

« Severe concrele deterioration from Alkali Silica Reactiv-
ity (ASR) continues to weaken the structure!

o Collapse due to seismic vulnerabilities or ASR dete-
rioration will Iiave a major impact on transportation
corridors!

«» Roadway geometric defictencies contribute to on-going
traflic accidents,

Federal Highway Bridge Program (HBP) Funds*®

Prop. 18 Local Brldge Seismic {LBSRA) Funds* 384

Other State Funds 0.2

City Matching Funds 4.0
PROJECT FUNDING TOTAL $359.3

< tngludes reimbursenient of City Ruancing costs

COMMITMENT OF FUNDING ENSURES SEISMIC
SAFETY

» ‘the project costs have increased by $§104.6 million
« Factors for cost increase:
» Public input o maintaining the signature nature of
the existing bridge
» Jncreased right-of-way needs

PROJECT SCHEDULE 1S "COMPETING AGAINST
TIME™

Construction Start
Construction Completion

December 2013
December 2018




FORM GEN. 180

CITY OF LOS ANGELES
INTER-DEPARTMENTAL CORRESPONDENCE

0160-01545-0000

Date: August 4, 2010
To: City Coungil
~ From: Miguel A, Santana City Admsmsiratwe Ofﬂcer

Gerry F. Miller, Chief Legislative Analyﬁ%&/é\

Subject: SIXTH STREET VIADUCT INMPROVEMENT PROJECT — FINANCIAL PLAN

Sumfnagg ‘
At if July 28, 2010 meeling, the Seismic Governance Committes considered a report from the

Bureau of Engineering relative to the Financial Plan for the Sixth Street Viaduct Improvement
Project (SSVIP). Based on that repoit, the City Administrative Office and Chief Legislative
Analyst are transmitting joint recommendations to enable the City to complete the dempolition
and replacement of the Sixth Street Viaduct over the Los Angeles River.

. The Sixth Street Viaduct (City No. 1275, State No. 53C1880), a reinforced concrete structure:
-with steel arches over the Los Angeles River, is a historical landmark built in 1932. The bridge
is one of California’s longest bridges in a high population zone, spanning more than 3,600 fest.

It also setves as an important fransportation east-west corridor, linking Boyle Heights and
downfown Los Angeles by carrying two lanes of traffic in each direciion over the Los Angeles
River, Santa Ana Freeway, several railfoad fracks and suiface streets. The viaduct is
composed of three independent structures: the reinforced concrete west portion, the central
steel arch section over the Los Angeles River, and the reinforced concrete east portion. The

portion of the bridge spanhing over the |-5 Freeway is owned by Caltrans.

The Sixth Street Viaduct suffers from a condition known as Alkali Silica Reactivity (ASR) which
weakens the concrete strength and limits the ability to refrofit the bridge fo current standards.
The bridge Is listed on Calfrans’ mandatory seismic retrofit list and analyses performed indicate
that this bridge has a 70 percent probability of failure, as compared to a stapdard of 10
percent, during a 7.0 magnitude earthquake within the next 50 years. This probability of failure
increases every year. There are no known methods to reverse or stop ASR and if nothing is
done to mitigate the ASR Impact, the concrete elements will crumble and fall apart. No other
bridge in the City has this severe condition and it is imperative that the City replace the bridge
structure.

Project Scope and Budaet

Since 2001, the Bureau of Engineering (BOE) has undertaken various preliminary aclivities
related to the SSVIP, including community outreach, environmental analysis, planning and
geotechnical studies. In addition to these activities, the project site was visited by the
California Transportation Commission on September 9, 2009 fo understand the issues related
fo the bridge structure and review the ASR impact on the structure.




The scope of the project includes: design, demolition of the existing bridge, associated right of
way acquisitions and construction of a replacement bridge. The project Is anticipated to take
six years from cerfification of the environmental documents, through design, right of way
acquisition, construetion and beneficial cccupancy. The fotal cost estimate for the SSVIP is
$369.3 million. The source of funds for the project includes the following:

s $316.8 million (88%) — Federal Highway Bridge Program
s $38.3 million (11%) - State Proposition 1B, Local Bridge Seismic Retrofit Program
e $4.2 million {1%) - City of Los Angeles (Proposition G & Proposition G}

The federal and state monijes are allocated on an annual, reimbursement basis. The annual
aliocations contain specific dollar caps associated with distinet project phases, lLe., right of
way, design, and construction. As a general rule, the federal government will refmburse right of
way costs at $20 million per year and the State will match this with $2.5 million per year. For
construction costs, the federal reimbursement will increase to $50 million per year with a state
match of $6.4 million. The City's annual costs for the project, however, are expected to
exceed these amounts, which will require gap and front-funding. Therefore, it is recommended
that the Council approve the use of Advanced Consiruction Authority (AC) process, as
described below, for the construction of the SSVIP and utilize MICLA for the necessary gap
financing needs. :

Advance Construction Authority (AC)

The process known as Advance Construction Authority (AC) allows local jurisdictions to
cornmit funds in advance of federal and state budget authorty. In order {o take advantage of
this process, the City must apply te Caltrans and demonstrate sufficient funds to cover project
costs until federal reimbursements are available. Not only will fimiting the Gily's work fo match
the federal and state funding amounts increase the total project cost, it is infeasible during the
construction phase. In order for the City to complete the project in a timely and cost-effective
manner, as well as take advantage of the low local match requirement, it will be necessary for
the City to use the AC process.

The City's expenses related to the MICLA expenses (principal, cost of issuance and debt
seivice) are allowable federal and state grant expenditures. This means that the Cily will
eventually be fully reimbursed for these costs. The risk to the City of underiaking AC is that if
federal funds are not provided, it would be necessary for the City to identify up to $359 million
to complete the project or cancel the project. It is unlikely that the federal government would
not provide the funding they have committed fo this project, however, the timing and nature of
a new federal surface fransportation bill makes the receipt of the City's funds uncertain. A new
federal fransportation bill should be in place before the award of the construction contract for
the bridge, however, if is possible that reauthorization will not take place uniil after the 2012
elections. Financial risk {o the City could be mitigated if the award of the bridge construction
contract occurs after Congress approves a new reauthorization of Federal surface
transportation funding, although reimbursements would still lag behind expacted expenditures.
Staff ‘recommends that the City Engineer be required to obfain Council authority before
executing the consfruction contract for this project.

It is possible that additional federal doflars would be available annually and, if awarded to the

City, could reduce the amount of the MICLA budget for this project. The City's financial

exposure and need for MICLA funding may also be reduced if the City is awarded federal

monies that are unspent by other jurisdictions, These additional federal monies are known as

Additional Obligation Authority {OA) and the amount available annually ranges from $20 milfion
2




to $200 million statewlde, This year, the amount of QA available for the SSBRP may be as
high as $95 million and may be granied to the Cily if all our environmental documents are
completed by August 2010,

In order for the SSVIP to move forward, Caltrans has requested that the City’s governing body
approve the use oflocal AC and the funding source, such as MICLA, as a cash flow source for
the vearly project expenses that exceed the federal and state annual reimbursements. The
City would assume responsibility for the project costs until all yearly state and federal
allocations have been dishursed. As the project progresses, project budget authority
responsibility shifts from the City o the federal funding until the federal and state monies fully
fund the project. Other jurisdictions such as San Franciseo, San Diego and Long Beach also
have large-scale bridge replacement projects that are being constructed through the AC
process.

MICLA Authority

As stated above, by approving the financial plan, the Cily s committing to cash flow project
expenditures until annual federal and state refimbursements are available. The cash flow
mechanism proposed is the issuance of up to $72.4 million in MICLA over the life of the
“project. This MICLA issuance falls into the City's 7.5 percent ceiling debt category because the
issuance has dedicated funding repayment sources, The City has sufficlent capacity within this
category fo proceed with the issuance. This MICLA issuance will not affect the City's self-
imposed five percent ceiling on non-voter approved debt because, as noted above, the City's
expenses telated to the MICLA are allowable federal and state grant expenditures. It is
estimated that, over the next six years, interest costs of $14 million will be financed by the
General Fund and later reimbursed by the federal and state funding sources.

{t is recognized that the MICLA requirement for this project is a significant commitment from
the City. While there are a number of other capital projects that have been deferred because
MICLA funding for these projects was suspended, the SSVIP is a high priority project with only
a small portion of [ocal funding required. [t is important to nofe that the deferred capital projects
were subject to the Gily's six percent ceiling on non-voter approved debt, which created
additional General Fund debt. The MIGLA authorsty recommended for this project will not be a
long-term General Fund obligation.

~ BOE and fheir financial consuitant prepared the following chart that shows annual anticipated
project expenses, planned federal and state reimbursements, MICLA cash flow required and
_ projected MICLA repayments: .

Fiscal Year Anficipated Available ' MICLA Cashfiow | MICLA Payback
Expenses Reimbursements | Required
Prior yrs $ 153 $ 153 $ 00 3 o00f
2011 $ 410 P 276 $ 134 $ 00
2012 $ 200 b 278 $ 14 $ 0.0
2013 $ 218 $ 226 $ 0.0 $ 08
.1 2014 . % 889 $ 734 ' 306 $ 141
2015 $ 750 $ 565 $ 18.5 $ 0.0,
2016 $ 650 § 565 $ 85 $ 0.0
2017 $ 412 $ 565 $ 0.0 $ 453
2018 $ 111 $ 233 _ $ 00 $ 12.2
Total $ 3503 $ 3583 $ 72.4 $ 724

3




The tentative MICLA drawdown schedule agsumes MICLA Is usead to fund project involces and
that federal and state relmbursements are prosessed gnd revelved within four months, The
refmbursements would then be used {o cash flow subsequent project Involees on a revolving
basis until the annual federal and state relmbursement limits are reached. Once the annual
relmbursements are exhausted, the City would use MICLA to cover additlonal invelces until the
heglhning of the next federal and state flacal vear when new annual allocatlons would: be
avallable,

RECOMMENDATIONS:
That the Counall, subjeat to the approval of the Mayor;

1. AUTHORIZE the Cily Engineer to execufe and submit an Advanced Constructlon
Pracess flnanclal plan for the 8ixth Sfreet Viaduet Improvement Project fo the
appropriate federal and state autherities for approval;

2. AUTHORIZE the issuance of up to $72.4 million in MIGLA financing o cash flow the
Sixth. Street Bridge Project with the understanding that all of the Cliy's costs related to
this financing will be fully relmbursable from federal and state grants;

3. INSTRUGCT the City Engineer to provide monthly updates on the status of this project to
the Selsmlo Gevernance Commlttee and requive a speelflo authorizing action by the City
Council befors each phase of the proect Is undertaken and prior to the award of the
consfruetlon contyaet for this project.

FISGAL IMPAGY

Use of $72.4 milllon In MIGLA funding will reqitire that the General Fund inltlally cash flow the
Interest costs agsovlated with this fransaction. The antlclpated interest cost of $14 mililon Is
ineluded In the total estimated cost of the project of $380.3 milllon. The preject's federal and
state grant funding sources will fully relmburse the Cly for these MICLA costa. In the unlikely
event that a new federal transportation bill Is not approved, the City would be responsible for
glther egmpleting or canceling the project. We recommend that the Clly Englneer obtain City
Counell authorlty to award the constructlon contract for this project so that we can be assured
that & new Federal surfdce transportatlon blll has beenr authorlzed by Congress by the
construction award date,

Attac:hmems

6" Strest Viaduct Selsmic Improvement Project Initlal Financlal Plan

Bureayu of Englneering Report-Authorfty to [ssue Flnancing for the Replacemant of t"lra 6”‘
Bireat Viaduct over the Los Angeales River-dated May 27, 2010,

MAB:GFMILEHMSRI05110002




ATTACHMENT TWO

EDM UMD 3, DROWM Ir,, Qovemor

DEPARTMINT OI‘ TRANSPORTATION
DIVISION OF LOCAL ASSISTANCE, MS

11201 STREET

P, 0. BOX 942874

SACRAMENTO, CA. 94274-0001

PHONE (916) 6531776

PAX (016) 6542409

M, Garry Moore

City Enginesr

Clty of Los Angeles
1149 8, Broadway

Log Angeles, CA 20015

ATTN: Jim Trerdaway
Seismic Bond Group

Dear Mr. Treadaway:

Flexyour powerl
Bg energy efftolentt -

Fone 27, 2011

FTIB/BATIP Il LAOGI4
BRLEZD-5006(342)/(664)

Sixth Strect Bridge Replacement Project -

The purpose of this leter is to commmit the California Department of Transpottation
(Depariment) to fund the Sixth Street Bridge Replacement Project {Project) consistent with
the attached draft-project funding sheets, The Department requesis the City of Los Angsles
(Agenocy) fo concur with this letier and attached funding sheets and covamit local resoutces
consistent with the most recent financislly constrained Program Iist for the Los Angeles
County reglon, dated 3/28/2011, previously transmiited to the Southem Californis
Association of Governments (8CAG). The Agency should follow vp with the SCAG fo
ensure timely incotporation of the Program Jist info the Federal. Trmmportation Improvement,

Program (FTIP).

The Department, in cooperation with the Local Assistance Highway Bridge Program (HBP)
Advisory Commities (California Streets & Highway Code Section 2413), has implemented a
policy (Office Bulletin 11-02) to fand high cost projects, Members of Local Agsistance HBP
Advisory Committes include the Department (Chaix), representatives from the League of
Californds Cities, the Californin State Association of Conntles, the Californla Association of
Couneils of Governments, California Transportation Commission staff, and the Federnl

Highway Administration,

It has been demonstrated that high cost projeots commit large sumas of federal fonds but
oannot spend the funds in one vear due to local agency contract processes, fime to mobilize
the confractors and the time it takes fo actvally consfriet large projects, These idled fedexal
funds could be used to advance other projecis. Cash management is exitical o offective

stewardship of the local assistence HBP.

“Caltrans tmproves mobifly acress Callfora™
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This letter implements the cash managsment policy for the Project, The Project is subject to
the high cosi policy because the Right of Way (R/W) and Construction phase cach exceeds
$20 million.

The Depariment’s fanding commitments, as shown in the attached draft project fanding
sheet, ave conditional. The conditions are as follows:

1. Agency is responsible for commitiing (budgetary) non-federat fund sources to fund the
Advance Consiruction {AC) to cash flow the high cost phase of the Project,

2, AC conversion may not be antomatio if thers are delays in constructing the Project, At
lenst 50% of the federal funds obhgafed on the Project must be spent to justify fature
progratmned AC conversion,

3. Office Bullefin 10-01 authozizes the Departiment to reserve current year HBP funds for
projects programamed in {hat current yeay throngh Merch 30th, After Mavch 30th,
Department redirects the HBP funds to other projects that ey ‘be advanced-from future
years of the FYIP, Current year programmed AC conversion must be obligated prior to
March 30th.

4, Additional AC conversion may be obligated in Federal Fiscal Years (FFY) 11/12, 12/13,
and 13/14 nsing Expedxted Project Selection Procedures (BFSP), if HIBP fonds ate
available aftor April 150 of each year,

5. Proposition 1B bond funds, Local Bridge Seismic Refrofit Account, matching funds may
only be encombered on the project when matching federal funds are cbligated on the
Project as shown in the attached draft project funding shests,

6. Congress has not yet authorized a new transportation act. It is unknowsn what the State’s
authority to commit and/or obligate future HBP fonds will be until there is a new act, As
noted in the attached funding sheets the Department has eommitted $50 million per year
for construction phase in AC conversion, This is $30 million beyond what is allowed
nder Office Bulletin 11-02, “Loeal dssistance Highway Bridge Program, High Cost
Projecis Programming Policy and Procedures.”

The Department has also commitied $22,591,212 per yeay for the Right of Way phase in
AC Conversion. This is $591,212 beyond what is allowed under Office Bulletin 11-02,
“Local dssistance Highway Bridge Program, High Cost Projects Programming Policy
and Procedures.”

Under the recommendation of the HBY Advisory Committes, with agreement from the
Department, this funding cornmitment iy subject fo refracton If Congress rednces futore
HBP revenue in the next or future act or if there is heavy demand for HBP finds in PFYs
13/14, 14/15, 15/16, 16/17, and 17/18.

7. T the federal finds for the initisl suthorization of R/W or construction phase shown n
the attached drafl project funding sheets is not obligated in the year programmed, the
Agenoy must commit edditional local AC resources on theproject in the following year

“Caltrons fmproves mobilily acrogs Colifornia®
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1o ensure the Project is fully funded or the project must be removed fom the 4 year
slement of the FT1P uniil the next FTIP cyele. T elther case, fhe funding comzmtmeni in
this letter will be vacated and a new letter must be developed. :

8. In the event the Project becomes inactivs, the funding commitment in this letter may be
vacated and a new a new letter must be deveioped An “inactive project” is a project for
which no expendibures have been charged against federal fands for the past 12 months.
{23CFR630,106(a)(5))

9. Nothing in this letter can be considered a payable coniraciual commitient by the
Department. Contractual commitments (o the Agency are made through the
procedures/processes defined in the Local Assistance Procedutes Manual,

Othsr Recommendations:

10. The Agencyis advised o ensure HBP funds are obligated priox to March 30™ of any-
given year or risk losing programmed fonds, Tt is recommended the Agency schedule
project anthorizations and AC cenversmns invthe late full of any given yenr to ensure
federal funds are avatlabie

11, This letter, retumed to the Distiict Local Assistance Engineer (DLAE), with Agenoy
approval signature (below) may be used in lieu of the submittal of Bxhibit 3-1, Request
Tor Local Advance Construction Avthorization, from the Local Assistance Procedutes
Manual,

12. The local agency is further reminded that this project is subject fo mandatory value
analysis since fho total project cost is in exeess of $20 million, Ifthe total project cost is
greator than $100 million, additional federal oversight will be required such as a mwlti-
year financial plan and other project specifle federally mandated oversight,

The Department requests the Agency to commit their local resonrcey consistent with this
letter and atfached finding shests. In the svent the Agency cannof comumnif local funds to
cash manage the Project, the Agency may request a meeling with the Department fo appeat
this polioy. |

If you have questions, please contact David Wang of my staff at (213) 897-2967.

Sincersly,

Laltrans improves molility gercss Culifornic™
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Local Agoncy AC Commitment Block

The Agency agrees to use local funds in lisu of federal funds to finance the cost of work as N

shown in the attached draft project funding sheets shown as LOCAL FUNDED AC until
such time that federal funds become available for obligation and subsequent reimburserment
of eligible work, It also s understood that federal relmbursement is not gnaranieed for funds
identified as LOCAL PUNDED AC, - '

The Agency waderstands that woik performed prior to federal authorization is ineligible for
federal reimbursemnent and that advertising the constinetion contract prior to foderal
authorization will deera the construction and construction phases of work ineligible for

federal finds, | . , . ,
The execution of thig commitment latter isg contingent on City Jouncil

approval of the Financilal Plan no later than December 1, 201L.

Aoy Lo PHooe 7T

Local Agenoy Répresentative Anthorized to Commit Local Funds -+ - -Date

Title

Attachiment
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ATTACHMENT TWO

FOR DRAFT REVIEW ONLY.— 2008/9-2018/14 Highway Bridde Program

Bf22011, 5:18 PM

Nofes: 1) MPOWRTPA's must not use this fisting for prograraming the RTIP.

2 This is NOT an approved listihg for use in dauelﬁphg—the ETIRFSTIP. Seethe HEP web sife for the official proposed FTIR/ESTIP
program fisfings: hifprfwww.dot ca.govheflosalPrograms/

Noteid: 18
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FOR DRAET REVIEW ONLY — 2008/3-2013/14 Highway Bridge Program

Distierr 07 County: Los Angeles
Responsible Agency HEP-ID Project Descripiion
Los Angeles 3518 BRDGE NO, 53071880, 530595, SDXTH ST, OVER LOS ANGELES RIVER, E SANTA ANA FRWY. Rep&acasemﬁwily!sh‘ucﬁuzﬁ}y deficiznt

iy Straed Viaduct with new viaduct. No fanes belng addad. Toll ::-nd‘:f:s uses! for RV in liet of Prop 18 sefsmic bond funds.

“For RIW, m&ﬁiwﬂlbtaﬂcmcdeFYHﬂﬁ wmd 8.4 M in FEY 15/16.

wegior Constretion, 550 M will be 2llosated fn EEY 14/15 thra FEY1S/16 5nd 520.5 M in FEY. 17718, Project#:
Phase Summzry: Prior B9 210 < et 1112 1212 13014 Beyand Tatal 5006(842)
PE 16,000,000 . 9316356 «16,000,000 20,000,000 353163551 [ S006(688
RAN® 404,573,871 104,573 471
CONE 259,285,003 . 250,285,003
Told| 15000000 316,385 -10,000,000]  124.573,871 . 259,285,003 399,975,230
mSaum Sumpinary: — Pricr T &1 74} ”7011 1 B ‘itz 2M3 Tare Beyend Totald
Fed§ 12,500,000 7,453,085 8,000,000 40287212 22,561 212/ 72,551,242 215,846,438 364 075554
Local Match 200,000 1,858 771 -2,000,000 2,294,000 23962 075 23,262,015 5,357 271
LSSRP Bond ’ £A478,030 23,262,075 29,740,405
Local AT 122IVSAT] -D297.2121 22504012 455,954,586 215,345,153 o
Tetal 15,000,000, aisass]  «l0000,000] 12457387 259,258,003 894,976,230
PE Surmars: Prior 3 | 910 10441 14z 12013 1ars Heyond Total
Fed§ 12,800,000 T453,0880  -8,000000 17,796,000 29,953,085
Loeal Maich 3,200,000 4,863,271 2,000,000 2,294,000 5,357 471
LSSRE Bond
Local AT - 17708000 17,306,000
Total 18,900,060 9188 -10,008,000 20,009,000 35,316,255
RV Suramary: Prior 1! 8ri9 1611 2 1213° 18F4 Bayond Tatal
Fed § 22591212 22,591,212 22,591,212 36,500,235 104,572,871
Lecal Match
LSSRP Bond
Log] AT 104,573,871 255912121 225912 22,591,212 38,500,235 o
Total 104,573,871 104,573,871
CON Suramary: Prior arg a9 1% 1412 12513 13114 Beyond Totat
Fed § : 50,000,000 179545858 | . - 220545393
Local Matcy 23,262 075! 25,262 075
LESRP Band 6,478,030 25260075 24,740,105
Local AC 178,545,896 ~175,546,895
Total 250.286.008 259286003
Caltrans, Division of Local Assistance BI272011, 5216 PM Det2 Fl4 Sm !Txt brf Page 2




ATTACHMENT THREE

CiTY OF LOS ANGELES
INTER-DEPARTMENTAL CORRESPONDENCE
Date: Qctober 25, 2010
To: Seismic Governance Commitiee

Miguel A. Santana, City Administrative Officer, Chair
Gerry F. Miller, Chief Legislative Analyst
Gary Lee Moore, City Engineer

4
From: James Treadaway, S.E., Program Manager C.@’)
Bridge Improvement Program
Bureau of Engineering

Subject: . oth Street Viaduct Seismic Improvement Project W.0. E700224A

Project Status, Envirenmental Delay Bxtra Work and Budget Adjustments

RECOMMENDATIONS

For information only. Receive and file.

Final Environmental Docamentation Delay
The environmental clearance has been delayed 9 months, from October, 2010 to July, 2011,

The Final Bnvivonmental Document (FED) for the 6" Street Viaduct Seismic Improvement project
was submitted to Caltrans in May 2010 for legal sufficiency review. Prior to submittal to Calirans,
the FED was reviewed by both City staff and Caltrans District staff for completeness. After the
review was completed by both ihe city and CaltrSans District staff, the document was submitted to
Caltrans Headquarters and Legal for review and approval. During Caltrans Legal Sufficiency
review, Caltrans noted inconsistencies between the technical studies and the FED. Caltrans has
requested to revise the documents. Revisions to the FED are expected to delay the Record of
Decisions (ROD) for the 6™ Street Viaduct project by 9 months.

During the legal sufficiency review, Caltrans indicated that inconsistencies exist between the
Technical Studies prepared for this project and the FED. Furthermore, Calfrans indicated that the
District Functional Units only reviewed the document pettaining to the portion of the bridge over the
state right of way and not the entire document. Caltrans stated that because, they are responsible for
the NEPA document and their staff did not review the technical studies in its entirety, additional
review cycles are required prior to obtaining the approval from Caitrans Legal and Headquarters.

The City staff held serics of meetings with Caltrans environmental staff and their functional uniis to
understand the extent of the conuments and issues and determine a path forward. City held a re-
chartering meeting to educate the functional units on the current status of the project and the
expectations of the Caltrans staff in the review process. Based on these meetings, the following
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steps were identified to obiain Caltrans approval:

1. Review each Technical Study and determine the revisions needed for consistency. Revise
the document and submit the document to Caltrans environmental staff for review, Based on
feedback from Caltrans environmental staff, revise technical studies.

2. Submit the May 2010 FED along with the revised technical studies to Caltrans for review for
consistency between these documents, Calfrans Functional Units to review each document to
ensuie consistency.

3. Revise the Technical Studies and the May 2010 FED to incorporate comments received from
Calirans and submit back to Caltrans for final review and verification by the functional units.

4. Caltrans environmental staff and their functional units to review the revised document and
provide approval that the documents have been changed 1o incorporate their
comments/concerns.

5. Submit the revised technical studies and revised FED to Caltrans Legal and Headquarters for
legal sufficiency review.

6. Caltrans Legal and Headquarters to review the revised final documents and provide
comments to City,

7. City will revise the document to incorporate comments received from Caltrans Legal and
Headquarters and submit the final report for verification,

&, Calirans to provide final approval of the document

City has developed a draft schedule (Attachment No. 1) based on the above list of activities and
estimate that the approval of the FED is delayed by approximately 9 months. City also has
developed a level of effort to address the above activities. The City has requested the consultants to
submit a fee proposal to complete the environmental document to obtain final approval. City will
also be revising the cost estimate and the financial plan as part of the revised effort to complete the
environmeuntal document,

Fund Transfer For Exira Work

The City estimates that the additional effort to complete the extra work would be approximately $1.0
million with the Seismic Bond providing the required 20% local match during the design phase. The
HBP will provide 80% or up to $800K for this extra effort, The total funds transferred to date,
including this request, would stili be within the previously authorized SGC project budget. The cash
flow for the $800K. is anticipated to be from the existing $10M Public Works Trust Fund loan for the
Seismic Bond. '

City had programmed $15.3M for the environmental document phase, Based on task orders issued
and the city expenditures to-date, only about $14,1M has been utilized., Therefore, based on current
funding, the city has the funds to complete the environmental phase. The remaining fund of
approximately $1.2M is adequate to complete the additional work required to obtain the Record of
Decision. City expects to issue the fask order amendments to consultant by end of October to ensure
continuity on this project.

Current Funding

This praject is funded by multiple funding sources. The majority portion of the funding is provided
by Caltrans using Federal Highway Bridge Program (HBP) funds. Local matching sources include
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the State’s Proposition 1B Bridge Seismic funds, City’s Seismic Bond (Prop G) funds, City’s Prop C
and Measure R funds. The table below shows the current programnted funding amounts;

FUNDING SOURCES (by TYPE OF FUNDS) AMOUNT
HBP (Highway Bridge Program) Federal Grant $304.3 M
State Local Match - Proposition 1B Bridge Seismic Funds $36.8 M
Other State Local Match Funds $0.2M
City Proposition G (Seismic Bond), Prop C and Measure R Funds $4.0M
Bond Financing (HBP/1B) Funds $14.0M
' TOTAL $359.3M

Proposed New Budget of $393 Million (334 Million Increase)

One of the conclusions reached through meeting with Caltrans Environmental staff is to stay with the
original Alignment 3B alternative, as opposed fo a modified version to help reduce right-of-way cost.
The modified version was introduced to the public late in the process which caused legal concerns and is
less desirable geometrically. Adopting Alignment 3B as the preferred alternative will increase the right-
of-way cost by roughly $14 million, from $84.7 million to §98.7 million. [n addition, $6 million in right-
of~way engineering support is needed as part of the Final Design phase cost. Other reevaluation of cost
considered prudent at this time is the escalation factors used for the construction capital cost, and the
budgets assigned for Final Design and Construction Engineering, The table below shows costs
tentatively agreeable to Caltrans Tocal Assistance oversight staff:

EXISTING | PROPOSED | PROPOSED
FUNDING SOURCES (By Phase) AMOUNT | INCREASE | AMOUNT

Project Approval/Environmental Document $15.3M 0 $15.3M
Final Design (incl, $6M increase for ROW Engr) $10,0M $10.0M $20.0 M
Construction Engineering $15.0M $10.0M $25.0M
Construction Cost * $234.3M 0 $234.3M
Right-of-Way Cost $84.7M $14.0M $98.7M
TOTAL $359.3M $34,0M $393.3M

* The construction cost estimate was originally prepared in 2008 and appropriate escalation factors were applied
based on the kuown construction climate at that time. Staff revisited the escalation factors based on directives
received recently issued by the Bureau of Engineering.

Caltrans Local Assistance is in the process of submitting the revised cost figures to Metro. Metro in turn -
transiits the data to SCAG (Southern California Associated Governmenis) to perform an Air Quality
Conformity Analsysis, It is then transmitted to FHWA for approval, Once the entire process is approved,
the new project cost is entered info the Federal TIP (Transportation Improvement Plan),
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The funding source and breakdown for the proposed new budget is as follows:

FUNDING SOURCES {by TYPE OF FUNDS) AMOUNT
HRBP (Highway Bridge Program), incl. Bond Financing Cost $346.9M
State Match - Prop 1B Bridge Seismic, incl, Bond Financing Cost 540.86 M
Other State Local Match Funds $0.20 M
City Local Match: ! $5.36 M
TOTAL $393.3M

The City staff also discussed the potential changes to the AC amount due fo the delay and due to limited
funds that can be allocated for this project by Calirans. As required by Calfrans, City will be preparing a
revised Financial Plan as part of the extra work effort that will incorporate changes to the cost as
described above and will reevaluate the amount of AC funds requited. The revised plan will be
submitted to Caltrans for review and approval as a condition of FED approval.

IT/jk-jw
Attachment No. 1 — Schedule

e Deborah Weintraub - BOE

M. Cardenas/ L., Hancock - CAQ

I. Gibson/M., Rountree/P. Smith - CLA
J. Koo/ D. Kitagawa / M. Yang - BOE
File: PG-1
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1. BACKGROUND

On December 8, 2005, FHWA issued a Memorandum “Project Financial Plan Requirements
under SAFETEA-LU,” which directs every state Department of Transportation (DOT) to prepare
Project Financial Plans for projects between $100 and $500 miilion in accordance with the
FHWA Financial Plan Guidance issued May 2000 and updated December 2005.

The Project Financial Plan for the 6™ Street Viaduct Seismic Improvement Project has been
prepared in accordance with the FHWA guidance. . The capital cost estimates for various
project alternatives, as outlined in Chapter 2 of the Project environmental document’, range
from $199 million for the Retrofit Alternative (30 year design life) to $408 million for the most
costly bridge concept and alignment under the Replacement Alternative (75 year design life).
The Project Financial Plan is developed using a Preferred Replacement Alternative budget
amount of $401 million, which would include capital, soft and financial costs as detailed in Table
1.

1.1 Plan Update Schedule

The Financial Plan for the 8" Street Viaduct Seismic Improvement Project has been prepared in
accordance to FHWA guidelines. The Plan will be updated annually effective October 1, 2012
and every year thereafter and whenever there is a significant change to the project scope and/or
hudget.

1.2 Adherence to Federal Financial Plan Guidance

This Plan has been prepared in accordance with the requirements of Section 106, Title 23, and
the Financial Plan guidance issued by the Federal Highway Administration. The plan provides
detailed cost estimates to complete the project and the estimates of financial resources fo be
utilized to fully finance the project. The federal guidance Attachment C checklist is altached as
Appendix C of this report.

The cost data in the Financial Plan provide an accurate accounting of costs incurred to date and
include a realistic estimate of future costs based on engineers’ estimates and expecied
construction and right-of-way cost escalation factors. While the estimales of financial resources
rely upon assumptions regarding future economic conditions and demographic variables, they
represent realistic, estimates to fully fund the project.

We believe that the Financial Plan provides an accurate basis upon which to schedule and fund
the 6th Streef Seismic Safety Improvement Project. The City of Los Angeles will update the
Financial Plan on an annual basis, beginning in November 2012, the year following the
anticipated approval of the Financial Plan.

To the best of our knowledge, the Financial Plan as submitted herewith, fairly and accurately
presents the financial position of the 6th Street Seismic Safety improvement Project cash flows
and expected conditions for the project’s life cycle. The financial forecasts in the Financial Plan

Y “Administrative Draft for Caltrans Review, 8" Street Viaduct Seismic Improvement Project, Final
Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Impact Statement and Section 4(f) Evaluation”, California
Department of Transportation (NEPA Lead Agency) and City of Los Angeles (CEQA Lead Agency), May,
2011.

R S N A DN e T A AP SV
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are based on our judgment of the expected project conditions and our expected course of
action.

We believe that the assumptions underlying the Financial Plan are reasonable and appropriate.
Further, we have made available all significant information that we believe is relevant to the
Financial Plan and, fo the best of our knowledge, the documents and records suppotriing the
assumptions are appropriate.

1.3 Project Description and Locaiion

The California Department of Transporiation {Caltrans) and the City of Los Angeles {City)
propose io underiake the replacement of the 6th Street Viaduct over the Los Angeles River
(Bridge No. 53C~1880) and the 6th Street Overcrossing, which is a portion of the US 101
Hollywood Freeway (Bridge No. 53-0595). See Figure 1 for location map.

The 6th Street Viaduct and 6th Street Overcrossing comprise a single structure that spans a
portion of the Hollywood Freeway (S 101), the L.os Angeles River, city streets, and Unijon
Pacific and Meirolink railroad tracks. The structure is located in a highly urbanized area just east
of Downtown Los Angeles and connects Downtown L.os Angeles on the west side of the river
with the Boyle Heights community an the east side of the river.

An approximate 3,264-ft-long segment of the viaduct is owned by the City, and the 235-ft-long
portion overcrossing US 101 is owned by Calirans.

O N
7602 Thamas Bros. Mapg
il i

Thomas Bros Map
Los Angeles County Page 634, Grid H-6

Figure 1, Project Locafion Map
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1.4 Purpose and Need
The purpose of the proposed project is {o:

e Preserve 6th Street as a viable east-west link between Boyle Heights and Downtown
Los Angeles;

=  Reduce vulnerability of the 6th Street Viaduct in major earthquake events; and

= Resolve design deficiencies of the 6th Street Viaduct.

The 6th Street Viaduct was built in 1932. it is one of the oldest bridge structures in the state and
spans more than 3500 feet. It is one of the longest bridges on the Prop 1B Seismic Match list in
the highest population zone.

The 6th Street Bridge is one of the most vulnerable, locally owned bridges in California. Not only
is it listed on Caitrans’ mandatory seismic retrofit list, analyses performed indicate that this
bridge has a 70% probability of failure for a design level earthquake within the next 50 years. An
acceptable probability is 10% in 50 years. The probability increases every year due {o concrete
material deterioration from Alkali Silica Reaction (ASR) within the concrete.

Closure or collapse of this structure would have a major impact on transportation corridors.

The 6th Street Viaduct suffers from a condition known as ASR which is essentially a concrete
“cancer” that over time weakens concrete’s strength and limits the ability to retrofit the bridge to
current standards. There are no known methods 10 reverse or stop the ASR attack {o the
existing structure. Laboratory testing indicates that deterioration due to ASR will continue,
increasing the structure’s vulnerability to collapse in a seismic event.

The cily proposes to replace the structure o address the deficiencies stated above. In addition,
the existing structure has geometric deficiencies, making the facility functionally obsolete.
1.5 Project Milestone Dates

The following activities have been completed on this project:

+ Seismic Strategy Study

o Materials Study to characierize the ASR

 Technical Studies in Support of the Environmental Document
e Alignment Alternative evaluation including screening study

e  Alternative Bridge Type evaluation including screening study
s Community outreach activities

e Bridge Advance Planning Study

s Preliminary ROW Relocation Report

¢ Preliminary Geotechnical and Foundation Report

s Preliminary Hazardous Materials Study

e Preliminary Roadway Design

»  Administrative Draft Final EIR/EIS document
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The following are the project milestone dates based on the design/bid/build method of delivery:

= Project Approval and Environmental Document (PA&ED) Nov 2011
e  Completion of PS&E Jun 2014
e Right of Way Certification Sep 2014
e Ready to Advertise — Demeolition and Bridge Construction ‘ Jul 2014

» Begin Construction - Demolition and Bridge Construction Jan 2015
s End Construction Dec 2017

2. COST ESTIMATE

This document represents the Initial Financial Plan for the 8" Street Viaduct Project. Per FHWA
guidance, this cost estimate is in the year of expendifure dollars that already takes inflation into
accounti.

The cost estimates presented in this repori are for present day capital costs (end of 2007), using
10% mobilization, 25% for construction contingencies and 42% for escalation to midyear of
construction. Righi-of-way costs assume a 10% escalation and 20% contingency.

The capital cost estimates for various project alternatives, as outlined in Chapter 2 of the Project
environmental document, range from $199 million for the Retrofit Alternative (30 year design
life) to $409 million for the most costly bridge concept and alignment under the Replacement
Aiternative (75 year design life). The Project Financial Plan is developed using a Preferred
Replacement Alternative budget amount of $401 million, which would include capital, soft and
financial costs as detailed in Table 1.

£.1 Cost Estimate by Construction Segment

Design/Bid/Build (DBB) is proposed for this project as it will protect the currently planned
funding. The planned funding sources for this project, including reimbursement of financing
costs, are:

e Federal Highway Bridge Program (HBP) Funds $365.6 million

e Proposition 1B Bridge Seismie (LBSRA) Funds $ 29.7 million

«  City Matching Funds $ 5.5 million
« Other Siate Funds $ 0.2 million
Total $401.0 million

By using a conventional Design-Bid-Build (DBB) approach, the earliest that construction could
occur is January 2015, This schedule is driven by the following constrainis:

Historic structure, requiring long environmental documentation process
Right-of-way impacts. ROW acquisition cannot begin until ROD is signed
Railroad (RR) agreements need to be in place prior to demolition

Utility coordination and agreement

® @ & @
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Construction Packages for the 6™ St Bridge - Design/Bid/Build Delivery Method

The recommended EIR/EIS alternative calls for the removal of the existing viaduct with a new
viaduct being constructed along a new alignment. For the purposes of this financial plan, the
preferred alfernative, alignmeni 3B and bridge concept 4A (a 4-span extradosed concrete bridge
over the LA River, with concrete box girder approach spans) was selected to establish program
budgets.

For the establishment of project budgets, the City is considered one bid package for demolition
and construction. However, early contracts may be developed and bid for:

e Demolition of existing building and utility relocation;
e local roadway improvements and detour; and
»  Demolition of existing viaduct.

A brief description of the pre-construction activities as well as each of the phases is described
helow using a design-bid-build delivery method considering one bid package.

s Preliminary Engineering/Environmental (PE)} Activities

o PE proceeded to prepare alternatives so that a staff preferred alternative could be
selected in September 2009, Environmental documentation proceeds toward a ROD
in November 2011.

o PS&E preparation begins in January 2012, shortly after the Record of Decision.
PS&E would be completed by June, 2014 and final bid documents, permits and right
of way clearances completed by the end of September 2014,

¢ Final Design Activities

o Utilizing Final PS&E, the construction bid package would be advertised in July 2014,
with construction award in January 2015.

a  ROW and Utility Activities

o ROW acquisition work commences after ROD. RR agreements and utility
coordination to be completed by September 2014,

e Consfruction Activities

o Construction is anticipated to begin in January 2015 with completion by December
2017.

o Contractor mobilization and construct detour.

o Construction of viaduct to be phased with demolition operations {existing building
and existing viaduct).

The City is exploring other innovative delivery options, including Construction Manager/General
Contractor at Risk {CM at Risk or CM/GC), which is described below.

August 16, 2011 o Page 5
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Construction Manager/General Confracior at Risk (CM at Risk or CM/IGC)

Construction Manager/General Contracior at Risk {CM at Risk, or CM/GC) is a specific
contraciing method utilizing an integrated "Team” approach applying modern management
techniques to the planning, design, and construction of a project in order to control time, cost
and risk, and {o assure quality for the project owner. The "Team"” consists of the Agency, an
A&E firm (retained by the City), and the CM/GC (retained by the City). The CM/GC method
includes both pre-construction and construction phase services.

Figure 2 shows the contractual relationships that would eccur between the City, the A&E Firm
and the GM/GC if the City chose fo select this delivery method.

City

Project

ARE Firm o mmmm > CM/GC

Figure 2, CM at Risk or GM/GC Froject Delivery Method — Contractual Relationships

The aim of this project delivery method would be to engage at-risk construction expertise early
in the design process to enhance constructahility, manage risk, and facilitale concurrent
execution of design and construction without the owner relinguishing control over the details of
design as it might occur in a design-build project.

The procurement process would be managed as follows:

» The A&E firm is selected using the standard consuitant qualification-based selection
process.

» The CM/GC is selecled using a qualification-based, Request for Proposal (RFP)
process. During the end of the design process, the contractor then provides the owner
with a “guaranteed maximum price”, which the owner can accept, negotiate or re-bid, if
unaccepiable.

August‘IG 201’1' ' | | - o ' o ageES
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The CM at Risk method, if selected, would complete design and construction under two
separate contracts issued by the City, but creates intentional points of contact between the
engineer and the contractor to encourage collaboration and gain insight during design, and
provide constructability reviews early enough in design development to add value to the project.
This modei offers the owner management lafitude to gain the benefits offered by design-build
delivery while maintaining nearly the same leve! of conirol over design and construction offered
by traditional delivery methods.

2.2 Cost Estimate by Major Project Element

Table 1 shows the current cost estimate by major element of the project. The major elements
are comprised of;

@

Soft costs for preliminary desigh and preparation of Project Report and Environmental
Document.

Soft cost for preparation of plans, specifications, and estimate, as well as services to
secure required right-of-way (ROW).

Soft cost for construction services, including construction contract administration and
inspection.

Capital cost for ROW, secuwre parcels and easements and utility relocation.
Capital cost for detour, demolition and reconstruction of the viaduct

Financing costis (fo be reimbursed by Highway Bridge Program (HBP) funds, matched by
Proposition 18 funds).

T T T e e e e
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TABLE 1 - ESTIMATED COSTS BY MAJOR PROJECT ELEMENT

PRO.JECT PHASE COST {escalated)
PA & ED {(Project Approval and Environmental Doc) $ 17,136,356
Final Design {Plans, Spec. & Estimates) 20,000,000
Sublotal, PA, ED, Final Design 37,136,356

ROW (Right of Way} 98,605,000
Einancing Costs 5,968,871
Subiotal, ROW 104,573,871

Detour and Demo of Existing Viaduct 12,083,627
Reconstruction of Viaduct 220,008,033
CE {Construction Support) 25,000,000
Financing Cosis ' 2,194,340
Subtotal, Construction 259,286,000

Total Project Cost | $ 400,996,227

3. IMPLEMENTATION PLAN

Figure 3 identifies the permits, reviews and approvals that would be required for project
construction

Figure 4 shows the project timeline by calendar year using the Design/Bid/Build delivery
method. As of August 2011, the PARED phase is in the final stages of being complete and the
PS&E phase is anticipated {o begin in January 2012.

Table 2, Appendix A, shows the actual expenditures through January 2009, and the budgeted
expenditures, by project phase and fund source, respectively, for the remainder of the project
through construction completion in FFY 2017-18. Tables 2A — 2D, Appendix A, show the costs
and funding by each phase, including the financing needs and costs for the ROW and
Construction phases. Updates to this Financial Plan will compare expenditures to this baseline
projection of project costs. The project continues to make substantial progress and construction
is expected to begin January 2015.

patgal D D T L Lo B S NN e AP B
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Figure 3, Agency / Permit / Approval

Agency

Permit/Approval

U.8. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE)

Section 404 Permit for possible discharge of dredged ot fill
material into the Los Angeles River

State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO)

Section 106 consultation and agreement document o resolve
the adverse effect to the historic 6™ Street Viaduct

Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board
(RWQCB)

Section 401 Water Quality Certification for work in the Los
Angeles River Channel

RWQCR

Groundwater Dewatering Permit for discharges of
groundwater from construction and preject dewatering to
surface waters in the watersheds of Los Angeles

California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG)

Section 1602 Agreement for Sireambed Alteration

California Public Utilities Commission (PUC) Rail Crossing
Engineering Section (RCES)

Rail crossing constniction or alteration authorization

Caltrans

Encroachment Perinit

All railroad agencies owning and operating railroad tracks
along both sides of the Los Angeles River

Railroad Maintenance Agreement for work within railvoad
ROW

R e e e T R

August 16, 2011

Sy e e e T T e

age 9

ATTACHMERNT NO. FOUR




6th Street Viaduct Seismic Improvement Project Financial Plan

City of Los Angeles

Figure 4, Project Timeline (Calendar Year)

Phase and
Completion Dates

2010

2011

2012

2013

2014

2015 2016 2017

Record of Decision
{Nov-2011)

ROW Acquisition & Utilities
{Jan-2012 io Sep-2014)

Final Design
{Jan-2012 to Jun-2014)

Advertise/Award
{(Jul-2014 to Dec-2014)

M obiDetour/Demo Const
Jan-2015 to Dec-2017)

August
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4. PROJECT FINANCING AND REVENUES

4.1 Overall Financial Plan

The project is fully funded for this amount using local, regional, state and federal funds, plus
financing required for cash flow needs which will be repaid by HBP funds matchad by
Proposition 1B funds. For the ROW phase, toll credits will be used in place of local or state
maich. The funding sources and amounts are shown in Figure 5 below. Detailed charts are
included in Appendix A.

Figure 5, Funding Sources In $ Millions

6th Street Viaduct Fund Sources $401.0 M

Prop 1B Lacal Other State , .
Bridge Seismic Funds, $0.2 C:CV Z{iat;glgg
Retrofit unds, 35.
Account,
$29.7

Highway

Bridge ;
Program,
$365.6 /
ﬁﬁf

e
M“*%mngmmﬁﬂr =
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4.2 Description of Funding Sources

The funding sources identified for this $401 million project include:

= Highway Bridge Program (HBP) funds — These are federal funds that are apportioned by
formula to the states. Caltrans then programs these funds to the various bridge projects
in the state. The City of Los Angeles has received programmed approval from Caltrans
for $365.6 million in HBP funds, including financing costs.

« Toll Credits - For the ROW phase, Calirans has approved the use of Transportation
Development Credits (TDC) known as “toll credits” for the maich for the ROW phase,
which increases the federal HBP funds to 100% for that phase. The toll credit amounts,
which are not included in the totals, are listed on Table 2 and Table 2c.

e Proposition 1B Local Bridge Seismic Retrofit Account (EBSRA) — These funds are parf of
the $20 billion Proposition 1B passed by California voters in November 2006. The
LBSRA account provides $125 million for the 11.5 percent required match for the federal
HBP Fund for the Local Seismic Bridge Retrofit Program projects. The City of Los
Angeles 6" Street Viaduct Seismic Improvement Project is eligible and has been
approved by Caltrans for these funds.

The California Transportation Commission (CTC) approved the Caltrans March 8, 2007,
list of eligible Proposition 1B LBSRA projects, and the 6™ Street project was included on
that list. The Proposition 1B LBSRA funds are used to match the federal Highway Bridge
Program match requirement, except for the ROW phase.

The resulting total of Proposition 1B LBSRA funds for this project is $29.7 million,
including financing costs.

e QOther State Funds — Previous funding included $200,000 of state funds (primarily state
gas tax funds).

o  City Matching Funds ~ These funds, totaling $5.5 million, include City of Los Angeles
Proposition C 25-percent Local Return funds, which are a component of the L.os Angeles
County Proposition C half-cent sales tax measure allocated by formula to the cities
within Los Angeles County. The other City matching fund source is Proposition G, the
City of Los Angeles’ seismic bond funds. An additional local funding source is Measure
R, which is the ¥ cent sales tax enacted in November 2008 for the Los Angeles County
area. Measure R funds are allocated to each City and the County, including the City of
Los Angeles, based on a formula called Local Return.

¢ Financing ~ The City of Los Angeles will issue commercial paper financing to cover the
needed cash flow, principally because the reimbursement of HBP andfor Proposition 1B
funds may be delayed. According to Caltrans, Grant Anticipation Revenue Vehicles
(GARVEE) bonds are not a viable option at this time. Per Section 122 of Title 23 United
State Codes (U.S.C), the principle and financing costs would be reimbursed by the HBP
funds, matched by Proposition 1B funds. 2.

% Section 122 of Title 23 U.S.C. - Bond-related costs now eligible for Federal-aid reimbursement include
interest payments, retirement of principal, and any other cost incidental to the sale of an eligible bond
issue.

August 16, 2011 T Page 12
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5. CAGH FLOW AND CONTINGENCY FUND

A project cash flow summary, depicting annual and cumulative costs, is shown in Figure 6. This

cash flow includes a 25% contingency.

The cash flow Tables 2 — 4 are included in Appendix A. Table 2 shows the cash flow including
the project expenditures by project phase by vear, as well as the funding by year. Tables 2A —
2D show the cash flow by each phase. Table 3 shows the funding sources by year and Table 4

shows the funding sources by phase.

The cash flow Tables 2 and 2A-2D also illustrate the local financing required o fund the cash
flow needs. Local financing is required because of the programmed delay in the HBP and
Propaosition 1B funds during the ROW and construction phases. The City will use commerc;ai

paper financing to keep the project cash flow on schedule.

Figure 6; Annual and Cumulative Funding Requirements In $ Millions

e Annual | = == Cumuiative

$450.0

6th Street Viaduct Project Costs - In $ Millions

$400.0

$350.0

$300.0

$250.9

S Millions

$200.0 7

$150.0 A

5100.0 -+

$50.0
$‘ N

RS .
2012

20614

2018

$100.0

Annual 3.0

$63.6 | 574.2 $2.2

531171

Cumulative $135.7

$266.2 | $340.4 $401.0
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6. RISK IDENTIFICATION AND MITIGATION FACTORS

Risk management planning has been initiaied during the preliminary engineering and
environmentai documentation phase. Risk management planning is the process of deciding
how to appreach and conduct the risk management activities for the project. Planning of risk
management processes is important to ensure that the level, type, and visibility of risk
management are commensurate with both the risk and importance of the project to the City, to
provide sufficient resources and time for risk management activities.

For the purposes of this Financial Plan, risks have been identified (Risk Register) and strategies
10 address these risks have been grouped into categories of:

e Acceptance;
¢  Avoidance;

e Mitigation; and
s Transfer.

The Risk Register, shown in Appendix B, identifies risks that might affect the project’s ability to
achieve its objectives. Major risk types for this project can be separated into the general
categories that include:

Schedule,
Funding;
Right-of-Way;
Consfruction;
Stakeholders; and
Design,

e & & @ 2 @

A guantifative risk analysis was not conducted during the preliminary engineering and
environmental documentation phase. The cost established for the project budget includes
contingency and escalation cost, but risk cost is not part of the total budget established within
the Financial Plan.

BT e e S T KB o G S T, e
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6.1 Independent Verification of Bridge and Reoadway Cost Estimate

An independent cost estimate was made for selected bridge concepts. The scope of work of this
cost estimate study was to independently develop unit prices and generate quantities for the
given list of bid items and preliminary ptans (15% complete). In determining the independent
structural cost estimates, two methods were used, namely:

e Using the designer's quantity take-offs and independently applving a unit cost for each
item; and

e Independently determining quantities and applying independent unit cost for each item.

A summary of the estimates made by the designers and independent check is shown in Figure
7 (contingency and escalation costs are not included in these estimates) for the Preferred
Replacement Alternative (Bridge Concept 4A). The Roadway Cost given below also included
the Utility Cost which were included as part of the Right-of-Way costs within this Financial Plan.
The independent cost estimate was approximately 4% lower than the designer's estimate. For
the purposes of this Financial Plan, the designer's cost estimate was used.

Figure 7, Independent Verification of Costs Summary ($'s)

' Structural Roadway
Summary of Estimates Cost Cost
Concept 4A
Deasigner’s Estimaie $103,799,000 | $43,460,000

Independent Estimate
$96,851,000 $44,976,000
(Unit Prices)

Independent Estimate (Unit

Prices and Quantities) $96,153,000 n/a

August 16, 2011 - Ppagets

ATTACHMENT NO. FOUR



6th Street Viaduct Selsmlc Improvement Pro;ect Fmanmai Plan Ciiy of i_os Angeles

6.2 Independent Review and Verification of Right of Way Cosis

The cost of ROW in the Financial Plan is $98,605,000, based on Alighment 3B, Bridge Type 4A,
the Preferred Replacement Alternative. With the planned financing costs, the total ROW cost is
$104,573,871. The ROW cost information presented in this report is based on information
available through the County and the City of Los Angeles on-ine data bases which provide
parcel information, cadastral maps, business information, and market data sources.

The ROW costs shown in Figure 8 represent the consensus of the independent analysis and -
verification by the City. For each replacement alignment, five bridge types or concepts were
considered to establish ROW cost for the various combinations of alignment and bridge type.
The analysis calculated the area for each of the easement types and cost criteria was based on
2007-2008 market conditions. The City's market survey and analysis indicate thai the current
market conditions of the project area more closely resemble the market as it was in 2007-2008
due {o economic downturn in state’s real estaie market.

el M R e o Oy e s 0
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Figure 8, Independent Review and Verification of ROW Costs Summary (3's)

Bridge Alignment/Concept 3AM~3 3AM4~5 3BM~3 38/4~5 3CH~3 3C/4~5
RAW Acquisition Cosis 337,902,256 $39,122,389 343,870,204 $44,632,782 $33,198,218 $34,414,105
Utiity Relocation Costs $12,584,250 $12,584,250 $12,584,250 $12,584,250 $12,584,250 1 2,584,250.
Relocation Assistance $4,350,000 $3,950,000 $4,550,000 34,550,000 $2,800,000 $2,800,000
Clearancef Demolition $1,763,856 $1,613,136 $1,827.656 51,827,656 $1.199,184 $1,198,944
Title & Escrow Fees $100,500 $100,500 $100,500 $106,500 $100,500 $100,500
Sub-Total: $56,700,862 $57,370,275 363,032,610 $63,801,188 $40,882,153 $51,097,799
Escalation $5,670,086 $5,737,028 $6,303,261 $6,380,11¢ $4,088,215 $5,108,780
Sub-TQtaE: $62,370,948 $63,107,303 $869,335,871 570,181,307 $54,870,368 $56,207,57é
Contingency $12,474,180 $12,621,481 $13,867,174 $14,038,261 $10,974,074 $‘11.241l,516
Sub-Total: $74,845,138 $75,728,783 $83,203,045 384,217,558 $65,844,442 $67,448,085
LABSS Facility $1,500,000 %1,500,000 $1,500,000 $1,500,000 51,500,000 31,500,000
Hailroad Impacis $13,419,000 $12,887.,000 $13,419,000 $12,887,000 $13,418,000 $12,887,000
Total: $89,764,138 $90,115,763 $98,122,045 $98,604,568 $80,763,442 581,836,085
Rounded: $89,765,000 $90,116,000 598,125,000 $98,605,000 $80,764,000 $81,837,000
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7. EXECUTIVE LEADERSHIP ENDORSEWMIENT

The undersigned hereby agree to suppoit and abide by the guiding principles established in this
document.

Gary [ee Moore, P.E. Date
City Engineer, Bureau of Enginesring

City of Los Angeles

Michael Miles, District 7 Director Date

California Department of Transportation
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APPENDIX A - FINANCIAL CHARTS
&6TH STREET VIADLUCT SEISMIC IMPROVEMENT PROJECT

TABLE 2 - CASH FLOW AND FINANCING REQUIREMENTS ~ AlL. PHASES

All Phases Costs and Funding Fiscal Year
Phass 200708 & Prior 2008-08 200910 2040411 201112 201213 2013414 201415 2015416 201617 2017-18 201819 Total
PASED {Proj Appreval and Envir Dec} $ 8,438,785 % 2,763,245 § 4,414,328 § 1,820,000 % - - 5 - & . 3 - 3 - 5 - 8 - 1% 17,136,356
Final Design [PSEE) - - - 10,000,000 13,060,000 - - - - - - 20,000,000
Subtotal, PA/ED and PSEE —> 8,438,785 2,763,245 4,114,326 1,820,000 10,000,000 40,000,000 = - - - - - 37,136,356
ROV {Right of Way) - - - - 80,000,000 5,505,000 3,000,008 - - - - - 98,605,066
ROW Financing Costs - - - - - " - 5,968,871 - - - - 5,868,871
Subltotz], ROW > - - - - 50,000,000 5,605,000 3,000,000 5,068,871 - - - - 104,573,871
CONSTRUCTION COST (CON)
Detour and Demo of Existing Viadust - - - - - - - 12,083,627 - - - - 12,083,627
Recenstruction of Viadust - - - - - - - 43,035,955 57,381,274 68,944,319 §2,645,985 - 220,008,033
CE [Construction Suppory - - - - - - - 5,707,853 £,255,269 7,297,814 5,735,064 - 25,000,000
Construction Financing Costs - - - -~ - - - - - - " 2,194,340 2,194,340
Subtotal, Construction and CE—> " - - - - - - 60,827,435 63,636,543 74,242,633 58,365,049 294,340 259,286,000
Total Project & Financing Costs ] 8438788 $ 2783245 $ 4144,326 § 1,820,000 § 100,000,000 § 15,605,000 % 3,000,000 § 66,796,308 § 63,536,543 % 74,242633 § 58,385,049 § 21943405 400,996,227
FUNDING
Highway Bridge Program (HBP) - PAJEDIPSEE § 6,751,028 $ 2,210,586 $ 3,281,461 & 4,456,000 3 5,853,000 8,853,000 - $ - - - % - § - 5 - § 39,415,085
Highway Bridge Program {HBP) ~ ROW . “ - - 22,598,870 22,598,870 22,586,870 16,629,599 14,178,391 - - - 9B,605,001
Highway Bridge Program {HBR] - Constroetion “ - - - - - - 50,000,000 50,000,000 50,000,000 50,000,000 27,633,005 227,633,085
Highway Bridge Pregram (HBP) -Finjjicing Cosis - - “ - - - - 5,968,871 - - - 1,941,991 7,910,862
Subtotzl HBP Funds = 8,751,028 2,210,596 3,291,461 4,456,000 31,451,870 31,451,870 22,598,870 72,598,870 64,178,391 50,000,000 £0, 000,000 24,574,998 365,563,952
Prop 1B i.ocal Bridge Seismic Retrofit- ROW - - B “ - - -
Prop. 1B Local Bridge Seismic Retrofi- Const - 6,497,175 6,497,175 6,497,175 6,497,175 3,469,554 20,458,655
Prop 1B local Bridge Seismic Retrofit- F‘znancing Cosis - - - - 252,348 252,348
Subiotal, Prop 18 Funds > - - - - - - - 6,497,175 6,497,175 6,497,175 6,497,175 3,722,303 29,711,004
COther State Funds 200,000 - “ - -« - - - - - - - 200,000
City Matehing Funds 1,487,757 552,649 322, 655 364,000 1,147,000 1,147,000 - - - - - - 5521271
Total Funding 5 8,438,785 % 2,763,245 & 4114326 § 1,820,000 § 32,598,870 § 32,598,870 $ 22588870 § 79088,045 § 76,875,566 § 96,457,176 $ 56497175 $ 33,207,2801% 400,996,227
Local Finaneing - - - - 57,401,130 - - 4.330.260 7,138,368 17.745,458 1,887,874 - 98,504,088
Payback of Local Financing - - - - - 16,983,870 19,598,870 16,620,999 14,178,591 - - 31,102,953 98,504,030
Cumulative Balanca $ - 8 ~ 3 -8 - % 87,401,130 § 50,407,260 § 30,808,390 § 18,508,650 5 11469627 $ 29215085 § 31,102,858 § 0§ {0),
Project Costs 8,433,785 2,763,245 4,114,328 1,820,000 180,000,000 15,605,000 2,000,000 60,827,435 63,636,543 74,242,633 58,385,049 - 392,833,016
Finanging Costsinterest Onjy* - - - - - - » 5,968,871 - - . 2,134,340 8,163,211
Tetal Project & Financing Costs § 6,438,785 5 2,763,245 § 4,114,326 § 1,820,000 3% 100,000,000 $ 15,605,000 § 3,000,000 § 66,796,306 S5 53,636,543 § 74242833 § 58,385,045 § 2,194.340 | § 400,996,227
* Financing costs interest and issuance costs) from local bendsffinancing will be reimbursed by HBP funds, matched by Prop. 1B funds (issance costs not caloulated but actual issuance costs would be reimbursed),
Toll Credits for ROW Phase 200768 & Prior 2008-08 2009-50 2010-11 201142 2012+13 261314 2014415 201516 201817 2061718 207618 Totat
Transpor. Development Credits (TDC) =Toll Credits
{not included in iofals) - 2,598,870 2,598,870 2,533,870 2,558,870 1,630,515 - 12,025,995
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&th Street Viaduct Seismic improvement Project Financial Plan

City of Los Angeles

TABLE 2A - CASH FLOW AND FINANCING REQUIREMENTS — PA/ED PHASE

PAJED Costs and Funding Fiscal Year
Phase 2007-08B & Prior 2008-09 200910 2010-11 2013-14 2014-15 2015416 2016-17 2017-18 208-18 Total
PAJED (Proj Approval and Envir Doc) $ 8,438,785 § 2,763,245 § 4,114,326 $ 1,820,000 $17,136,356
Final Design {PS&E} -
Subioial, PAJ/ED and PSAE —> 8,438,785 2,763,245 4,114,328 1,820,000 - - " - - 17,136,358
ROW (Right of Way! -
Subtotal, ROW —> - .
CONSTRUCTION COST (CON)
Detour and Demio of Existing Viaduct -
Recenstruction of Viaduct -
Subtotal, Construction —= B - - - R - .
LE {Construction Support)
Subtotal, Construction and CE—>
Total Project Costs $ 8,438,785 § 2,783,245 § 4,114,326 § 1,820,000 % $ - - = - - 3 - $17,136,356
Funding
Highway Bridge Program (HBP) - PAJEDIPE&E |$ 6,751,028 § 2,210,596 § 3,201,461 § 1,456,000 § 513,708,088
Highway Bridge Program (HBP) - ROW -
Highway Bridge Program (HBP) - Construction -
Subfotal, HBP Funds —>1 § 6,751,028 § 2,210,596 $ 3,291,461 $ 1,456,000 § $ - - - = - 5 - $13,708,085
Prop 1B Local Bridge Seismic Retrofit - - - - - -
Other State Funds 200,000 205,000
City Matching Funds 1,487,757 552,648 822,865 364,000 3,227,271
Total Funding 3 8,438,785 § 2,763,245 3§ 4,114,326 § 1,820,000 % & - - - - - $ - $ 17,136,356
August 16, 2041 Page 20
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6th Street Viaduct Seismic Improvement Project Financial Plan City of Los Angeles

TABLE 2B ~ CASH FLOW AND FINANCING REQUIREMENTS - FINAL DESIGN PHASE

Finai Design Costs and Funding Fiscal Year

Phase 2007-08 & Prior 2008-09 200810 2010-11 201142 2012-13 201314 201415 201516 201817 201718 2018-19 Total

PAJED (Proj Approval and Envir Doc}

Final Design (PS&E) ) 10,000,000 § 10,000,000 20,000,00C
Subloial, PA/ED and PSRE —>1 § = & -« & -3 - $ 10,000,000 $10,000,000 - $ - 5 - $ : $ 20,000,000

ROW {Right of Way) -
Subtotal, ROW —> - - - -

CONSTRUCTION COST {CON}
Detour and Demo of Existing Viaduct -
Reconstruction of Viaduct -
Subtotal, Construction — - - - - . .

CE (Construction Support)
Subtoial, Construction and CE~—>

Total Project Costs 5 - 8 - 5 - % . "5 406,000,000 $10,000,000 § - & - 3 - 5 - 3 - 1§ 20,000,000
Funding
Highway Bridge Program (HEP) - PA/ED/PS&E $ - %  §853,000 § 8855000 $ 17,706,000

Highway Bridge Program (KBP} - ROW .
Highway Britdge Programi (HBP} - Construction -
Subtotal, HBP Funds.—>| § - $ - $ - $ - $ 8,863,000 % 6,853,000 § - 3 - $ - $ - $ - ¢ 17,706,000

Prop 18 Local Bridge Seismic Retrofit - - - - -

COther State Funds -

City Matching Funds - 1,147,000 1,147,000 2,294,000
Total Fundin_g 3 - § - % - $ - $ 10,000,000 $10,000,000 $§ - $ - $ - § - 3 - $ 20,000,000
Subtotal Balance 5 « & « 5 - § - - & -3 - 3 - § - & - 5 - 14 -
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&th Sireet Viaduct Seismic Improvement Project Financial Plan

City of Los Angeles
ey = S
TABLE 2C - CASH FLOW AND FINANCING REQUIREMENTS — ROW PHASE
Right-of-Way Costs and Funding Fiscal Year
Phase 200708 & Prior 200805  20B%-10 2010-11 201112 201213 201314 201415 2015-16 2016~17 201718 2018-19 Total
FAED {Proj Approval and Envir Doc) $ -
Final Design (PS&E) -
Subtotal, PA/ED and PSEE —> - " - - - - - - - - - -
ROW [Right of Way) 90,000,000 5,605,000 3,000,000 98,605,000
Subtotal, ROW w> 90,000,000 §,605,000 3,400,000 58,605,000
ROW Financing Costs 5,068,871 5,868,874
Subtoial, ROW & Financing «> - - - = 96,000,000 5,608,000 3,000,000 5,968,371 - - - - 104,873,671
GCONSTRUCTICN COST (CON)
Cetour and Demo of Existing Viaduct .
Reconstruction of Viaduct -
Subiotal, Consiruction —= - - - " - - - - - - - - -
CE {Construetion Support)
Subtotal, Construction and SE—> - - - . - - - - - - - =
Tatal Project Costs 3 - & - & - & - § 80,000,000 $ 5605000 $ 3,000,000 $ 5,968,871 % - 3 -8 -8 « 1§ 104,573,871
Funding
Highway Bridge Program {(HBP) + PAJED/PS&E - - -
Highway Bridge Program (MBF} - ROW 22,598,870 22,598,870 22,598,870 16,829,888  14,173,3%1 98,505,001
Highway Bridge Program (HEP} « Canstruction -
Highway Bridge Program (HBP) - Finansing Costs 5,968,871 5,958,871
Subtotal, HBP Funds —>| $ - 5 - 8 -8 - % 22568870 $ 22568870 § 22,695,870 3 225683570 $ 1417534 § - 8 - 8 - |3 104,573,871
Brop 1B Local Bridge Saismic Retrofit - - - -
Ciher State Funds -
City Matching Funds -
Total Funding $ - 3 - $ - 8 - 5 22598870 & 22508870 % 22,598,870 § 22,598,870 %14,178,391 % -5 - § - 1% 104,573,871
Subtotal Balance - need to finance H - 8 - % - 8 - § (67,401,930} & 16,593,670 % 19,595,370 & 16,629989% 514,175,381 § .3 - % - 13 1
Local Financing - - - - 67,401,430 - - - - - - - 67,404,130
®ayback of Locai Financing - - - - - 16,993,670 19,598,870 16,629,993 14,178,321 - - - 67,401,130
Cumulative Balance $ -3 -~ 5 -5 - .3 67,401,130 $ 50,407,260 § 30,808,390 § 14,178,391 8 {1] & (i} & 4. ¢ (1 % {1)
Prop 98 Loeal Bridge Seismic Retrofif changed o Toll Credits for HBP funds, Therefore HEP funds are now 100% Federak.
{Financing COsts | NOTE: Financing cost estimated on annual, not monthly basis. Assumes payback at end of fiscal year. Also, loan origination costs alihough eligible for reimbursement.
Series 2012
Principle >
interest APR >
Financing Costs linterest Onlyj> 3 1,492,218 § 1492218 5 1,492,218 % 1492218 5 5968872
Total Finanging Costs $ 4,492,218 5 1,482,218 " § 1,482,218 & 1,492,218 - § - % - $ - $ - g 5,968&
froll Credits for ROW Phase 2007-08 & Prior  2008-09 2009410 201631 2011412 201213 201314 2681415 2015-16 2018-17 201718 2018-19 Total
Transpor. Development Credits {TDC) «Toli Cradits
{rot included in totais) - 2,598,870 2,598,870 2,598,870 2,598,870 1,630,815 - 12,025,995
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8th Street Viaduct Seismic Improvement Project Financial Plan City of Los Angeles

TABLE 28 — CASH FLOW AND FINANCING REQUIREMENTS — CONSTRUCTION PHASE

Construction & CE Costs and Funding Fisea) Year
Phasa 200708 & Prior  2008-09 200810 2010-11 207112 2012-13 2013-14 2014~15 2016-16 201817 2017-18 2H8-19 Tota)
PAJED (Proj Approval and Envir Dec) B =
Final Design (FS&E) “
Subiotal, PA/ED and PS&E —> - - = - - - - - - - “
ROW {Right of Way} u
Subtotal, ROW —> - - w -
CONSTRUCTION COST (CON)
Retour and Dewo of Existing Viaduct 12,083,827 12,883,627
Reconstruction of Viaduct 43,036,968 57,281,273 56,944,813 52,646,935 220,008,033
Subiodal, Construction —> - - - - - - - 88,115,682 57,381,274 66,944,819 §2,646,985 - 232,081,660
ﬁg_{conwucﬁnn Suppori) E,707,853 §,265,269 7.297,814 5,739,084 25,000,000
Subtotal, Construgtion 2nu CE—> L - - - - - - 80,B27,438 63,636,543 74,242,833 538,386,045 - 267,081,650
Lonstruction Financing Costs 2,194,340 2,154,340
Subfotal, Construction, OF & Financing Cosis—> “ - - - “ - - €0,827,425 63,536,543 74,242 633 58,385,045 2,194,340 269,286,000
Total Project Costs. $ - $ - S - $ - $ - 3 - k3 - $ 60,827,425 5 63,635,543 & 74,24_%,633 $ 68,386,049 § 2,494,340 S 352,285,000
Fungding

Hiphway Bridge Program (HBP) « PAJED/PSEE
Highway Bridge Program (HBP) « ROW -

Highway Bridge Program (HE®} - Construction 60,000,000 50,060,000 506,000,000 $0,000,000 27,633,005 227,633,608,
Highway Sridge Program (HEP} - Financing Costs 1,941,591 1,941,921
Subtotal, HBF Funds —> | § P R T S - 9 650000000 $ 50,000,000 $ 50,000000 & 60,000,000 $ 28574.996| % 229,674,996
Prop, 18 Local Bridge Seismis Retrofit- Const G,497 176 8,497,178 6,497,178 5,457,175 3,465,954 29,458,855
Prop 1B Loga) Bridge Seismic Retrofit- Financing Costs 262,345 252,349
Prop 1B Local Er]dEe Saismic Retrofit - - - n - - - 6,497,176 6,497,176 £,497,178 8,457,175 3,722,303 29,711,004
Other State Funds -
City Matehing Funds -
Total Funding E - s - g - & . 3 - 3 P . B KE6A97176 5 56,497,176 § 68497176 § 66,497,476 $ 33,297,090 (¢ 259,285,000
Subtotal Balance - need to finance 3 - % -5 - 8 - $ - 5 . 5 - % (4320,280) § (7.139,368) § (17.748.488) $  (1,887,874) § 31.102,969 | § (1}
Local Financing - - - - - - - 4,320,260 7,139,368 17,745,458 1,887,874 - 31,102,958
Payback of Local Finansing - - - - - - - w - - - 21,102,969 31,102,989
Cumuiative Balance [ - 3 - 3 - $ - 5 - < - S - $ 4,330,280 8 11,469,628 $ 29,215,086 $ 31,102,969 % 118 [}
ﬁnancing Costs | NOTE: Financing cost estimated on annwal, not monthly basis. Assumes payback zt erl of fiscal year, Also, loan origination costs although eligible for relmbursement, Fr2019 Partial year only,
Series 2018
Principie >
Interest APR = | 2280 |
Financing Costs (Interest Only)> s 95,852 % 95,868 § 96,8685 % 5,869 % 70,888 3 454,381
Series 201&
Principte »
interest APR »
Financing Costs {interest Oniyj> 3 188,061 § 168,081 % 158,961 $ 116,887 & £91,050
Series 2017
Principle >
interest APR >
Financing Costs (lnterest Only}- s 392,873 3 292,873 & 290,483 5 1,076,229
Series 2018
Principle > q
interest APR >
Financing Costs (Interest Qniy)> $ 41,796 3 30,503 % 72,700
Total F]nancing Costs $ - 5 ~ E] - 3 - S - $ - $ - S 95,865 % 253,530 § 845,803 § 538,600 & 605,138 3 2,194,340
August 18, 2011 Page 23
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8th Street Viaduct Seismic Improvement Project Financlal Plan
e

City of Los Angeles

TABLE 3 — CASH FLOW BY FUNDING SOURCE BY YEAR

Cash Flow by Funding Source by Year Fiscaf Year
Funding Source 2007-08 & Prior 2008-09 #003-10 2e10-11 Z011-12 201213 201314 201415 2045-16 2016-17 2017-18 2017-18 Totai
Highway 8Sridge Program {HBP} - PA/ED/PS&E $ 6,751,028 § 2,210,596 § 3,281,461 & 1,456,000 % 8,853,000 3 8,853,000 $ - & - - % - 3 - - 1% 31,415,088
Highway Bridge Program (HBP} - ROW - - - - 22,598,870 22,598,870 22,598,870 16,625,983 14,178,391 - - - 98,605,001
Highway Bridge Pregram {HBP) - Construction - - - - - - - 50,000,000 50,009,000 50,000,600 50,000,000 27,632,100 227,632,100
Highway Bridge Program (HBP) - Financing Costs - - ©a - “ “ - 5,988,871 - - - 1,542 896 7,811,766
Subtctal, HBP Funds —> 8,751,028 2,212,596 3,201,461 1,456,000 31,451,870 34,451,870 22,598,870 72,558,670 64,178,381 50,000,000 £0,000,000 29 574,556 365,563,952
Prop 1B Locai Bridge Seismic Retrofit- ROW “ " - " - - - - - - - - -
Prop. 1B Local Bridge Selsmic Retrofite Const - - - - - - - 8,437,175 8,497,175 5,497,175 £,497,175 3,470,859 28,452,559
Prop 18 Local Bridge Seismic Retrofit- Financing Costs - - - - - - - - - - - 251,448 281,445
Subtotal, Prop 18 Funds —> - - - . - N N 6,497,175 6,497,175 5,497,175 5,497,175 3,722,303 29,711,004
Other State Funds 200,000 - - - “ - - - - - - - 200,000
City Matching Funds 1,487,767 552,543 822,365 364,000 1,147,000 1,147,000 - - - - = - 5,521,271
Total Funding $ 8,438,785 ¢ 2,763,245 $§ 4,914,326 § 1,820,000 % 32506870 F 312598370 § 22,508,870 § 79,086,045 70,875,568 § 56457175 § 56487175 § 33,297,298 | § 400,996,227
Local Financing « - - - 67,401,130 ~ - 4,330,260 7,139,368 17,745,458 1,887,874 - 98,504,089
Payback of Local Finansing - - - - - 16,893,870 15,598,870 16,620,980 14,178,331 - - 31,102,859 98,504,090
Cumufative Balanca $ e . - 3% - $ 67,401,130 $ 50,407,260 $ 30,608,390 $ 18,508.650 11,469,627 § 29,215,083 § 31,102,955 '§ (1,887,874) 8 _ (1,887,574)
Project Costs 3,438,785 2,763,245 4,114,326 1,820,000 100,000,000 15,605,000 3,000,000 60,827,435 63,636,543 74,242,633 56,385,049 - 392,833,018
Financing CostsInferast Only* - - - - - - - 5,868,871 - - = 2,184,340 8,183,211
Teial Project & Finapeing Costs $ 8,438,785 5 2,763,245 $ 4,114,326 § 1,820,000 $ 100,000,000 $ 15605000 5 3,000,000 $ BB, 795,306 § 63,636,543 $ 74,242,633 § 58,385,045 § 2,194,340f§ 400,996,227

* Financing costs {interest and issuance costs) from local bonds/finansing wili be reimbursed by HBP funds, matched by Prop. 1B funds (issuance costs not galculated but astual issuance cests would be reimbursed).
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8th Street Viaduct Seismic Improvement Project Financial Plan City of Los Angeles
TABLE 4 - CASH FLOW BY FUNDING SOURCE BY PHASE
Cash Flow by Funding Scurce by Phase Activity
Funding Securce PA/ED/PSEE ROW CON & CE Financing Total
Highway Bridae Pragram {HBP} - PA/JED/PS&E 5 31,415,085 $ 31,415,085
Highway Bridge Program {HBP) - ROW 88,605,001 28,605,001
Highway Bridge Program (HBP) - Construction & CE 227,632,100 227,632,100
Highway Bridge Program (HBP) - Financing Cosis 7,811,766 7,911,766
Prop 18 Local Bridge Seismic Retrofi- ROW & Const 29,459,559 25,459,558
Prop 1B Local Bridge Seismic Retrofit Financing Costs 251,445 251,445
Cther State funds 200,000 200,000
City Maiching 5,524,271 5,521,271
Totalg $ 37,136,356 | $ 98,605,007 | $257,001,659{ $ 8,163,211 | § 400,996,227
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&th Street Viaduct Seismic improvement Project Financial Plan

City of Los Angeles

APPENDIX B - RISK ANALYSIS SUMMARY
GF THE

RISK MAMAGEMENT PLAN ROCUMENT
FOR THE
8TH STREET VIADUCT SEISMIC IMPROVEMENT PROJECT
UPDATED March, 2040
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PROJECT RISK MANAGEMENT PLAN

PROJECT RISK MANAGEMENT PLAN - Sixth Street Viaduct
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PROJECT RISK MANAGEMENT PLAN

PROJECT RISK MANAGEMENT PLAN - Sixth Street Viaduct
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PROJECT RISK MANAGEMENT PLAN

PROJECT RISK MANAGEMENT PLAN - Sixth Street Viaduct
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PROJECT RISK MANAGEMENT PLAN - Sixth Street Viaduct
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APPENDIX C — CHECKLIST FOR FINANCIAL PLAN COMPONENTS
FHWA FINANCIAL PLAN GUIDANCE ATTACHMENT C
8® STREET VIADUCT PROJECT INITIAL FINANCIAL PLAN

Financial Plan Component Status

1. Cost Estimate

Provide a total cost estimate for the full project. Provide an activity breakdown for completed
feasibility studies, preliminary engineering, environmental assessment, right-of-way .
acquisition, construction, construction engineering and inspection, project
management, contingencies, and ITS activities. Include other cost categories, as
necessary. See Major Project Program Cost Eslimating Guidancs,

All cost estimates should be expressed on a year-of-expenditure basis and should completed
include a narrative describing assumptions used to arrive at such estimates.

2. Implementation Plan

Provide a comprehensive description of the project, including, but not limited to, project | completed
scope, termini, and interconnections. Describe any proposed phasing for the project
and dependencies on other projects. Include a list of all federal, state, and local
permits and approvals required for the project and a schedule for obtaining such
permits and approvals.

include the schedule for completing the project, by year, showing estimated costs. completed

It should be noted that updates to the initiai financial plan should ensure consistency in | completed
project scope. H costs and/or schedule change, then the changes must be clearly
identified to ensure valid comparisons fo the initial financial plan.

3. Finaneing and Revenues

Sources should include separate line items, as applicable, for Federal, state, and local | completed
funds; private investment; any other contributions; market value of right-of-way
dedications; bond proceeds (general obligation, revenus, GARVEESs, and others); state
infrastructure bank loans; other borrowing (specify); investment income; Federal credit
assistance (TIFIA). The total of all funding sources should equal the fotal of the cost
estimate. New funding sources developed aftar the Initial Financial Plan should be
incorporated at the subsequent Annual Update.

4. Cash Flow

The cash flow pro forma should indicate the level of cash required to fund the project completed
on an annual basis over the period of the financial plan. The pro forma should include
beginning and ending balances, all sources and uses of funds, and show annual
change in financial position. Total sources and uses should be egual.

5. Risk Identification and Mitigation Factors

This section should discuss the risk analysis done for the project. 1t should identify the | completed
risks to project completion and revenus sufficiency. Identification of those risks and the
potential mitigation actions should be described.

e e et S L Y
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ORAFT ATTACHMENT NO. FIVE

6th Street Viaduct Seismic Improvement Project

LOS ANGELES COUNTY, CALIFORNIA
DISTRICT 7 — Bridge Nos. 53C-1880 and 53-0595
EA 251200

Federal Project Number 5006 (342)
SCH # 2007081005

Final Environmental Impact Report/
Environmental Impact Statement
and Section 4({f) Evaluation

Prepared by

City of Los Angeles
and
State of California Department of Transportation

The environmental review, consultation, and any other action required in accordance with
applicable Federal jaws for this project is being, or has been, carriad out by Caltrans under its
assumption of responsibility pursuant to 23 1.8.C. 327.

July 2011
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ATTACHMENT NO. FIVE
6" Street Viaduct Seismic Improvementi Project Draft EIR/EIS EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

1.  Introduction and Background

The California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) and the City of Los Angeles (City)
propose to undertake seismic improvement of the 6™ Street Viaduct over the Los Angeles River
(Bridge No. 53C-1880) and the 6 Street Overcrossing, which includes the US 101 Hollywood
Freeway (Bridge No. 53-0595). The structure is located in a highly urbanized area just east of
Downtown Los Angeles in the County of Los Angeles, California, as shown in Figure 1.

LBOME AVEE

Project ‘1"1.\ L
Location[ ™, . ' &

Figure 1 Project Location and Vicinity Maps

The 6™ Strect Viaduct crosses the Los Angeles River along an east-west alignment, connecting
Downtown Los Angeles with the Boyle Heights Community to the east. Land uses along the
north and south sides of the viaduct are predominantly industrial and commercial. A City
Department of Public Works maintenance office is located within the area undemeath the
viaduct on the west side of the river. An access tunnel, which is located under the viaduct on the

west side of the river, provides access to the river from Santa Fe Avenue near the frontage road
on the south side of the viaduct.
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ATTACHMENT NO. FIVE
6™ Street Viaduct Seismic lmprovement Project EIR/EIS EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The Los Angeles River, which is contained within a trapezoidal concrete-lined channel, and
multiple-track railroad corridors located along the river’s east and west banks pass under the
viaduct in a north-south direction. The Los Angeles River is a flood control channel that receives
stormwater runoff from its 834-square-mile watershed, treated effluent from two wastewater
treatment plants, and some rising groundwater in the Glendale Narrows area. The river
discharges to an estuary in Queensway Bay in the Long Beach Harbor.

Several high-voltage transmission lines, owned and operated by the Los Angeles Department of
Water and Power (LADWP), are also located along each bank of the river. Large steel LADWP
transmission towers are adjacent to the viaduct on the south side. Figure 2 shows an aerial view

of the project limits and surrounding land uses.

The proposed 6™ Street Viaduct Seismic Improvement Project is included in the Final 2008
Regional Transportation Improvement Program (RTIP) and the Federal Transportation
Improvement program (FTIP), in which the project is programed for $245 billion over a 6-year
period, from fiscal years 2008/09 to 2013/14. The RTIP is currently being amended to include
the total project cost of $401.2 million, and the actual cash flow for the project would extend
through fiscal year 2017/2018, The Final Environmental Impact Report (EIR)/Environmental
Impact Statement (EIS) addresses the potential environmental impacts of various alternatives
considered for the proposed project, including a No Action Alternative, retrofit alternative, and
replacement alternative. The current estimate for right-of-way (ROW) and construction costs for
the retrofit alternative is $199 million. The estimate for the replacement alternatives vary from
$306 million to $371 million depending on the alignment and bridge concept.

The EIR/EIS for this project was prepared in accordance with the 2002 City of Los Angeles
Environmental Quality Act Guidelines, adopted pursuant to the requirements of Section 15022(a)
of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines; the Council on Environmental
Quality (CEQ) Regulations implementing the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) (40
Code of Federal Regulations [CFR] 1500-1508); and the Federal Highway Administration
(FHWA) Enviroamental Regulations (23 CFR 771) to inform the public and decision makers of
the environmental effects of the 6" Street Viaduct Seismic Improvement Project. This document
has been prepared jointly by Caltrans, the federal lead agency for NEPA, functioning as a
designee of FHWA pursuant to 23 United States Code (U.8.C.) 327, and by the City of Los
Angeles, who is the lead agency for CEQA.
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6" Strest Viaduct Seismic improvement Project Draft EIR/EIS EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Figure 2 Aerial View of the Proposed Project Limits and Surrounding Land Uses
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ATTACHMENT NO. FIVE
6" Street Viaduct Seismic mprovement Project Drait EIR/EIS EXMECUTIVE SUMMARY

2. Purpose and Need

The 6% Street Viaduct is
comprised of 43 concrete
spans and 2 large steel
through arch fruss spans over g
the Los Angeles River. Most
of the structure sits on 58-foot
(ft)-high columns supported
by spread footings, and it is

supported by multiple column
bents and spread footings. The viaduct can be divided into three segments: (1) approach spans
west of the Los Angeles River, (2) steel through arch spans over the river (imain spans), and (3)
approach spans east of the river.

The purpose of the project is threefold:

o Preserve 6 Street as a viable east-west link between Boyle Heights and Downtown Los
Angeles

»  Reduce vulnerability of the 6™ Street Viaduct in major earthquake events

s Resolve design deficiencies of the 6™ Street Viaduct

The following discussion summarizes the present conditions and deficiencies of the 6™ Street
Viaduct that constitute the need for the proposed action,

2.1  Preserve Viability of 6 Street Transportation Corridor

The 6" Street Viaduct is an important link between the Boyle Heights Community and
Downtown Los Angeles, including the Arts District. The viaduct carries more than 13,000
vehicle trips per day compared to 12,690 vehicle trips per day along the 1™ Street Viaduct and
17,680 vehicle trips per day along the 4™ Street Viaduct, which are two other important links
between East Los Angeles and the downtown area.

In addition to being an important link between East Los Angeles and Downtown Los Angeles,
many Boyle Heiglits residents view the viaduct as a community landmark and an iconic symbol
of the City of Los Angeles as a whole. Residents in the Arts District also view the viaduct as an
important landmark for the City.
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ATTACHMENT NO. FIVE
6" Street Viaduct Seismic Improvement Project EIR/EIS EXECUTIVE BUMMARY

The Los Angeles River Revitalization
Master Plan (LARRMP) designated the
area including the 6™ Street Viaduct as the
“Downtown Industrial Opportunity Area,”
one of five demonstration areas of the
LARRMP. There are currenily two
alternatives  for development of the
opportunity area: the DI-A and DI-B
concepts. Both concepts designate 6™

Street in the proposed project area as a
Primary Arterial Green Street.  The

One of the Praposed Downtown Industrial Development Schemes, LARRMP 2007

alternatives also propose an expanded multi-use and bicycle trail on the western bank of the Los
Angeles River and a promenade along the castern bank of the river, each having its own
underpass beneath the 6™ Strect Viaduct. In addition, both alternatives provide pedestrian bridge
access ramps from the west side of 6" Street north to the proposed expanded trail. Alternative
DI-A designates the area east of the river north of 6™ Street as a Neighborhood Gateway, while
Alternative DI-B establishes this area as a Regional Gateway.

2.2  Reduce Vulnerability to Seismic Coilapse

The 6™ Street Viaduct is classified as a Category I structure by Caltrans', and mandatory seismic
retrofit is required. The viaduct was constructed in 1932 using state-of-the-art concrete
technology at that time and the use of an onsite concrete batch plant. Over the last 75 years,
concrete elements of the viaduct have cracked and deteriorated as a result of an internal chemical
reaction called Alkali Silica Reaction (ASR), which is caused by the reactive aggregate used to
prepare the concrete. Because of this ongoing and irreversible chemical action, the 6" Street
Viaduct’s concrete has lost significant strength, and the structure is subject to failure under
predictable seismic energy releases.

Alkali Silica Reaction occurs between the alkaline pore solution of the cement paste and silica in
the aggregate particles. The ASR
deterioration of the mortar and concrete is
due to the swelling of gel formed by the
reaction of alkali in the cement with
reactive silica in aggregates in the
presence of moisture. The expansion of

L' A Category 1 structure is a highway structure that has be
level earthquake, This classification of structure requires

Cracks due fo ASR
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the gel results in expansion and cracking. The most common manifestation of ASR is surface
cracking. In the advanced stages, a clear to milky gel (i.e., silica gel) will sometimes extrude

from cracks in the concrete.

In the late 1980s, the deck of the 6™ Street Viaduct was stripped of asphalt, and a waterproof
coating was applied to the underlying concrete in an attempt to minimize moisture infiltration. In
addition, the City repeatedly patched the viaduct using epoxy injection — a process that has left
stains and discoloration and necessitated the application of cementitous coatings to hide the
unsightly honeycomb effect of these repairs and to further seal the surface from moisture.
Cracking is evident throughout the viaduct, with large cracks and spalling evident on its outer

columns. As shown in the picture below, core samples show more severe cracking within the

concrete matrix than on the outer surface.

While  the  deteriorated surface
appearance of the viaduct is an issue, its
underlying structural integrity is of much
greater concern. In 1989, the Whittier
Narrows earthquake caused damage to
shear keys and resulted in a column crack
at Bent 33. The structure has since been
classified by Caltrans as a Category I
structure and placed on the mandatory
seismic retrofit list.

: - In the mid 1990s, Caltrans conducted an
Concrete core sample showing damage caused by ASR evaluation of Bridge No. 53-0595, which

is the segment owned by Caltrans that
crosses US 101. This evaluation determined that seismic retrofit was warranted and, in 1995,
Caltrans undertook a retrofit construction project for that portion of the 6™ Street Viaduet. The
Caltrans seismic retrofit project placed infill walls between existing columns at the bents
adjacent to the mainline roadbed. While this improvement was consistent with the Category [
seismic retrofit program by eliminating potential collapse (failure) vulnerabilities, it did not
resolve the long-term ASR problem and only improved the State-owned 235-ft-long segment of
the 3,500-fi-long viaduct. The City elected to not move forward with a retrofit design similar to
the one employed by Calirans because of concerns that such a strategy would not address the
ongoing degradation of the viaduct concrete due to ASR. The ASR deterioration continues to

weaken the concrete strength, which resulis in greater seismic vulnerability over time.
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In late 2000, the City engaged a consultant to determine the strength of the existing concrete and
the overall condition of the structure through a materials testing program. This extensive
investigation, completed in January 2002, confirmed the presence of severe cracking and low
concrete strength throughout the viaduct and identified its root cause to be ASR®. Figure 3
graphically demonstrates the findings of the materials testing program in various elements of the
6" Street Viaduct due to ASR. As can be seen, the columns and foundations show the most

damage (in red).

The Final Seismic Retrofit Strategy Report, completed in 2004° following the extensive material
testing program mentioned earlier, concluded that the viaduct, in its current state of material
deterioration and lack of structural strength, is subject to failure under loadings associated with a
major earthquake. The probability that the viaduct will fail under major seismic events exceeds
70 percent in 50 years. This vulnerability level is extremely high compared to the normally
accepted collapse probability of 10 percent or less over 50 years, as defined by the American
Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials (AASHTO) and Caltrans. The high
risk of collapse and continuing concrete deterioration indicates the need for timely corrective
action to either seismically retrofit the viaduct or replace it.

? Sixth Street Viaduct Over Los Asgeles River (Bridge Neo, 53C-1880): Fickd Sampling and Testing Program Final Report,
February 2002.

* Sixth Street Viaduct Final Seismic Retrofit Strategy Report, 2004,
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2.3 Reasoclve Design Deficiencies

The National Bridge laspection Standards (23 CFR 650) apply to all structures defined as
bridges located on public roads. Inspection records and bridge inventories are maintained in
accordance with the standards through the Caltrans Structure Maintenance and Investigations
Bridge Inspection Records Information report. Each bridge is to be inspected at regular intervals
not to exceed 2 years.

Based upon the inspection records and bridge inventory data, a sufficiency rating is calculated
for a particular bridge. The sufficiency rating is a method of evaluating highway bridge data by
calculation of four separate factors to obtain a numeric value that is indicative of the adequacy of
the bridge to remain in service. The result of this method is a percentage where 100 percent
would represent an entirely sufficient bridge and zero percent would represent an entirely
insufficient (deficient) bridge. These factors include:

1) Structural adequacy and safety, up to 55 percent

2) Serviceability and functional obsolescence, up to 30 percent
3) Essentiality for public use, up to 15 percent

4) Special reductions, up to 13 percent

The City-owned viaduct {(Bridge No. 53C-1880) has a sufficiency rating of 52.4% The major

factors contributing to the low sufficiency rating of the structure include:

e Cracking and condition of deck, superstructure, and substructure elements
® Inadequate roadway width

e  Out of specification bridge and approach railing, and approach rail ends

e Poor roadway alignment

= QOut of specification geometric and seismic detail design

Although the Caltrans-owned bridge (Bridge No. 53-0595) was retrofitted in 1995, roadway

width and railing deficiencies were not corrected.

3. Alternatives Considered

The Project Development Team (PDT) conducted study and research of 10 retrofit schemes, 20
~ replacement alignment corridors, and 15 bridge types (concepts) to identify the retrofit and
replacement schemes for evaluation in the EIR/EIS. Input from the general public, interested

4 Caltrans. 2006, Bridge Tnspection Records Information, Structure Inventory and Appraisal Report, Bridge No. 53C-1880,
California Department of Transportation, Structure Maintenance and Investigation. August.
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parties, and world-rentowned experts were considered as part of the alternative screening and
ranking to finalize the alternatives to be carried forward for further study.

The evaluation criteria used for screening the retrofit schemes and alignment corridors are

summarized below:

e  Ability to meet the project purpose and need

e« Constructability

» Life span of the facility

e Construction cost

e Maintenance cost

s Extent of environmental impact and community disruption
» Structural safety

o Historic preservation

e  Other enhancement opportunities

The evaluation criteria used for screening the bridge concepts include:

e Seismic performance

e Geometric flexibility

e Roadway and pedestrian safety
o Future river access from deck level
e Aesthetics

= Historical compatibility

» Design schedule

e Hydraulic impacts

e Environmental impacts

o Utility impacts

e Railroad impacts

o Construction cost

o Construction schedule

s Construction risk

o Constructability

e Maintenance and serviceability

Based on the results of the alternatives evaluatibn, a No Action Alternative, a Retrofit
Alternative, and a Replacement Alternative with three (3) alignments and five (5) bridge types
were identified as the most reasonable and feasible for full environmental impact assessment. A
brief description of each alternative is provided below.
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3.1 Alfernative 1 — No Action

This alternative provides neither retrofit nor replacement of the seismically and functionally
deficient 6 Street Viaduct. The ASR deterioration of the structure would continue, and the
seismic vulnerabilities would worsen as the concrete strength continues to deteriorate. The City
would provide ongoing inspection and maintenance on the viaduct to keep it open to traffic as
long as possible, given the ongoing ASR deterioration and seismic vulnerabilitics. The 6™ Strest
Viaduct would remain at its existing roadway width of 46 fi, which accommodates two travel
lanes in each direction with no outside shoulders or safety median. None of the design

deficiencies would be corrected under this altemative.

3.2 Alternative 2 ~ Viaduct Retrofit

Two retrofit schemes were initially identified for detailed study and evaluation in the EIR/EIS,
including Infil Wall and Heavy Steel Casing, and Substructure Replacement; however, the
Substructure Replacement scheme was later withdrawn from [urther ‘evaluation because of its
higher cost compared to the Infill Wall and Heavy Steel Casing scheme to obtain similar results
of the same design life.

Under this alternative, the viaduct’s columns would be retrofitted by encasing them with steel,
and infill walls would be constructed between selected columns. In addition, new foundations,
grade beams, retrofitting of bent caps, and closure of some expansion joints in the superstructare
would be constructed in combination with the column retrofits. The structure would be retrofitted
to the minimal standard of “no collapse” for a major earthquake (a magnitude 7.3 on the Richter
scale).

Alternative Components
Column Retrofit, Under this retrofit alternative, 76 columns would be encased, of which 26

would utilize 7/8-inch plates and 50 would utilize 5/8-inch steel plates. A 6-inch layer of
architectural mortar would conceal the exposed plates, channels, and bars (Figure 4). All exterior
columns with “Light” or “Moderate” damage ratings would also be encased to account for future
concrete degradation due to ASR expansion. Encasing all exterior columns would also maintain
visual balance and consistency for the retrofitted structure. The interior columns in Benis 1, 4,
and 5 would be encased to enhance their shear strengths. Bent 12 would be excluded from
retrofitting because of the lack of space available for construction of the column encasement due
to the proximity of railroad tracks.

Infill Walls, Mew Foundations, Grade Beéms, and Closure of Expansion Joints, Infill shear

walls would be constructed between the columns to reduce transverse seismic movemenis of the
structure. Grade beams would be constructed below ground between the existing pile caps to
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reduce longitudinal seismic movement of the structure. Expansion joints in the superstructure
would be reconstructed at Bents 27 and 33, connecting adjacent spans to reduce seismic
longitudinal displacement demands for the East Approach Spans. Figure 5 is an artist’s rendering
of the retrofiiting with infill wail.

6" thick architectural
mortar

2" ¢ concrete core /

Steel plate

Existing celumn
(5/8" thick)

I | e e
Pl
MC 8 x 18.7 ;

3\
1 3/8" 4 high-strength bar

* 5= 16" in top & bottom end zones of refrofitted columns
* 3= 32" in mid zone of retrofitted columns
Not to scale

Figure 4 Steel Encasement of Columns

Bent Caps Retrofit. Retrofitting of bent caps would ensure that the expected seismic damage

would take place in a controlled fashion. Retrofitting of bent caps for flexural strength
enhancement is proposed at 16 bents (excluding Bents 27 and 33 where expansion joints would
be closed). Bent cap retrofit would be achieved by means of concrete bolsters, which would be
bonded to the existing bent caps by dowels that run through pre-drifled cores in the bent caps.
Continuity of the concrete bolsters along the length of the bent cap would be achieved by post-
tensioning of high-strength bars that would run through pre-drilled cores in the superstructure
girders (see Figure 6). The post-tensioning bars would be anchored at their ends by exterior steel
plates; these exposed plates and the bars would also be concealed by mortar.

Bent caps at locations of expansion joints would be retrofitted, as shown schematically in
Figures 7 and 8. The positive flexural moment capacity would be enhanced by adding drop caps
at the soffit of the existing bent caps. The new drop caps would be bonded to the existing bent
caps by dowels. Steel plates would be placed along the sides of the bent caps and bonded to the
concrete by means of high-strength bars inside core holes. The steel plates would enhance

flexural capacity and resistance to horizontal shear.
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View after Retrofitting (showing a sample of in-fill wall at one column)

Figure 5 Artist’s Rendering of Viaduct Retrofit
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Figure 6 Retrofitting of Bent Caps by Concrete Bolsters

. Remove existing concrete in top portion & replace
New joint seal Nith new concrete with extra reinforcement

(
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Figure 7 Bent Cap Retrofit at Expansion Joints
(one simply supported span)
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Figure 8 Bent Cap Retrofit at Expansion Joints
(two simply supperted spans)

River Piers Retrofit. The river piers would be retrofitted by placing infill walls between

columns at the West and East River Piers. In addition, new pile foundations would be
constructed around the existing foundations at the West and Fast River Piers to confine the poor
lap-splices of the longitudinal column reinforcement and to allow cofumn bases to develop their
full plastic moment capacities.

New Expansion Joint Seals. Installation of new expansion joint seals is essential for long-term

efficiency of the retrofit design because it helps protect the substructure from direct water flow
onfo concrete members. Additional moisture at the concrete surface can accelerate the ASR and

subsequent concrete damage. Figures 7 and 8 show the proposed new expansion joint seals.

Design Life

The current design standard for seismic retrofit is to prevent failure (collapse) of the structure
when it is subject to the maximum credible earthquake (MCE). The retrofit design life
expectancy to prevent seismic collapse under the MCE event and loss of structural strength due
to ASR deterioration is approximately 30 years. Based on AASHTO guidelines, design life is the
period of time that a bridge is expected to be in operation. New bridge structures are designed to
have a structural design life of 75 years.

Design Standards _
The viaduct’s roadway does not meet the City’s design standards for a Secondary Highway, and
substantial physical changes to the superstructure would not be part of this alternative. Existing
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nonstandard viaduct features would continue to exist (i.e., inadequate sidewalk width; absence of
safety median and shoulders; and inadequate stopping sight distances). The retrofit alternative
would also not replace the existing barrier rails, which do not meet current crash-test standards.
Consistent with Caltrans requirements, the retrofit design would only be for the prevention of
collapse under the design seismic event, and the damaged bridge would have to be replaced after
a major earthquake.

Estimated Alternative Cost ‘
The construction and ROW costs of Alternative 2 — Viaduct Retrofit using the infill wall and
heavy steel casing method are estimated at $199 million (as of 4™ quarter 2010).

3.3 Alternative 3 — Viaduct Replacement

This alternative would construct a new viaduct along one of the three alignments under study.
The entire viaduct structure (including Bridge Nos. 53C-1880 and 53-0595) would be
constructed using a Cast-in-Place Multiple Cell Post-Tenstoned Box Girder. The main-span
bridge type would be selected from one of the five alternatives under consideration. The design
life expectancy of Alternative 3 is 75 years.

3.3.1 Viaduct Alignments
Three viaduct replacement alignments (i.e., 3A, 3B, and 3C) were carried forward for design
consideration, as shown in Figure 9. A description of each alignment is provided below.

Alisnment 3A. The replacement structure would be built along a new horizontal alignment. The

new structure within the City’s ROW would have a cross section that meets secondary highway
standards as required by the City of Los Angeles Department of Transportation (LADOT). The
new roadway would have a maximwm width of 70 ft (curb-to-curb) and would consist of two
11-ft-wide lanes in each direction, a median with a maximum width of 10 ft, and outside
shoulders with a maximum width of 8 fi, which would incorporate future bicycle lanes. The
proposed cross section would also allow for sidewalks with a maximum width of 10 ft. Bridge
rails located on the outside edges of the structure would have a width of 2 ft. The typical width to
the outside of the bridge rails would be 94 ft maximum.

The cross section within Caltrans® ROW (over US 101) would be slightly different. In this
section, the viaduct roadway would be 74 ft, curb to curb, consisting of two 12-ft-wide lanes in
each direction, a 10-ft-wide median, and 8-ft-wide shoulders. The proposed cross section also
allows for 8-ft-wide sidewalks on both sides of the structure.
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The new viaduct structure would extend east from Mateo Street to just east of US 101. The new
roadway design has a transition on the west side of the river from the existing street width at Mill

. Street to the ultimate width of the proposed 6™ Street Viaduct Replacement Alternative at Mateo
Street. Because of the wider viaduct replacement structure, the north side of the viaduct footprint
would extend farther to the north, while the south side of the footprint would remain essentially
at the same location except for the segment of the alignment over the Los Angeles River, which
would be shifted slightly to the south to improve the horizontal curve radius and provide
improved safety.

Alignment 3B (Preferred Alternative). The new viaduct would be designed with the same

cross section as Alignment 3A. This option proposes a horizontally curved alignment from Santa
Fe Avenue to west of US 101. The curve in the alignment is more gradual than Alignment 3A.
This alignment, similar to Alignment 3A, maintains its present location on the south side of the
existing bridge from Mateo Street to Santa Fe Avenue, and the alignment shifts to the north from
Santa Fe Avenue to the east as it crosses over the river. This alignment would swing to the north
approximately 85 fi farther than the existing alignment on the east side of the river, which would
upgrade the existing nonstandard curve radius at the east end.

A modification to Alignment 3B was evaluated in an effort to reduce ROW impacts in response
to public input; however, the 3B modified design option uses smaller radius curves and is
geometrically inferior to Alignment 3B. In addition, cost savings would be less than 1 percent of
Alignment 3B, which is considered negligible; therefore, the 3B modified design option was not
carried forward for further consideration as a full alignment alternative for the purpose of

environmental analysis in the EIR/EIS.

Alignment 3C. The new viaduct would be designed with the same cross section as Alignment

3A. To accommodate the wider viaduct, the footprint of the viaduct would be extended on the
north and south sides, except for the area between Mateo Street and Mesquit Street, which would
be wider to the north only. The segment that extends from the river to the cast would be
constructed so that the columns and foundations lie within existing ROW and the viaduct
roadway deck extends beyond the existing ROW over adjacent private properties.
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Figure 9 Alignment Corridors 3A, 3B, and 3C
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3.3.2 Bridge Concepls

Fifteen (15) bridge concepts {types) were developed during the initial phase of project studies
and were screened down to five concepts (i.e., Concepis 1, 2, 3, 4, and 5) as viable designs for
further consideration. Refinement of Bridge Concepts 1 and 4 (called 1A and 4A) were later
added as a result of public and agency input during the public review period of the Draft
EIR/EIS. Each bridge concept, including refined Concepts 1A and 4A, could be constructed on
any of the viaduct replacement alignments (i.e., 34, 3B, or 3C). The City will refine final design
of the bridge replacement as a means fo ensure selection of an architecturally distinctive and

cost-effective design.

Bridge Concept 1 — Main Span Replication. The new replica bridge could capture the essence

of the old landmark bridge with its decorative off-sct corner elements, steel arches, “deco”
detailing, and off-set of planes at the pier walls, as well as the corners with decorative dentil
detailing below the concrete barrier along the entire length of the viaduct. The structure could
mimic the original design with complimentary dual arches. The new main center pylon with its
belvederes would maintain the pedestrian viewing areas of the original 1932-designed
belvederes. In addition, the pylons, which historically extended above the bridge deck until
removal in the 1950s, could be replicated in the replacement structure of Bridge Concept 1, as
shown in Figure 10.

Figure 10 Computer Model of Bridge Coneept 1

Bridge Concept 1A would be identical to Bridge Concept ! between the riverbanks, mimicking
the original design with complimentary dual arches and main center pylon with its belvederes
maintaining the pedestrian viewing areas of the original 1932-designed belvederes. Unlike
Bridge Concept 1, which employs long-span box girders with fewer columns east and west of the
river similar to the other replacement concepts, refinement Bridge Concept 1A would replicate
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the short-span haunched girders with numerous support columns of the original structure from
the riverbanks to the ends of the viaduct. However, the total project cost for Concept 1A was
found to be significantly higher than the other bridge concepis and was not considered a
reasonable expenditure of public funds; therefore, Bridge Concept 1A was eliminated from
further consideration.

Bridse Concept 2 — Cast-in-place Box Girder with Steel Tied Arch Pedesirian Wavs. The
design of Bridge Concept 2 could employ a combination of some of the structural elements

proposed for Bridge Concept | (Figure 11). The main span of the bridge would be a concrete box
girder, with gateway monuments at each end. In addition, the pedestrian path would be separated
from the bridge deck at the main span, allowing pedestrians to enjoy a different experience while
crossing the bridge.

Figure 11 Computer Model of Bridge Concept 2

The main-span piers would act as entrance monuments and become an integral component in the
massing and scale of the bridge. The arches on the main span would anchor themselves to these
vertical piers, allowing them to act as a main-span gateway to the flow of traffic on the bridge.
The pedestrian and driver would take a visual cue as to where the river edges begin and end.

Bridge Concept 3 — Steel Half-Through Arch with CIP Box Girder Approaches. The design
of Bridge Concept 3 would pick up structural elements found on the original half-through arch of
the landmark main span (Figure 12). Reaching over the Los Angeles River, the new half-through
arches would intersect the bridge deck and nestle into the embankment piers. The Iateral tie
beams between the arches above the deck could be similar in cross section to that of the arch and

vertical structural members of the original bridge.
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Figure 12 Computer Model of Bridge Concept 3

Bridge Concept 4 — Extradosed Conerete Box Girder (Preferred Alternative). Bridge

Concept 4, a contemporary cable-supported structure, would present a 21* century structural
principle that introduces a relatively new technology to the United States (Figure 13). This
extradosed concept bridge could invoke a uniquely modern statement over the river.

Figure 13 Computer Model of Bridge Concept 4

The PDT recommended the design principle of Bridge Concept 4, cable-supported river spans
with one central pier that clear the railroad tracks and avoids the overhead 230-kilovolt (kV)
power lines, be the preferred alternative. A range of design expressions of this principle,
including Bridge Concept 4A with six towers representing 6" Street as one example (see
Figure 14), could be considered during final design.
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Figure 14 Computer Model of Bridge Concept 4A

Bridge Concept 5 — Extradosed Concrete Box Girder with Single Pylon, Bridge Concept 5 is

another potential design expression of the extradosed bridge principle. This expression features
extradosed structures with towers and cables aligned along the center of the bridge and viaduct
approaches (Figure 15). This particular expression utilizes six bridge towers as symbolically
representative of 6™

effect,

Street. The top of each tower could be illuminated to enhance the nighttime

Figure 15 Computer Model of Bridge Concept 5

3.3.3 Other Roadway Improvements

In addition to improving the geometry of the 6™ Street Viaduct, other areas of consideration for
roadway design include the transitions from the viaduct at the east and west ends to the existing
street (see Figures 16 and 17), as well as the local streets under the viaduct.
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Figure 16 West End Transition Configuration

Figure 17 East End Transition Configuration

On Mateo Street at the west end of the viaduct, the proposed section would be aligned with the
existing lane configuration by using a 380-ft transition that would consist of striping and minor
modifications to the existing sidewalk and curb and gutter. The existing traffic signal masts
would be modified to match the proposed transitions. A left-turn lane along Mateo Street would
be provided to allow southbound traffic to access the eastbound direction on 6™ Street. This
improvement would provide a safer lane configuration and better vehicular traffic movement.

On the east end of the viaduet, the proposed 94-ft section would taper to match the existing 58-ft
section through a 165-ft transition. No additional lanes would be added, and no modifications to
the existing sidewalk would be made.
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Portions of the existing street crossings under the viaduct may need fo be reconstructed for an
approximate length of 200 ft on both sides of the viaduct. These improvements may be done in a
way that creates opportunities for landscaping.

As part of the construction of any alignment and bridge concept under Alternative 3, several
roadway improvements at nearby intersections would be undertaken to maintain traffic operation
during the construction period when the viaduct would have to be closed.

e 6" Street/Boyle Avenue Intersection: The proposed operational improvements at this
intersection would (1) modify signal phasing for the east-west direction to run as opposed
phasing, (2) convert the Number 1 westbound through lane to a left-turn lane, (3) modify
signal phasing to add a southbound lefi-turn phase, and (4) extend the southbound lefi-turn
lane by approximately 75 ft.

o 7" Strect/Boyle Avenue Intersection: Signal phasing would be modified to add an eastbound
left-turn phase. '

o 3™ Street/Central Avenue Intersection: Signal phasing would be modified to add a
northbound left-turn phase. '

o 3" Street/Alameda Street Intersection: Signal phasing would be modified to add a
northbound left-turn phase.

o 6" Street/Alameda Street Intersection: Signal phasing would be modified to add a
northbound left-turn phase.

o @M Street/Central Avenue Intersection: Signal phasing would be modified to add a
southbound left-turn phase.

o 5" Street/Central Avenue Intersection: New traffic signals would be installed at this location.

In addition to modifying the signal phasing of teaffic signals at nearby intersections, several other
intersections would be impacted by the traffic detours. Mitigation measures have been proposed
to mitigate these impacts as follows:

o 4™ Sreet and US 101 Southbound Off-Ramp: Install new traffic signals and connect to Los
Angeles City Automated Traffic Surveillance and Control (ATSAC) System.

o 4™ Street and US 101 Southbound On-Ramp: Install new traffic signal and connect to Los
Angeles City ATSAC System.

» 4™ Street and Soto Street: Restripe to add an eastbound right-turn lane.

Design Standards

The proposed replacement alternative would be designed to meet the City’s current street and
street lighting design standards. The structural design for the replacement alternatives would
meet AASHTO bridge design standards and Caltrans seismic design criteria.

Page 24



ATTACHMENT NO. FIVE

6" Street Viaduct Seismic Improvement Project EIR/EIS EXEQUTIVE SUMMARY

Estimated Cost for Replacement Alternative
Table 1 presents estimated costs of each replacement bridge concept constructed on the three

alignments evaluated. As can be seen, the construction and ROW costs for Bridge Concepts |

through 5 vary from a low of $307 million to a high of $367 million (with the eliminated Bridge
Concept 1A estimated at $408 million) for Alignment 3A; from a low of $306 million to a high
of $369 million for Alignment 3B (with the eliminated Bridge Concept 1A estimated at $405
million); and from a low of $320 million to a high of $371 million for Alignment 3C. All

estimates are based on 4™ quarter 2010 costs.

Bridge Concepi 1
Constructicn cost 240,735,000 237,542,000 254,505,000
ROW 96,411,000 97,807,000 94,375,000
TOTAL 337,146,000 335,349,000 348,880,000
Bridge Concept 1A
Construction cost 306,150,000 302,635,000 NC
ROW 102,421,000 102,421,000 NC
TOTAIL 408,571,000 405,056,000 NC
Bridge Concept 2
Construction cost 211,280,000 208,156,000 225,263,000
ROW 96,411,000 97,807,000 94,375,000
TOTAL 307,691,000 305,963,000 319,638,000
Bridge Concept 3
Canstruction cost 222,007,000 218,916,000 235,971,000
ROW 96,411,000 97,807,000 94,375,000
TOTAL 318,418,000 316,723,000 330,346,000
Bridge Concept 4
Construction cost 210,408,000 207,330,000 224,608,000
ROW 97,746,000 98,605,000 95,261,000
TOTAL 308,154,000 305,235,000 319,869,000
Bridge Concept 4A
Ceonstruction cost 223,523,060 220,008,000 237,723,000
ROW 97,746,000 98,605,000 95,261,000
TOTAL 321,269,000 318,613,000 332,984,000
Bridae Concept 5
Construction cost 269,165,000 270,095,000 276,265,000
ROW 97,746,000 98,605,000 95,261,000
TOTAL 366,911,000 368,700,000 371,526,000
Caost Estimates as of 4 quarter 2010,
NC Bridge Concept 14 is not econonically possible on Alignment 3C because columns of the approaches would require
taking ROW along the south and north edges of the viaduct.

4. Environmental impacts

Environmental impacts associated with the No Action Altermnative and two build Alternatives

were fully analyzed according to federal, state, and local requirements, and the findings are

summarized in Table 2,
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&k
Land Use an
Planning

Table 2. Summary of Environmental Evaluation

B ik R

Up to 19 businesses would be
affected, 2 of which would be
subject to relocation. These
right-of-way (ROW)
displacements would be
mcongistent with the City of
Los Angeles Comimungity Plan
objective of preserving the
ndusirial area and
empioyment.

Would not provide the City
with an opportunity to
designate 6" Street along the
6" Street Viaduet as a
bikeway.

Would provide a seismically

. safe bridge, with a 30-year

design life, between Boyle
Heights and Downtown Los
Angeies to support the
objectives of various adopted
plans and policies.

Would provide less
redevelopment opportunity
for the area in the immediate
vicinity of the viaduct.

S

e Up to 30 businesses would be

affected, 11 of which would be
subject to relocation. These
businesses are located in the
designated “indnstrial preservation
and employment protection zone,”
the proposed action would be
inconsistent with the Community
Plan.

Would have a bikeway and standard

sidewalk on both sides of the viaduct.

Would provide a seismically safe
bridge, with a 75-year design life,
between Boyle Heights and
Downtown Los Angeles o support
the objectives of various adopted
plans and policies.

Would provide redevelopment
opportunities for the unused portion
of the acquired Jand in the immediate
vicinity of the viaduct.

Impact level would be the same for
any bridge concept.

Up 1o 33 businesses would
be affected, 11 of which
would be subject to
relocation under
Alignment 3B, These
businesses are located in
the designated “industrial
preservation and
employment protection
zone.” [nconsistent with
the Community Plan.

“Would have a bikeway

and standard sidewalk on
both sides of the viaduct.

Would provide a
seismically safe link, with
a 75-year design life,
between Boyle Heights
and Downtown Los
Angeles to support the
objectives of various
acopted plans and
policies.

Would provide
redevelopment
opportunities for the
unused portion of the
acquired land in the
imimediate vicinity of the
viaduct.

Impact level would be the
same for any bridge
concept.

s Up to 30 businesses would

e Would have a bikeway

e Would provide a

¢ Would provide

¢ Impact level would be the

be affected, § of which
wouid be subject to
relpcation under
Alignment 3C. These
businesses are located in
the designated “industrial
preservation and
employment protection
zone.” Inconsistent with
industrial preservation
objective.

and standard sidewalk on
both sides of the viaduct.

seismically safe bridge,
with a 75-year design life,
between Boyle Heights
and Downtown Los
Angeles to support the
objectives of various
adopted plans and
policies.

redevelopment
opportunities for the
unused portion of the
acquired land in the
immediate vicinity of the
viaduct.

same for any bridge
concept.
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Community
Character and
Cohesion

Table 2. Summary of Environmental Evaluation

(1] Nzt

Community disconnection
could occur on a temporary
basis during construction.

e Loss of historic resource and

comumunity landmaric to which many
residents are attached.

Based on some input from the public,
Bridge Concept 1 (main span
replication) would likely be
perceived as keeping the old
community icon, whereas Concepts
4, 4A, and 5 (modern cable-
supported bridge) would be viewed
as a new comrnunity icon.

S Eai 7
Same as Alignment 3A.

Ci

Same as Alignment 3A.

Relocation and
Business
Disruption

None

Construction would require a
partial lane closure on the

6% Street Viaduct, Temporaty
bicckage of roadways would
occur during construction due
to the required partial traffic
lane closure and construction
equipment movement.

Up to 19 businesses would be
affected, 2 of which would be
subject to relocation.

Minimal employment
mmpacts,

The viaduct and all acquired
buildings would be first removed.
Roadway blockage to the remaining
businesses would tempaorarily occur
during the demolition and
construction activities.

Up to 30 businesses would be
affected, 11 of which would be
subject to relocation.

Approximately 200 employees may
experience temporary job loss. Long-
term job loss is not anticipated
because most of the affected
businesses have expressed interest in
staying in Downtown Los Angeles.

Impact level would be the same for
any bridge concept.

e The viaduct and all
acquired buildings would
be first removed.
Roadway blockage io the
remaining businesses
would temporarily cocur
during the demolition and
construction activities.

e Up to 33 businesses would
be affecied, 11 of which
would be subject to
relocation under
Alignment 3B,

e Approximately
200 employees may
experience temporary job
loss. Long-term job Joss is
not anticipated because
most of the affected
businesses have expressed
interest in staying in
Downtown Los Angeles.

s Impact level would be the

same for any bridge
concept.

»  Although many buildings
adjacent to the bridge
would not have to
relocate, roadway
blockage to these
businesses would cause
operational disruption
during the 4-year
demolition and
construction period.

¢ Up to 30 businesses would
be affected, 8 of which
would be subject to
relpcation.

s Approximately
200 employees may
experience temporary job
loss. Long-term job loss i
not anticipated because
most of the affected
businesses have expressed
interest in staying in
Downtown Los Angeles.

e TImpact level would be the
same for any bridge
concept.
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Table 2. Summary of Environmental Evaluation

fgnmen

Emergency
Services

relocation of some utility
services may be required.

Disruption to railroad
operations during
construction.

Permanently reduce
horizontal clearance between
the center of existing tracks
and the retrofitted columns of
the viaduct by approximately
1 fi.

Partial lane closure on the
6™ Street Viaduct during the
2.5-year construction period
would delay emergency
response services.

of some utility services would be
reqguired.

Disruption to railroad operations
during construction.

Full closure of the 6™ Street Viaduct
during the 4-year construction period
would delay emergency response
services,

Beneficial effects from providing the
median and shoulders for emergency
use.

Impaet level would be the same for
any bridge concept.

E QR HI S el Sk ; e IR :
Environmental | None # The project study area = Construction would require full Same as Alignment 3A. Same as Alignment 3A.
Justice contains predominantly closure of the 6™ Street Viaduct,

minority and low-income Construction of the Replacement
populations compared to the Alternative would cause
larger area within the city and dispreportionately high adverse
county of Los Angeles. effects on minority and/or Jow-
Construction would require income populations who live closer
partial lane closures on the to the viaduct and the propesed
6™ Street Viaduot. detour routes as per Executive Order
Construction of Alternative 2 12898 regarding environmental
would cause Jjustice
:éﬁ:iiff%:?gi{ 3:1%11 :)i.'i ty » Residents in the area adjacent to the
. viaduct would receive higher benefit
and/or low-income & .
. . ) tom the opportunity to redevelop the

populations living closer to ) ) .

. area as a result of the proposed
the construction zone as per praject.
Executive Order 12898
regarding environmental s Impact level would be the same for
justice, any bridge concept.

Utilities and None Temporary or permanent e Temporary or permanent ielocation Same as Alignment 3A. Same as Alignment 3A,
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Traffic,
Transportation,
Pedestrian
Facilities

Construction would cause
localized, temporary traffic
disruption, sidewaik
blockage, and parking space
obstruction.

Possible loss of some
currently permiited parking
spaces underneath and along
the local streets near the
viaduct, creating
inconvenience to area
residents and businesses.

Minor disruption to pubkc
transit operations due to
possible partial lane closures
on the 6% Street Viaduct,

s Construction would require full

closure of the 6™ Street Viaduet for
up to 4 years, resulting in traffic
detours along the street network east
and west of the river. Traffic analysis
revealed up fo 13 out 0f 31
intersections under study would be
impacted by detouring traffic.
Tewmporary access restriction would
oceur around the construction zone.,
Sidewalk closure requiring rerouting
of pedestrians, and the loss of
approximately 50 public parking
spaces around the viaduct would also
occur during the construction phase.

Loss of public parking spaces
underneath and zlong the local streets
near the viaduct would create
inconvenience fo area residents and
businesses.

Travel delays of 5 to 10 minutes on
public transit would oceur from
traffic detouzs.

Impact level would be the same for
any bridge concept.
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Visual/Aesthetic

None

Table 2. Summary of Environmental Evaluation

e Retrofit would encase most of

the existing columns with
heavy steel covered by
architectural mortar creating a
more massive column
configuration. In addition,
construction of sheer walls
between many of the columns
would Hmit many of the
views under the viaduct,
Although these changes
would likely go unnoticed by
the general public from the
distance, the view restriction
under the viaduct deck could
affect activities such as
filming.

e Replacement of the viaduet and fhe

subsequent loss of the historic
landmark would impact the views to
the structure. The various bridge
replacement concepts would be
expected to alter the existing views to
varylng degrees. The most notable
visual impact would be from
replacement of the historic structure
with a new structure of contemnporary
design {i.e., the cabie-supported
design); however, each of the designs
analyzed would maintain the
vividness/memorability, unity, and
visual intactness experienced with the
current viaduct structure.

Moedern Bridge Concepts 4, 4A, and
5 would likely include architectural
lighting, 1t is likely that the accent
lighting would be a noticeable
addition to the nighttime viewscape.

b 0
Same ag Alignment 3A.

Same as Alignment 3A.

Cultural
Resources

None

The project area has the
potential for buried
archacological materials to be
encountered during ground
disturbance.

Retrofitting would alter
and/or destroy the historic
materials, features, and
spatial relationships that
characterize the viaduct,
resulting in an adverse effect
under 36 CFR 800.5(2){2),
criterion ii.

The project area has the potential for
buried archaeological materials to be
encountered during ground
disturbance.

Replacement of the viaduet would
result in an adverse effect under 36
CFR 800.5(a)(2), criterion i.

The viaduct would be removed from
the citywide mventory of historic
bridges over the Los Angeles River,
impacting the City’s remaining
monumental resources on a
cumulative basis.

Same as Alignment 3A.

Same as Alignment 3A.
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L i
Hydrology and
Floodplains

Table 2. Summary of Environmental Evaluation

e R R
Construction of Bridge Concept 1
would adversely affect the river
hiydraulies upstream of the viaduct
due to the larger pier size.

Construction of other bridge types (2,
3,4, 4A, 5) would have either
negligible or beneficial impacts to
the river hydraulics.

i %#S{lzlg;m

gnment 3A.

Same as Ali

%agwmm SRR
Same as Alignment 3A.

Water Quality
and Stormwaier
Runoff

All storinwater
runoff from the
viaduct would
continue to be
discharged to
the Los
Angeles River
without prior
treatment.

e No permanent treatment best

management practice (BMP)
devices would be installed
with this alternative; al]
stormwaler runcif from the
viaduct would continue to be
discharged to the Los
Angeles River without prior
treatment.

Stormwaier from the new viaduct
would be treated before discharging
to the Los Angeles River,

Implementation of Bridge Concept 1
would result in a net increase of the
placement of fill area in the Los
Angeles River. Other bridge concepts
would result in a net decrease of the
placement of fill area in the river.

Same as Alignment 3A.

Same ag Alignment 34,

Geology, Soils,
Seigmicity

The viaduct
would continue
to deteriorate
from ASR
weakening the
concrete
clements,

Alternative 2 would design

-the retrofitted features to

prevent collapse under a
design seismic event. Due to
access restrictions near the
railroad, Bent 12 would not
be retrefitted. The design life
expectancy to prevent seismic
collapse under this alternative
is approximately 30 years.
The viaduect would have to be
replaced if it collapses during
a major earthquake or the
ASR deterioration renders it
unsafe.

Would have a beneficial effect
because Alternative 3 would replace
the existing severely damaged
viaduct with a new viaduct that is
designed to meet curtent seismic
safety standards required by Caltrans.

Impact level would be the same for
any bridge concept.

Same as Alignment 3A.

Same as Alignment 3A.
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Table 2. Summary of Environmental Evaluation
2

Paleontology None ¢ No previously recorded Same as Alternative 2. Same as Alternative 2. Same as Alternative 2.
paleontological sites were
identified during the records
search; however, there is the
potential to uncover fossil
remaing as a result of garth-
moving activities.

Hazardous None o Based on the results of a site ¢ Based on the results of a site Same as Alternative 3A, Same as Alternative 3A.
Waste/Materials investigation conducted along investigation conducted along the

tie existing viaduet corridor, existing viaduct corridor, soil and

soil and groundwater at the groundwater at the project site have

project site have the potential the potential to be contaminated with

to be contaminated with VOCs and petroleum hydrocarbens;

volatile organic compounds this could impact workers and the

{(VOCs) and petroleum, environment.

hydrocarbons; this could

impact workers and the » DBridge elements and buildings to be

demolished may have ACM in the

environment. form of coatings, insulation, and/or

» Bridge elements and expansion joint compounds and LBP
buildings to be demolished coatings, which could cause health
may have asbestos-containing effects to workers.

materials (ACM) in the form
of coatings, insulation, and/or
expansion joint compounds
and lead-based paint (LBP)
coatings, which could cause
health effects to workers.

e Soiis near US 101 may contain
aerially deposited lead (ADL)
generated by motor vehicle exhaust,
which could cause health effects to
workers.

» (Costs associated with hazardous
waste remediation and disposal under
Alternative 3 are estimated at
$4.7 million.

» Costs associated with
hazardous waste remediation
and disposal under Retrofit
Alternative ave estimated at
56 million. + Impact level would be the same for

any bridge concept.

Page 32



ATTACHMENT NO. FIVE
6" Street Viaduct Seismic Improvement Project EIR/EIS EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Table 2. Summary of Environmental Evaluation

k REER S ] Al i T s et s EEERNRY, R ;
Adr Quality None e Under the worst-case day ofthe | Same as Alternative 2. Same as Alternative 2. Same as Alternative 2 .
construction period (i.¢., viaduct
cloged and traffic detour in
effect), the regional emissions
of nitrogen oxides (NO,) would
exceed the daily significance
threshold set forth by South
Coast Alr Quality Management

District (SCAQMD),
Noise and Mone o Noise from construction Same as Alternative 2. Same as Alternative 2. Same as Alternative 2.
Vibration activities would be confined

1o a relatively narrow corridor
extending along both sides of
the roadway and
corresponding to the
construction sequence. Noise
levels from construction
activities at the nearest nolse-
sensitive receptors are
predicted to be well below the
City’s limit of 75 A-weighted
decibels (dBA). Minimal
construction noise impacts
are expected to oceur,

e During construction, the
highest vibration levels would
be caused by the impact pile
driver. Buildings located
adjacent to the pile driving
location could temporarily
experience the vibration
effect. Since no fragile
buildings or historic buildings
are located within 50 ft of the
proposed construction site, no
adverse impacts from
construction vibration to
adjacent buildings are
expecied to occur.
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Table 2. Summary of Environmental Evaluation

Biological None o Limited biological resources Ornamental trees within the survey Same as Alignment 3A. Same as Aligninent 3A.
Resources exist within the viaduct area have a limited potential to
footprint where construction support nesting birds, which are
activities would occur. No protected by the Migratory Bird
mature trees would be Treaty Act. A preconstruction survey
removed; hence, no adverse would be conducted to identify any
impacts to plant species are mature trees subject to removal prior
anticipated. Cliff swallows or to the commencement of
roosting bats may establish construction activities. ClLiff
new nests or roosts under the swallows and roosting bats may
viaduct deck. A establish new nests under the viaduct
preconstruction survey would deck. A preconstruction survey
be conducted to confirm the wouid be conducted to confirm the
absence or presence of any absence or presence of any nesting
nesting birds or roosting bats. birds or roosting bats. If found, steps
If found, steps would be would be taken to remove them and
taken to remove them and prevent establishiment of new nests or
prevent establishment of new roosts prier to the beginning of the
nests or roosts prior to the nesting season.
beginning of the nesting Impact level would be the same for
seasol. any bricge concept.
Cumulative None Cumulative air pollutant Cumulative air pollutant emissions Saimne as Alignment 3A. Same as Alignment 3A.
Effect: emissions could occur if could occur because there are
Alr Quality several projects within the foreseeable projects scheduled to be
locality of the viaduct are constructed in nearby vicinity during
under constriction at the tire same period as the proposed
same time during the 2.5-year project.
construction duration. Impact level would be the same for
any bridge concept.
Cumuiative None No substantial cumulative More business relocation could oceur | Same as Alignment 3A. Same ag Alignment 3A.
Effect: effect with current land use within the vicinity of the proposed
Land Use policy. project because there are foreseeable
Would potentially be in pr'oj sets proposed to I?e constructed
conflict with future High- within the s-aI:ne iocality of the
Speed Rail Project and the proposed project
Westside Subway Extension
Project.
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Table 2. Summary of Environmental Evaluation

A e

Cumuiative e No substantial cumulative Cumulative community impacts Same as Alignment 3A.
Effect: ¢ffect on community impacts could occur to area residents because
Community and envirommental justice. there are foreseeable projects
Impacts scheduled to be constructed in the
nearby vicinity during the same
period as the proposed project.
Iipact level would be the same for
any bridge concept.
Cumulative None » None The 6™ Street Viaduet is designated Same as Alignment 3A. Same as Alignment 3A,
Effect: City of Los Angeles HCM #9035, as
Cultural one of 11 historic Los Angeles River
Resources bridges (HCM #900 — #910).

According to the city Office of
Historic Resources (CHR), the
themes that these monumeittal river
bridges convey include the City
Beautiful Movement, relation to the
City Municipal Art Commission, and
engineering and technical
innovations; furthermore, the

6% Street Viaduct is transitionally
important in that it established the
streamline moderne/art deco design
principles of some of the city's
Works Progress Administration
(WPA) bridges beginning in the mid
1930s. The 8% Strest Viaduct
confributes to these themes, and its
removal would impact the City’s
historic-cultural monument bridges
on a cumulative basis.
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Table 2. Summary of Environmental Evaluation

Cumulative
Effect:

Traffic and
Circulation

Cumulative traffic impacts
could oceur during the
2.5-year project construction
if other projects within the
same locality are scheduled
for construction during the
same tineframe and utilize
the same hauling routes.

Cumulative traffic impacts would be
larger than Alternative 2 due to the
required closure of the 6™ Street Viaduct
during the 4-year construction period.

Same ag Alignment 3A,

Same as Alignment 3A.

Section 4(f)
Resources

Noze

Would have a permanent,
adverse impact on historic
6™ Street Viaduct.

e Would have a permanent, adverse
impact on historic 6™ Street Viaduct.

Same as Alignment 3A.

Same as Alignment 3A.
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5.  Avoidance, Minimization, and Mitigation Measures

The proposed project altermmatives have been designed to avoid or minimize potential
environmental impacts. Mitigation measures are proposed when avoidance and minimization
attempts could not fully resolve the impacts. Several measures outlined in this docurnent are the
requirements of applicable laws, regulations, ordinances, and formally adopted City standards
(e.g., Los Angeles Municipal Code and Bureau of Engineering Standard Plans), which govern
the City and its contractors. Moreover, many measures are part of the requirements of the
uniform practices established by the Southern California Chapter of the American Public Works
Association {e.g., Standard Specifications for Public Works Construction and the Work Area
Traffic Control Handbook) (WATCH Manual) as specifically adapted by the City of Los
Angeles (e.g., The City of Los Angeles Department of Public Works Additions and Amendments
to the Standard Specifications For Public Works Construction {aka "The Brown Book," formerly
Standard Plan S-6101).

Table 3 summarizes proposed specific mitigation measures to minimize impacts with
implementation of Alternatives 2 and 3.

Table 3. Proposed Specific Mitigation Measures

e

: e ative 3 il k.,r- ;

Community » Develop a construction staging plan and Traffic |  Conduct & public cutreach program to keep
Impacts and Management Plan (TMP) in close coordination residents, businesses, utility service providers,
Environmental with the members of the Downtown emergency service providers (including Fire and
Justice Construction Traffic Management Commitfee Pelice Departments) within the project area

and with agencies or developers responsible for informed of the project construction schedule,

other planned projects in the immediate demotition plan, material hauling plan, relocation

vicinity of the proposed project fo minimize plans and assistance programs, traffic-impacted

direct and cumulative construction impacts on areas, and the TMP and other relevant project

the community. The TMP shail also identify information.

and provide alternate traffic detour routes,

construction materials hauling routes, bus e Require the construction contractor to submit the

stops, transit routes and operatign hours, means and methods for demolition for Ci‘{y ofLos

pedestrian routes, and residential and Angeles Bureau of Engineering (LABOE) review

commercial access routes to be used during the and approval. Duzing the demolition period,

constriction period. construction inspectors shall ensure the

i . contractors adhere to the approved plan.
e Inform key event organizers in the Boyle

Heights and Downtown Arts District e Participate in ongoing meetings with the LABOE
communities of the construction schedule to Los Angeles River Project Office {LARPO) to
avoid conflict on the use of areas near the implement efements of the Los Angeles River
6" Street Viaduct for any festive events. Revitalization Master Plan {LARRMP) related to

Greening Concept objectives to improve the area

¢ Ifhomeless people were found within the near the 67 Street Viaduct and provide potential

construction site, the Los Angeles Homeless

Services Authority (LAHSA) will be contacted future connections o the river corridor from the
to provide services to any homeless people viaduct, In addition to LARPO, meetings wiil

found withia the project area prior to include, but are not imited to, the Planning
construction Departriient, the Recreation and Parks

) Department, and the Community Redevelopment
Agency.
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Provide improvenients o enhance the aesthetics
and pedestrian safety of 11 affected intersections
along the proposed detour rowutes. Types of
improvements will be developed with public
input and may include, but notf be limited to, the
following: decorative crosswall with community
theme; raised median with hardscape treatment
where space allows; and larger corner cuts to
allow improved trick turning radius.

Develop a construction staging plan and TMP in
close coordination with members of the
Downtown Construction Traffic Management
Committee and with agencies or developers
responsible for other plammed projects in the
immediate vicinity of the proposed project to
minimize direct and cumulative construction
impacts on the community. The TMP shall also
identify and provide alternate traffic detour
routes, construction materials hauling routes, bus
stops, transit routes and operation howrs,
pedestrian and bicycle routes, and residential and
commercial aceess routes to be used during the
construction period.

Inform key event organizers in the Boyle Heights
and Downtown Arts District communities of the
construction schedule to avoid conflict on the use
of areas near 6™ Street Viaduet for any fstive
events.

If homeless people were found within the
construction site, the LAHS A wil} be contacted to
provide services fo any homeless people found
within the project area prior to construction.

Utilities and

e Notify emergency service providers at least

Conduct a public outreach pregraim to keep

Emergency 2 weeks in advance of the project construction residents, businesses, utility service providers,

Services schedufe, Provide detailed information on the emergency service providers (including Fire and
construction schedule, roadway closures, traffic Police Departments) within the project area
detour route maps, and expected congested informed of the project construction schedule,
intersections. demolition plan, material hauling pian, relocation

» Coordinate with emerpgency service providers plans and assistance programs, trafﬁc-lmp?cted

throughout the construction period to notify arcas, anfi the TMP and other relevant project
them of any changes in construction schedule, information.
roadway closures, and detour routes.

Traffic, No mitigation is required. Require the construction contractor to instail new

Transportation traffic signals at the intersection of 4% Street and

and Pedestrian US 101 Southbound On- and Off-Ramyps, and

Facilities

connect to Los Angeles City Automated Traffic
Surveillance and Contro! (ATSAC) System.

Require the construction confractor to restripe to
add an eastbound right-turn fane at the
intersection of 47 Street and Solo Streel,

Aesthetics and
Visual Resources

No mitigation is required.

Establish an Aesthetics Advisory Committes
(AAC) to provide input and advice on bridge
aestbetics for the new structure during the final
design stage of the project. The AAC will
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pariicipate in design review meetings and provide
input on selected design elements including, but
not limited to, colors, textures, lighting, railings,
and community/City gateway monumental
elements,

Participate in cngoing meetings with the LABOE
arid LARPO to implement elements of the
LARRMP related to Greening Concept objectives
to #mprove the area near the 6% Street Viaduct
and provide potential feture connections to the
river corridor from the viaduct. In addition to
LARPO, meetings will include, but are not
limited to, the Planning Department, the
Recreation and Parks Department, and the
Community Redevelopment Agency,

Cultural/
Historical
Rescurces

Incorporate all applicable Secretary of
Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of
Historic Properties (36 CFR Part 68) info the
design of retrofitting cormponents.

Prior to any viaduct akeration or construction
activities, contact the Najional Park Service
Western Region Office (NPS) in Oakland,
California, to determine the degree of
additional recordation required for the property
beyond that provided in 1996 (Historic
American Engineering Record [HAER] No.
CA-176). Unless otherwise agreed to by the
NPS Hisloric American Buildings Survey
(HABSYHAER, Calirans and the City shall
ensure that all documentation is completed and
accepled by HABS/HAER before the viaduct is
altered or demolished.

Install tweo new freestanding informative
permanent metal plaques or signage at both
ends of the bridge at public locations that
provide s brief history of the bridge, its
engineering features and characteristics, and
the reasons it was replaced.

Establish an Environmentally Sensitive Area
(ESA} Action Plan, which will include fencing
of Site No. 19-003683, archaeological and
Mative American monitoring during ground-
disturbing activities, and training of
construction workers.

Prior to the start of any work that could adversely
affect any characteristics that qualify the 6" Street
Viaduct (Bridge No. 53C-1880 and 53-0595) asa
historic property, contact the NPS in Oakland,
California, to determine if additional recordation
is required for the historic property beyond that
provided in “Historic American Engineering
Record, 6" Street Bridge, HAER No. CA-176,”
dated May 7, 1996. The City shall provide NP3
30 calendar days to respond 1o their additional
recordation determination request. If additional
documentation is required, the City shall ensure
that the additional documentation is comypleted
and accepted by NPS before the viaduct is altered
and/or demolished. The City shall prepare draft
and final reports to be reviewed by NPS.

Upon completion, copies of the documentation
prescribed in the above measure, consisting of an
acid-free xerographic cepy of the report, prepared
on standard 8.5-inch by 11-inch paper, shali be
retained by Caltrang District 7, deposited in the
Caltrans Transportation History Library in
Sacramento, and offered by the City to, at a
minimum, the Los Angeles Public Library, Los
Angeles Conservancy, Los Angeles City
Historical Society, Historical Society of Southern
California, City of Los Angeles Office of
Historical Resources, and the California Office of
Historic Preservation,

Work with the Los Angeles Public Library to
place the historical information from the
HABS/HAER report on a City Web site with a
link to a public library Web site, such as the Los
Angeles Public Library Web sits, available to the
public for a minimum period of 3 years. The
information link will also be made available to
the Caltrans Transportation Library and History
Center at Calirans Headquarters in Sacramento
for inclusion on their Web site.

Produce a documentary (motion picturs or video)
that addresses the history of the Los Angeles
River Monument bridges, and their importance
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i

and use within the broader contextual history of
the City of Los Angeles, The motion picture or
video shall be of broadcast quality, between 30-
and 90-minute duration, and shalf be made
available to local broadcast stations, public access
channels in the local cable systems, and
requesting schools/libraries; one copy shall be
submitted to the Caltrans Transportation Library
and History Center at Caltrans Headquarters in
Sacramento.

2 Produce and publish a boolklet on the Historic Los
Angeles River Bridges that addresses ihe history
of the monumental concrete bridges of Los
Angeles and this bridge’s place in that history.
The booklet shall be similar in general format to
the “Historic Highway Bridges of California™
published by Caltrans (1991) and shall include
high-quality black-and-white images ofthe Los
Angeles River Bridges, historic photographs or
drawings, as appropriate, and text describing each
of the bridges’ location, year built, builder, bridge
type, significant character-defining features, and
its historic significance. City shall post an
electronic version of the booklet on a City Web
site and produce paper copies for distribution to
local libraries, institutions, and historical
societies. One copy shall be submitted fo the
Caltrans Transportation Library and History
Center in Sacramento. City shall maintain the
camera-ready master bookiet and produce
additional copies if there is demand,

e Install two new freestanding informative
permanent metal plaques or signage at both ends
of the bridge at public locations that provide a
brief history of the bridge, its engineering features
and characteristics, and the reasons it was
replaced.

e Offer artifacts removed from the viadact daring
demelition fo local museums or other suitable
facilities to be determined by the City. The
accepting institations shall arrange their own
transportation to deliver the artifacis to designated
locations.

o Establish an ESA Action Plan, which wili include
fencing of Site No. 19-003683, archaeological
and Native American menitoring during ground-
disturbing activities, and training of construction
workers.

Paleontology e Retain a qualified paleontologist to develop Same as Alternative 2.
and implement & Paleontological Mitigation
Plan. Conduct paleontological monitoring
onsite to inspect new exposures created by
earth-moving activities in areas underlain by
the older afluvium and at depths greater than
5 ft below current grade for the younger
alluvium.
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i

Air Quality e Tmplement fugitive dust seurce contrels by Same as Alternative 2.

requiring the centractor o:

—  Stabilize open storage piles and disturbed
areas by covering and/or applying water or
chemical/organic dust palliative where
appropriate. This applies to active and
inactive sites during workdays, weekends,
holidays, and windy conditions.

— Install wind fencing and phase grading
operations, where appropriate, and operate
water trucks for stabilization of surfaces
under windy conditions.

+ Implement mobile and stationary source
controls by requiring the contractor to:

— Reduce use, trips, and unnecessary idling
from heavy eguipment.

- Maintzain and tune engines per
manufacturer’s specifications to perform at
U.S. Environunental Protection Agency
(EPA) certification levels, where
applicable, and at verified standards
applicable io retrofit technologies. Employ
periodic, unscheduled inspections to limit
uniecessary idling and to ensure that
construction equipment is properly
maintained, tuned, and modified consistent
with established specifications.

~ Prohibif any tampering with engines and
adhere to manufacturer’s recommendation.

- Lease new and clesn equipment meeting the
most stringent of applicable federal and
state standards, if practicable.

- Utilize EPA-registered particulate traps and
other appropriate controls, where suitable,
to reduce emissions of particulate matter
and other pollutants at the construction site.
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Afr Quality

Table 3. Proposed Specific Mitigation Measures

its staff to:

— Identify where implementation of
mitigation measures is rejected hased on
econoniic infeasibility.

— Require the contractor to prepare an
inventory of il equipment prior to
constraction and identify the suitability of
add-on emission conirols for each piece of
equipment before groundbreaking.
(Suitability of control devices is based on
whether there is reduced normal availability
of the construction equipment due {o
increased downtime and/or power ouiput,
whether there may be significant damage
caused {0 the construction equipment
engine, or whether there may be a
significant risk to nearby workers or the
public.}

—~ Where appropriate, use alternative fuels
such as natural gas and electric,

— Develop a construction traffic and parking
management plan that minimizes
interference and maintains traffic flow as
part of the TMP.

Biolegical
Resources

& If consiruction occurs between February 1 and

August 31, conduct a preconstruction survey by
a qualified biologist to identify any active
nesting ot roosting locations. If active nests of
migratory species occur within the construction
arca, then a temporary exclusion fence 50 fi in
diameter shall be assembled arcund the nest.
The biologist shall then menitor the site of
active nests during the construction activities.
Once the biologist determines that chicls have
fledged or parents have abandoned the nest, the
temporary fence can be removed and
construction in such areas can proceed.

e Prevent possible damage and injury to migratory
birds by scheduling the removal of vegetation
(whether native or horticuliural landscaping) in
the project area between September 1 and January
31. if initial vegetation removal and ground
clearance cannot be avoided between February 1
and August 31, a qualified biologist shall conduct
a preconstruction survey of trees and shrubbery
for active nests, If active nests of migratory
species occur within the construction area, thena
temporary exclusion fence 50 ft in diameter shall
be assembled around the nest. The biofogist shall
then monitor the site of active nests during the
construction activities. Once the biologist
determines that chicks have fledged or parents
have abandoned the nest, the temporary fence can
be removed and constraction in such areas can
proceed.

Cumulative
Effects

With implementation of the proposed mitigation
measures under each individual resource; no
additional mitigation measures would be required.

With implementation of the proposed mitigation
measures under each individual resource; no
additional mitigation measures would be required.
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6. Areas of Controversy

Under both build alternatives for this project, the proposed undertaking would have an adverse
effect on the 6% Street Viaduet pursuant to provisions of the National Historic Preservation Act
(NHPA). Alternative 2 — Retrofit proposes work that would alter the character-defining features
of the viaduct, potentially making the property ineligible for inclusion in the National Register of
Historic Places (INRHP) by compromising the integrity of the historic structure. Alternative 3
proposes to replace the existing viaduct with the new structure, resulting in removal of the
historic structure. The 6™ Street Viaduct is 1 of 12 historically significant bridges/viaducts that
cross the Los Angeles River and are considered important both for their distinctive architecture
and for the critical role they played in the development of Los Angeles as a world-class city. The
6™ Street Viaduct is also a visual landmark that links the communities of Boyle Heights and
Downtown Los Angeles. City preservationists are concerned about the loss of the historic
viaduct, and citizens of both communities have expressed concern at public meetings about the
importance of this landmark to the community and how modifications to the structure or its

removal could have an adverse effect on community values.

In public and agency meetings held during project development, support was expressed for
opportunities created by viaduct replacement to redevelop the area surrounding the 6™ Street
Viaduct. This was viewed as an opportunity to enhance the quality of life of those living in the
local community and the region. Examples of redevelopment and land use opportunities include
adding more recreational area adjacent to the new viaduct; making the viaduct a landmark
destination; development of retail and gallery spsce under the viaduct; provision of river access;
and making the area around the viaduct a defensible space to facilitate the elimination of crime
and homeless occupation. While these opportunities are compatible with the objectives and plans
of the LARRMP, redevelopment of this land for nonindustrial uses would be inconsistent with
local community plans that aim to preserve the industrial land uses and protect employment
within the community plan area.

Another area of public debate that arose during project mectings has been the wide-ranging
preferences for replacement bridge types to be constructed for the main span over the Los
Angeles River. Five bridge types have been evaluated by the PDT, bridge experts, and the
general public. The replacement bridge types considered include a replication of the existing
viaduct, variations of a contemporary arch structure, and ultra-modern “extradosed” (cable-
supported) structures.
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7. Preferred Alternative ldentification

After comparing and weighing the benefits and impacts of all of the feasible alternatives, as
summarized in Table I and described in detail in the EIR/EIS, the PDT has identified the
Replacement Alternative (Alternative 3) with Alignment 3B and the principle of Bridge Concept
4 as the Preferred Alternative for the 6™ Street Viaduct Seismic Improvement Project. The City
and Caltrans have made the final determination of the project’s impact on the environment based
on the comments and concerns expressed during the public review period and the results of the
engineering and environmental technical analysis. The Preferred Alternative would attain the

purpose of the project.

Although the Retrofit Alternative (Alternative 2) would have lower construction costs and would
preserve some historic elements of the viaduct compared to the Replacement Alternative, it
would not be able to stop, reverse, or mitigate the ASR deterioration and, consequently, would
have the highest life-cycle cost. The Retrofit Alternative would only meet a “no collapse”
standard; significant damage could occur in a major earthquake. In addition, it would not correct
the geometric deficiencies of the existing viaduct and would still adversely affect this historic
resource. The Retrofit Alternative would partly achieve the project’s purpose; however, due to
the deficiencies described above, it is inferior to the Replacement Alternative. The PDT
determination was presented in the Draft EIR/EIS, and after consideration of public comments
on the Draft EIR/EIS, the Retrofit Alternative remains not recommended.

To identify a preferred alternative based on the highest ranked replacement alignment and bridge
concept, specific criteria were used to evaluate the different bridge structures and alignment
alternatives. Seismic performance, geometric flexibility, roadway and pedestrian safety,
historical compatibility, public support, environmental impacts, construction cost, and
constructability were among the set of criteria used for the evaluation of the bridge concepts. The
criteria for the evaluation of alignments consisted of, but were not limited to, such factors as
operational safety, ROW impacts to properties, construction schedule, and industrial
preservation. Alignment 3B and Bridge Concept 4A received the highest score. As a result, after
careful consideration of all the aforementioned concerns, and in further consideration of all other
environmental analyses contained in the EIR/EIS, the Replacement Alternative with Alignment
3B and the principle of Bridge Concept 4 was selected as the Preferred Alternative.

8. Public and Agency Involvement

The CEQ NEPA Regulations (40 CFR Part 1500 et seg.) and the State CEQA Guidelines (14
CCR, Sections 15082-15083) recommend that federal, state, and local lead agencies use a public
scoping process to help identify the various issues to be addressed in the environmental

document. Scoping allows public agencies and the general public to learn about the proposed
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project and to provide input regarding alternatives, environmental impacts, and mitigation
measures to be evaluated.

The Safe, Accountable, Flexible, Efficient Transportation Equity Act: A Legacy for Users
(SAFETEA-LU) (23 U.5.C. §139), authorizing U.S. highway and transit programs, has provisions
intended to improve the environmental review process for transportation projects. One of the key
requirements of SAFETEA-LU related to public involvement is that the lead agency must
provide the “opportunity for involvement” to participating agencies and the public in developing
the purpose and need and the range of alternatives to be considered for a proposed project.

Public invelvement, agency coordination, and Native American tribal coordination were carried
out during the project development process by means of formal scoping meetings, a community
advisory committee (CAC), participating agency coordination meetings, stakeholder meetings,
potentially affected property owner meetings, political representative meetings, notification

Jetters, and the creation and maintenance of a project Web site.

Ongoing coordination meetings with affected business owners and groups, government agencies,
railroads, and utility companies have been conducted to update interested parties on the status of
the proposed project, obtain input from public and agency, and resolve issues. Letters describing
the proposed project and inviting comment were sent to Native American groups and other
individuals known to have an interest in the proposed project.

8.1 Initial Project Information Meetings

In October 2006, prior to commencement of the formal environmental review process, the PDT
initiated widespread notification of government agencies and the public about proposed project
information meetings. Notices were mailed to interested agencies and residents within a 2,000-ft
radius of the viaduet; published in newspapers (the Los Angeles Times and La Opinion); and
hand-delivered to residents and propérty owners in the immediate vicinity of the viaduct. Two
project information meetings were held — one on January 23, 2007, at the Artshare Los Angeles
(west side of the Los Angeles River) and one on January 25, 2007, at St. Isabel Church (east side
of the Los Angeles River). Approximately 80 people attended the meetings, listened to a project
information presentation, asked questions, and provided suggestions.

Numerous other project information meetings were conducted upon request. These meetings included
the Boyle Heights Neighborhood Council (BHNC) Land Use Committee (February 13, 2007), the
BHNC Quadrant 4 (March 12, 2007), the Downtown Los Angeles Neighborhood Council (March 13,
2007), the BHNC Quadrant 3 (May 9, 2007), the Boyle Heights Resident Homeowner Association
(May 19, 2007), the Downtown Arts District Business Improvement District (October 3, 2007), Los
Angeles Conservancy {October 29, 2007), and the American Institute of Architects (April 23, 2008).
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8.2 Community Advisory Commitiee Formation

Following the proposed project information meetings, a CAC was formed. Twenty-five (25)
members were identified by the PDT based on their representation of affected neighborhoods,
businesses, and various other stakeholders, and their willingness to serve as conduits between the
project design team and their constituents. The CAC meetings began on March 29, 2007, and as
of June 2011, the PDT has conducted 10 CAC meetings. The overall goals of the meetings are
sharing project information, soliciting comments and input, and updating the members on the
progress of project development.

8.3 Scoping Process

The scoping process was initiated by widespread notification of government agencies and the
public via publication of a Notice of Intent (NOI) and a Notice of Preparation (NOP) announcing
initiation of the EIR/EIS. The NOI was published in the Federal Register (Volume 72, Number
169) on August 31, 2007, in accordance with NEPA. The NOP was posted on the City of Los
Angeles Web site’, the project’s public Web site®, and with the Los Angeles County Clerk in
accordance with CEQA. Other notification activities included placement of public notices in
newspapers of general circulation; mailing the NOP to potentially affected government agencies,
residents, and businesses; and translation of public documents from English to Spanish. Other
project information was also posted on the City and public Web sites for public viewing.

Two separate scoping meetings were held on August 24, 2007. The meetings took place at the
Artshare Los Angeles, located at 326 5, Hewitt Street in Los Angeles on the west side of the Los
Angeles River. Another scoping meeting was held on August 26, 2007, at the Boyle Heights
Youth Technology Center, located at 1600 E. 4" Street on the east side of the river within the
Boyle Heights community.

8.4 Participating Agency Coordination

Section 6002 of SAFETEA-LU requires that all transportation projects requiring an EIS, for
which the original NOT was published in the Federal Register after August 10, 2005, must have a
plan established for coordinating public and agency participation and comment during the
environmental review process. It is the responsibility of the lead agencies to develop the
coordination plan to facilitate and document the interaction between the lead agencies and

participating and cooperating agencies and the public.

As of July 1, 2007, Caltrans assumed FHWA’s authority and responsibility for compliance with
NEPA and other environmental laws. The Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) between FHWA

? hitpeffeng. lacity.orgfechdocs/eme/Environmentz] Review Documents.him
® htip:/iwww.la6thstreetviaduct.org/TheProject/ documents/NOP_Public.pdf
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and Caltrans concerning the State of California’s Participation in the Surface Transportation
Project Delivery Pilot Program allows Caltrans to serve as the federal lead agency on this project.

As part of the scoping process and In accordance with the Section 6002 requirement, Caltrans
prepared a Coordination Plan for this proposed project. Fifteen (15) agencies were invited to be a
participating agency. The following agencies accepted the invitation: City of Los Angeles
Department of Recreation and Parks, Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transpertation
Authority, and Southern California Regional Rail Authority [Metrolink]. Three coordinating
meetings were held during the scoping process.

8.5 Other Stakeholder Meetings

A series of meetings with affected property owners, community groups, interested agencies, and
City interdepartmental staff was carried out throughout the project development peried (2007-
2009). At every meeting, representatives from the City of Los Angeles Department of Public
Works Bureau of Engineering, Bridge Improvement- Program, Caltrans, and the project
consultant team presented project information and answered questions from the stakeholders.
More than 30 stakeholder meetings were held as of the end of 2010.

5.6 Business Survey

A business survey was conducted to acquire information from businesses located within the
vicinity of the project construction limits. The survey profiled business operations and identified
issues and concerns. More than 100 survey questionnaires were distributed to [ocal businesses
within the project area. All affected businesses (40) were interviewed by the outreach team. The
information collected was evaluated to determine the potential effects on businesses as a result of

project implementation.

8.7 Public Review of Draft EIR/EIS

The Draft EIR/EIS was circulated for public review and comment between June 16, 2009, and
August 24, 2009. The Notice of Availability (NOA) was published in the Los Angeles Times on
June 11, 2009, and it was filed with the County Clerk on June 18, 2009, and the Federal Register
on July 10, 2009 (Volume 73, Number 131 EIS No. 20090226). Three public hearings were
conducted. During the 70-day public review period ending August 24, 2009, 26 written comment
letters and e-mails pertaining to the Draft EIR/EIS were received. One additional comment was
received in July 2010.

Verbal comments made by the public during the public hearings are summarized in table 4. The
Transcripts of Public Hearing are kept on file at the City of Los Angeles Bureau of Engineering
Bridge Improvement Program and the Caltrans District 7 Office. Written comments received on the
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Draft EIR/EIS are summarized in Table 5. Responses to all written comments received are
provided in the Final EIR/EIS.

Tabie 4. Comments/Questions and Responses Provided at the Public Hearings

: T 65

... ' Boyle Heights Senio
Art Geilman, Will there be any tax consequence No. 33
Shalom and for any local businesses?
Sons Wiil there be any state or federal Yes, state and federal money. Mostly federal money.,
money for disruption of business?
Unknown What plan is thete to protect Many means and methods would be used by the 34
Commenter businesses and buildings that are dernolition contractor, generally in the form of debris
along the alignment during walls, monitoring, and pre-inspection. Typicaily,
demolition? specifications are made with the contractor. For
How much of the property are you instal_lcc, monitoring de.vices are installed to measure
going to use in arder to accomplish the vibration o determine the degrees of movement,
that? Are you going to use the Physical surveys of existing buildings to document
property alongside the bridge to their condition before, during, and after the start of
bring it down? Are you going to take | demoliticn are afso conducted.
soine of the property, or are they Screen walls may also be erected between existing
going to be affected in any way? buildings and the project.
‘When the bridge is brought down vertically, then
crews have to remove the debris and will be using
local roads. Or, depending on the confractor, the
bridge will be brought down in pieces, staying within
the footprint of the existing bridge. Eventually the
centractor will have to get outside that footprint to
remove the bridge.
Rafael How will the bridge be taken down A vertical wall would be built between your building 36
(no last name with bringing it down on our and the bridge. Your access is curvently through City
or residence building, which is situated parily right-of~way underneath the bridge, sc to address
given) under the bridge, or blocking cur your cencerns for access, we’d need to look at your
access? lease agreement with the City.
Geilman We wouldn't be able to access the Currently, if you have aceess from underneath the bridge 38
(uo last name building with forklifts and trucks if into your building, that access is through City right-of-
given) you're pulfing a wall there. way, and so we would have to look at the lease agreement
that you currently have with the City in leasing their
property fo get access that's nof on a public road.
Rosalie Guroz, | Whatever the final design of the The EIR is looking deeply into that issue. Traffic was 39
Boyle Heights | bridge, I"d like it fo be closer to the modeled for the streets that traffic would be diverted
Resident original, which is a landmark in our to. We did traffic modeling of the streets that the
sommunity. traffic would be diverted to, like 4™ Street, 7" Street,
When the bridge is closed, it will Soto, Boyle, and on the other side, Alameda, Central.
have major impacts to my We h.ave traffic growing fo‘recasts, and we have come
community, especiaily traffic on up with measure..s to make it better, but it won't be
4% Street, How are you addressing pe_rfect..We won't fry to gloss over the fact that there
that? will be impacts because there are 13,000 cars that we
have to move off that bridge for about four years, so
we're going to do our utmost with good design and
planning and working with our partner agencies to
make the affected intersections and streets run as
smoothly as possible.
Arturo Vera, What will happen to the finaf bridge | This project competes with other projects throughout 42
Boyle Heights | design if there’s not sufficient the state of California and even at the federal jevel.
Resident and Currently, the City is working on a financial plan to
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Table 4. Comments/Questions and Responses Provided at the Public Hearings

member of the

figure out how to finance the project over a number

- T . .

money?
Boyle Helghts of years. Financing is a key issue for the project.
Homeowners
Association
Victoria Concerned over the speed lmit on The speed limit o the bridge is not expected to be 44
Tomes, the widened and straightened bridge. | changed.
Boyle Heights
Historical
Society
Catrol Would like to see the project as a The comment is acknowledged by the mederator. 45
Armstrong, retrofit; if a new bridge is required,
City of LA incorporate “riverly” elements.
R}\f/_e; Project It is important that the high-speed
Office rail and its fitture impacts be
considered with this project.
Joaquin The cable bridge tooks beautiful, but | The comment is acknowledged by the moderator. 45
Castellanos, there are already too many cables in
Boyle Heights | the area. Prefers the bridge design to
Resident reflect the history of the community.
Him Zant, Cat Hono Freight subleases a If the loading docks or fravel/maneuvering area is 46
Cat Hono property that might be affected by underneath the bridge, that land is currently City
Freight the demolition of the bridge, The right-of-way.
gate for the truck maneuvering area
is adjacent to the pylons.
Mike Bueller, Regarding bridge design Alternative | The fill replica abutment is not documented in the 46
Los Angeles 1A, is it described somewhere, Draft EIR/EIS. It will all be docurnented in the Finat
Conservancy because it isn't included in the EIR? | EIR/EIS.
What are that alternative’s The alternative has differences in construction and
differences other than additional higher right-of-way costs/impacts.
columns in the railroad right-of-way?
Why are right-of-way costs kigher The bridge is wider and has more columns/footings.
for the replication alternative?
Can we assume that those parcels/ They would be demolished and businesses relocated.
buildings designated for acquisition
would be demolished?
Paul Habib, If Alternative 3B is the preferred The PDT is fooking inte medifying Alignment 3B in 51
From alignment, it would cost a hundred an effort to minimize overall right-of-way takes.
Counciiman million more and it affects the most
Jose Huizar’s amount of properties. Why was that
Office selected as opposed to 3A or another
’ one with a little less impact?
Miguel Afaro, | He and members of Resurrection The comment is acknowledged by the moderator, 51
Boyle Heights | Church prefer the futuristic lock of
Resident and the bridge. Some of the designs have
Resuirection big walls that wili atlract praffiti.
Church Also the lighting and pyions in the
member middle of the street are a hazard.
Martha In favor of the replica bridge and The comment is acknowledged by the moderator. 51
Cisneros, opposes ali other bridges due to the
Boyle Heights  § fact that we are 2 historic area.
Resident _
Giliman (No Will there be any staie or federal Yes, mostly federal money 52
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Table 4. Comments/Questions and Responses Provided af the Public Hearings

=

fat = e i
last name money for disruption of businesses.
given)

_ Innef City Arts Building, 720 Kohler Street, Los Angeles, July 21, 2009, 5:00 p.iwi. t6 7:00 p.m.
Alana Linn, Woulid like future public hearings to The comment is acknowledged by the moderator. 29
Little Tokyo be in public libraries or schools that
Resident are more accessible on bike.

Would like the public hearings
videotaped and available on the
Internet.
Believes a short break between
presentaticr: and question/answer
sessions would be useful.
John Silver Seed Company was not Silver Seed Company was surveyed. 34
nghage’ 4 surveyed for the project. (The survey of affected property owners was ]
CI VeI oee performed in September 2007. The survey feam
ompany received the response to the questionnairé back
from Silver Seed Company. The information from
the survey form was summarized in Table 3.4-2).
Paul Habib, If Alternative 3B is the preferred The PDT is looking into modifying Alignment 3B 36
From alignment, it would cost a handred in an effort to minimize overall right-of-way takes.
Councilman mitlion more and it affects the most The design of the bridge is only 5 to 10% complete,
Jose Huizar™s amount of properties. Why was that so another 90% of design work stili needs to be
Office selected as opposed to 3A or another done.
one with a Jittle less impact? (Note, Mr. Habib also attended the Tuly 14 meeting
and would like to make the same comment for
record).
Estelia Lopez, | What is the radius that you are using A 2,000-foot radius around the bridge was used for 38
Arts District for the outreach to the business owners | mailing notices for this public hearing. At the start
BID around the impact zone? What is the of the project, the community outreach and business
impact zone on this side of the bridge? | outreach consultants canvassed the project area and
Concern is for the emerging live/work’ | have compiled a detailed database of inhabited and
units in old industrial buildings that uninhabited businesses.
are not readily visible from the street.
Jim Bickley, How will the modified 3B alternative The alignment on the west side remains the same, 41
Spilo affect properties on the northwest side | so it’s really no changs to that area.
Worldwide of the bridge?
S0 where is the reduction in right-of- The major change is along the south side.
Wway costs? '
Alana Linn, The bridge and project could represent | The comment is acknowledged by the moderator. 42
Little Tokyo net only earthquake preparedness but
Resident green initiatives. It would be a very
tangible way of presenting these
important issues for all of Los
Angeles.
Tiffany Sum, The LA River Revitalization Initiative § The comment is acknowledged by the moderator. 43
Downtown is aligning with this project and may
Resident be aligned with cultural activities or
interest with the development of the
City.
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ATTACHMENT NO. FIVE
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Table 5. Summary of Writiten Commenis Received on Draft EIRIEIS

Tuge 4, 2008

i - Y -

e Inconsisient with the preservation of industrial land uses

i Community
Redevelopment e Creation of extensive open space/recreational areas is not an
Agency of the City appropriate use of land
of Los Angeles s Inconsistent with several Project Area Redevelopment Plan objectives
(CRA/LA) o Impacts to transportation
2 Hill, Farrer & Tune 29, 2009 e Concerns over acquisition of property
Burrill LL_? ) « Impacts to access
(representing Spilo » Construction noise and dust
Worldwide)
3 Federal Emergency | July 13, 20069 » Comply with the Floed Insurance Rale Maps requirements
Management o Comply with the National Fleod Insurance Program requirements
Agency (FEMA)
4 Martha Cisneros July 14, 2009 @ In support of Alternative 1A and opposed to ali others
5 Jnaquin Castellanos { July 14, 2009 e In support of Alternative 1A
6 Victoria Torres July 14, 2009 ¢ In support of Alternative 1A
7 Kevin Break July 14, 2009 @ Ensure bridge is “pigeon-proot”
& Provide outlets for 120/220/480 veliage to accommodate filming at the
bridge
8 Axt Herrera Tuly 14, 2009 e In support of Alternative 4A
9 Tiffany Suin July 14, 2009 e In support of Alternative 4A
i0 Tohn Fisher Tuly 14, 2009 » Incorporate original design elements of existing bridge in the new
bridge, including the pyramid shape, art deco light standards, and
flower design (picfures provided)
il Cal Hono Freight July 15, 2009 @ Concerns over potential partial acquisition and construction staging
areas
iz City of Los Angeles | July 30, 2009 » Designation as Historic-Cultural Monument (HCM) not mentioned in
Cultural Heritage Draft Environmenta} Impact Report (EIR) Executive Summary
Commission » Identify alternatives that will allow bridge to retain its HCM status
» Provide full replication/reconstroction alternative
@ Reconsider artificial constraints guiding project alternafive analysis.
» Provide an additional partial preservation alternative
e Inadequate mitigation measures for Alternative 3-Replacement
» Potentially inappropriate location for the retention and reuse of the
bridge’s original steel arches
» Effects of the proposed aliernatives on architectural elements not
physically connected fo the bridge but in close proximity
s Cite guidelines for Historic Rehabilitation and Replacement by the
American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials
o MM-4 and MM-15 imply Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) already
executed
e State Historic Preservation Officer’s (SHPOY) role unclear in
concurrence with a finding of eligibility and with the Historic Property
Survey Report (HPSR)
e Clarify CAC support of full replication alternative
» Draft EIR presented information inconsistent with Community Advisory
Committee (CAC) meeting minutes
e Icorrect contact information for Office of Historic Resources
13 City of Los Angeles | July 28, 2009 » Nightiime glare and light pollution
Bureau of Street o Clarify historic lighting replacement obiectives and design standards
Lighting (BSL)
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

4 Glacier Cold

Tuty 29, 2009

Table 5. Summary of Written Comments Received on Draft EIR/EIS

%

» Concerns over potential partial acquisition and construction staging

Storage areas
15 County of Los August §, 2009 @ In support of project
Angeles Department = Fmpacts to Los Angeles River Revitalization Master Plan (LARRMP)
of Public Works objectives .
@ River pollutants
16 State of California August 13, 2009 & Design criteria must comply with Commissien General Orders
Public Utilities s Arrange meeting with the Rail Crossings Engineering Section of the
Commission Public Utilities Commission
17 Central City East Augnst 14, 2009 | ¢ Fmpacts to Arts District during censtruction
Association = Hire business impact specialist to accommedate businesses during
construction
e Openfrecreational space creation
18 Stover Seed August 14, 2009 e Impacts to &% Street frontage road would eliminate access and reduce
Company parking
# Public involvement initiated too late in environmental process
19 Hill, Farrar & August 14, 2009 e Cumulative effects of related projects (high-~speed raif}
Burrili LLP = Concerns over potential acquisition
(representing Spito o] {s t during construction
Worldwide) mpacts to ZAICCGSS g -
a Amend mitigation measures to aflow for more notice time for
relocation/acquisition (90 days is insufficient notice)
» Document fypos
20 Hager Pacific August 17, 2009 s In support of Bridge Concept 4 and Alignment 3B
Properties s Concerns over potential acquisition
= Impagts to access and parking
s Construction time frame
21 Friends of the Los August 17, 2009 o Community identity and cohesion
Angeles River e In support of bridge repiacement that is appropriate, unique, and iconic
(pictures provided) — further design analysis required
s Stakeholder involvement
a Address LARRMP goals
22 California Archives | August 19, 2009 » Misleading description of existing bridge desiga
s Historic identity
# In support of bridge restoration
23 United States August 24, 2009 = In support of Alternatives 2 and 3
Environmental = Expand upon cumulative impacts aralysis
Protection Agency Histori i
(EPA) e Historic and cultural resources
e Environmental justice impacts
e Aquatic resources impacts
2 Air quality/construction mitigation
e Bike/pedestrian facilities
24 Department of September 3, e Executed MOA should be inciuded in the Final EIR/EIS
Interior 2009 » Mitigation measures should be included in the MOA
25 Office of Planning September 18, » No comments were received from any state agency
and Research 2409
26 Gabrieleno Band of | October 30, 2009 | = Native American monitor should be onsite during excavation activity
Mission Indians
27 CRA/MA July 29, 2010 = Impacts to potential 500-600 Anderson Sireet Historic District
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9. CEQA EIR Certification and NEPA EIS Record of Decision

The City, as the CEQA Lead Agency, has prepared a Final EIR. In accordance with CEQA, the
City will certify that the project complies with CEQA, prepare findings for all significant
impacts identified, prepare a Statement of Overriding Considerations (SOC) for impacts that
could not be mitigated below a level of significance, and certify that the findings and SOC have
been considered prior to project approval. The City will then file a Notice of Determination
(NOD) with the State Clearinghouse that will identify whether the project will have significant
impacts, mitigation measures included as conditions of project approval, findings made, and
adoption of an SOC.

Similarly, Caltrans, as assigned by FHWA, has issued a Final EIS in accordance with NEPA, and
will document and explain its decision regarding the selected alternative, project impacts, and
mitigation measures in a Record of Decision (ROD) in accordance with NEPA.

10. Contact Information

To inquire about the proposed project or to obtain a copy of the CD-ROM containing the {ull text
of the Final EIR/EIS, please contact:

Linda Moore

Environmental Manager, Bridge Improvement Program
Environmental Management Group

Bureau of Engineering, Department of Public Works
City of Los Angeles

1149 §. Broadway, Suite 600

Los Angeles, CA 90015

MS 939 (inter-office use only)

Tel: 213-485-5751

E-mail: linda.mooref@lacity.ore

or

Carlos Montez

Branch Chief

Caltrans District 7, Environmental Planning Department
100 S. Main Street

Los Angeles, CA 90012

Tel: (213) 897-9116

E-mail: carlos.montez(@dot.ca. oov
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ATTACHMENT SIX

Bureau of Engineering

authorization of the four new positions.

1. 9489-D  Principal Civil Engineer PM 11T
9425-C  Senior Structural Englneer PM I

—_

7956-B  Structural Engineer PM 1

91842 Management Analyst!l T
1368 Senior Clerk Typist

R P Y

SEVEN TOTAL FOR FY 2011 - 12

BOE will utilize two existing positions (Sr Structural Engineer PM 1l and Structural Engineer Associate 1) for Project Approval
and Environmental Doc Phase beginning FY 2011-12. For the Final Design Phase beginning after January 2012, one
additional existing position (Structural Engineer Associate Hl) and the four new positions {Principal Civil Engineer PM Il;
Structural Engineer PM |, Management Analyst | and Sr Clerk Typist) will be assigned to the program pending approval and

) ____E)ustmg BEP

" Two Existing BiP - Currently ARRA positions
New

7957 Structural Engineer Associate Il

New

New

Three existing and four new resolution authorities
Total for FY 2011 12

TEN TOTAL FOR FY 2011-12 THROUGH FY 2017-18

New FY 201812 o e

.. New FY 2012-1

positions . positions
Existing BIP - ARRA *Begins after July 2012 Currently

_ position 2012 ARRA pasition
New FY 2011-12 i »

" New FY 201 . _"Beglns after Jan 2012

TNew FY 2011-12

'_:'n*beglns in July 2012-

*One begins in July 2011, ona in Jan

Existing BiP - ARRA 2012 : Boih currently 2011/12 ARRA

*Begins after Jan 2012

A 9489-D  Principal Civil Engineer PMIN
1 9425- C . Seniar Structural Engmeer PM llr_‘

1 7956-B "Strucmral E 2r P

1 7956 Structural Eﬂglneer

2 7957 Structural Engineer Associate [

1 Civil Engineer Associate i

17957 ‘Structural Engineer Associate il

1 9184-2 ) _ManagementAnalystH
1 1368 Senior Clerk Typist
10

Four existing and six new resolution authorities
Total for FY 2042-42 thr 17-18
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Bureau of Engineering

BOE wili utitize two existing positions (5r Structural Engineer PM Il and Structural Engineer Associate Hll) for Project Approval
and Environmental Doc Phase beginning FY 2011-12.  For the Final Design Phase beginning after January 2012, one
additionat existing position {Structural Engineer Associate HI) and the four new positions (Principal Civil Engineer PM 11,
Structural Engineer PM |, Management Analyst | and Sr Clerk Typist) will be assigned to the program pending approval and
authorization of the four new positions.

1 9489-D  Principal Civil Engineer PMIlI
1 9425-C  Senior S Structura% Engmeer PM l%r_
o1 7986-B Structural Engineer PM | N
2" 7957 Stuctural Engineer Asscoiate 1l Tw
1. 91842 e B e e
i 1368 Senior Clerk Typ:st New
7 Three existing and four new resclution authorities

Total for FY 2011 12

SEVEN TOTAL FOR FY 20141 -12

M 9489-D  Principal Civil Enginesr PM It~ NewFY 201112
1 9425-C  Senior Structural Englneer PM Ilm N Emstlng BEP e ___*begms |n Juiy 2911 e
1 7956-B Structura Englneer PME R New FY 2011-12_”_______'___ _"begins in after Jan 2012 )

1 7956 VStructurai Engineer _New FY 201213 ‘beginsin July 2012 B )

*One hegins in July 2011 one in Jan

2 7957 Structural Enginser Associate 1§l Existing BIP - ARRA 2012 : Both currently 2011712 ARRA
e e e e . positions _positions

- \ ) Existing BIP - ARRA *Begins after Jul 2012 Currentl

St cierersssaen PP AR et e Cureny
17957 Stuctural Engineer Associate i NewFY2011-12 " “BeginsafterJuly 2012
191842 ManagementAnalystil ~~ NewFY20i1-12  ‘Begins afterJan20t2

B 13568 Senior Clerk Typist New FY 2011-12 *Begins after Jan 2012
10 Four existing and six new resolution authorities

Total for FY 2012-12 thru 17-18

TEM TOTAL FOR FY 201112 THROUGH FY 2017-18
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Principal Civil Engincer PM 11I:

This position will be the Program Manager for the Sixth Street Viaduct Improvement
Program. Responsibility will be the overall management and coordination of a $400 million
project regarding scope identification and review, project budget, funding and schedule. This
position will take primary responsibility for the overall coordination of the Project Approval
and Environmenial Document Phase, Final Design Phase, Right of Way Phase and
Construction Phase.

The position will take the lead responsibility for the reviewing and updating all fund and
grant requirements to meet the demands of any developing or evolving scope. This will
include the role as the City’s representative in all discussions and negotiations with the State
and Federal agencies and representatives. Coordination and discussions with City governing
bodies and other City agencies and departments will also be a primary responsibility of this
position. The position will report to and make reconunendations to the Seismic Governance
Committee regarding status, funding, expenditures and any and all key issues.

Senior Structural Engineer PM II:

This position will take the role of the Design Manager. The position will manage consultant
teams and City staff for obtaining the approval of the Final Environmental Document and the
following Right of Way process and will take the leadership role of coordinating the Final
Design. The Right-of-Way process will involve 32 parcels that will involve full-takes or
parcel reconfiguration. The project scope for design phases including Right-of Way is $142
million.

If CMAR is approved as a delivery method this position will provide management of the
development during the Final Design phase. ‘This includes the development of the consultant
RFP process including identification of scope and review evaluation criteria, contract
negotiations and task order development. Coordination of all contract authorities will also be
a priority. The position will manage the consulting team for both A/E design services and
contingent upon adoption, the CMAR.

During the Final Design process, this position will have the key responsibility to oversee the
design progress and will ensure that the key roles in the CMAR process are on schedule and
meeting the scoping requirements of the design process.

As the project progresses to bid and award and construction, this position will take the lead in
the role of Construction Manager for coordination of all construction activities with the
General Contractor, subcontractors and other City departments and other entities.

Structural Engineer PM E:

This position will perform the role of Utility Manager. The Structural Engineer will take the
lead for the overseeing the coordination and development of the utility plan for the project.
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The position will coordinate all agencies and parties for the resolution of all ufility
challenges. Utilities will play a major role and cost factor to be addressed early in the Final
Design phase and will follow through during construction. Addressing utilities early can
mitigate many of the unforeseen utility and utility coordination costs that have plagued many
other bridge projects. Cost impacts for lack of coordination and follow through of all utilities
can impact both the project’s budget and schedule. This is of particular concern i the river
channel.

Farly coordination in the design process and field conditions during construction will deal
with issues of utility identification, location, relocation, reconfiguration for design around for
all utilities including water, power, sewer, cable, fiber-optics, oil, gas, and telephone and
other communications.

Structural Engineer:

This position will be responsible for the coordination of all rail right-of-way, project access
and rail operation issues. The Sixth Street Viaduct traverses over five different rail agencies
and negotiations, development and authorization of an MOU Construction & Maintenance
Agreement for each agency will be the responsibility of this position.

A key responsibility will be the coordination of project activities during design and
construction that may have an impact on rail operations and the compliance with all rail and
safety regulations for all City and consultant staff. Coordination of all activities to minimize
any disruption or disturbance to rail operations will be paramount.

This position will also assist in field identification and verification field conditions and to
determine merit for immerging key issues during construction. Provide preliminary findings
for issue resolution.

Structural Engineer Associate 111:

There are three recommended positions to be brought on-board during several phases of the
over the next year, including the EIR, ROW, and Final Design.

One position will provide a support role to the Sr. Structural Engineer PM T during the
Environmental and Preliminary Design Phase. This position will provide technical assistance
in the development of docurnents for the Environment approval process, funding and grant
application and submittal process and for the assisting in report development for obtaining
project authorizations.

The second position will provide support to the Sr. Structural Engineer PM 11 for providing
project engineer support for the Final Design phase and for the developing of the CMAR
process and authority and for assisting in the coordination of the CMAR Final Design
process for coordination between the A/F and CM consultants. A heightened coordination
and review of documents and requests will come to play during this aggressive process.
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The third position will come in for providing document review and assistance during the
constructability review process for bringing good solid plans to the bid process. The other
three positions will also participate in this process.

All Structural Engineer Associate 11T positions will {ransition to the construction phase to
provide support roles as Project Engineers for the review, prioritization, merit determination
and processing of all documents from RF1, submittals, cost proposals, estimates, schedules,
meeting minutes, focus meetings, negotiations and other correspondence and memos.
Primary responsibilities for each position will be allocated to specific document type such as
RFI or Submittals to provide a consistent understanding of the merit determination, impacts,
tracking, prioritization and any rough order of magnitude of each functioning document.
These positions will assist in coordination of on-site inspections by City and other agencies,
permit tracking, conducting meetings and recording meeting minutes, assist on street closure
issues and other local restraints.

It is anticipated on a project of this magnitude that the flow of documents from all parties will
be a primary concern for best management practice for a successful project delivery and to
ensure that all processes and document meet the Federal auditing requirements to maintain
funding for this project.

Civil Engineer Associate III

This position will provide support to the Structural Engineer PM 1 related to all utility
coordination issues: This position will also provide support for Right of Way issues and assist
the Structural Engineer in the coordination with the rail agencies and development of MOU
agreements with the five rail agencies.

The Civil Engineer Associate 11T position will fransition to the construction phase to provide
support roles as Project Engineers for the review, prioritization, merit determination and
processing of all documents from RFI, submittals, cost proposals, estimates, schedules,
meeting minutes, focus meetings, negotiations and other correspondence and memos.
Primary responsibilities for each position will be allocated to specific document type such as
RFI or Submittals to provide a consistent understanding of the merit determination, impacts,
tracking, prioritization and any rough order of magnitude of each functioning document.
These positions will assist in coordination of on-site inspections by City and other agencies,
permit tracking, conducting meetings and recording meeting minutes, assist on street closure
issues and other local restraints.

It is anticipated on a project of this magnitude that the flow of documents from all parties will
be a primary concern for best management practice for a successful project delivery and to
ensure that all processes and document meet the Federal auditing requirements to maintain
funding for this project.

Management Analyst IT:

This position’s role will be establishing the proper contro! and tracking mechanisms for
contracts, task order solicitations, task orders and notice to proceed. This also includes the



- ATTACHMENT NO. 31X

related payment expenditures and funding allocations. Reviews and prepares funding
directions of all payment applications for consultants and contractors for the Office of
Accounting. This includes tracking and updating all contract authority records, contract
compliance review, expenditure to authority review, and insurance certification status. This
will involve the tracking ail expenditures against all budget allocations and funding
allocations.

This will further involve the running of query reports of all expendifures to support the
Project Management Team’s review of project status at every phase. Provides data reports
for the overall status of the budget to expenditure details.

Drafts special reports as required by the governance 'au‘{hority, local and Federal agencies,
and the Bridge Improvement Program. Drafts and reviews Board of Public Works reports for
authorizations, approvals and awards.

The Management Analyst Il will provide project management process review for Federal
audit of authorities and expenditures. A major responsibility will be for tracking and
forecasting the consultant DBE participation that can have an impact on receiving Federal
funding reimbursements for task assignments.

This position provides support in tracking and answering inquiries from Controller, City
Clerk, Treasurer on issues related to authority documentation, BTRC, address changes,
payment issues and coordination with the consultants and contractors.

This position will create CPO’s in the SMS system for required supplies, equipment and
services, as well as providing the paper documentation for Accounting for all encumbering
documents for the duration of'this seven year project.

This position will also supervise the Sr. Clerk Typist for overall endurances that the
document control process and being followed. The Management Analyst 1T will also have
the responsibility of creating and managing the archival and indexing process for records
retention in the City’s archives for the thousands of project record documents.

Senior Clerk Typist:

~ This position’s responsibility will be provide the project’s administrative support to all
project staff and provide document contro! for the duration of the project. On other major
projects this position(s) are augmented through consultant staff at a significantly higher cost.

Document control remains to be a priority and core function of a successful project and
program delivery. The function is to centralize all files and provide a hard file and e-file
tracking system for project team members, to provide a document cross check for project
staff in their analysis for issue and proposal resolution and to provide an auditable record
that will play a key role in the validation of records for all reimbursable Federal Funds.

This position applies the file coding to each incoming and outgoing document, scans and
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transters to server files, duplicates and distributes all documents. The Senior Clerk
Typist also coordinates with all project staff for the proper uploading and downloading of
a large quantity of support documents and the proper document status allocation within
the defined categories in the E2020 on-line project management system.

This position will provide administrative support to the entire project Team for
correspondence and distribution of documents and provide support in CPQ’s in SMS for
the duration of this seven year project.





