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Measure M

- > Taxpayers Oversight Committee
BASUREM at the Orange County Transportation Authority
MEASUR 600 S. Main Street, Orange CA
August 12, 2008
6:00 p.m.

AGENDA

Weilcome

Pledge of Allegiance

Approval of Minutes/Attendance Report for June 12, 2008
Chairman’s Report

Co-Chair Election — continued from June 12, 2008

AN o

Action Items — continued from June 12, 2008
A. Quarterly Measure M Revenue and Expenditure Report — March 2008
a. Receive and File

B. Taxpayers Oversight Committee Mission Statement and By Laws

7. Presentation Items

A. Revenue Forecast
Presentation — Ken Phipps, Director of Finance, Administration & Human Resources

B. M2 Website

Presentation — Ryan Armstrong, Web Developer

C. SR-22 Follow-up Report

Presentation — Tom Bogard, Director of Highway Delivery

D. Combined Transportation Funding Programs (CTFP) Call for Projects
Presentation — Jennifer Bergener, Manager, Local Initiatives

8. Growth Management Subcommittee Report
9. Audit Subcommittee Report

10. Committee Member Reports

11.O0CTA Staff Update

12.Public Comments*

13.Adjournment

*Public Comments: At this time, members of the public may address the Taxpayers Oversight Committee (TOC.) regarding any items within

the subject matter jurisdiction of the TOC. provided that no action may be taken on off-agenda items unless authorized by law. Comments

shall be limited to five (5) minutes per person and 20 minutes for all comments, unless different time limits are set by the Chairman, subject
v to the approval of the TOC.

Any person with a disability who requires a modification or accommodation in order to participate in this meeting should contact the OCTA
Clerk of the Board, telephone (714) 560-5676, no less than two business days prior to this meeting to enable OCTA to make reasonable
arrangements to assure accessibility to this meeting,

—



Measure M Taxpayers Oversight Committee

June 10, 2008
Meeting Minutes

Committee Members Present:

David Sundstrom, County Auditor-Controller, Chairman
Greg Moore, Third District Representative

Rose Coffin, Fourth District Representative

Gilbert ishizu, Second District Representative

Merlin Henry, Third District Representative

Committee Members Absent:

Narinder Mahal, First District Representative
Charles Smith, First District Representative

Brooks Corbin, Second District Representative
James Kelly, Fifth District Representative

Richard Gann, Fifth District Representative
Frederick Von Coelin, Fourth District Representative

Orange County Transportation Authority Staff Present:
Monte Ward

Ellen Burton

Ken Phipps

Darrell Johnson

Alice Rogan

Kelly Hart

Andrea West

Sarah Swensson

Ryan Maloney

Members of the Public
None.

1. Welcome by Chairman Sundstrom
Chairman Sundstrom called the meeting to order at 6:05 p.m. David Sunstrom noted
that the committee did not have enough members to meet quorum, so the committee
would hear presentation items first to allow more committee members to arrive.

2. Pledge of Allegiance
The Pledge of Allegiance was performed.

3. Approval of Minutes
Moved to next meeting due to lack of quorum.



. Chairman’s Report
None to report.

. Co-Chair Election

Alice Rogan said that the committee could make recommendations to be taken to
the next meeting due to the lack of quorum. Gilbert Ishizu volunteered to continue as
Co-Chair. Alice noted that this item would appear on the next agenda.

. Subcommittee Selection
Gilbert Ishizu and Rose Coffin both chose to stay on the growth management
subcommittee. -

. Action Items

A. Quarterly Measure M Revenue and Expenditure Report — March 2008
a. Receive and File — continued until next meeting due to lack of quorum.

B. Taxpayers Oversight Committee Mission Statement and By-Laws
David Sundstrom suggested that the mission statement should use more active
rather than future tense and suggested some grammatical changes. Alice said
she would make the changes and bring it back to the committee for approval.

. Presentation ltems

A. Go Local
Darrell Johnson, Transit Project Delivery Director, presented an update to the
committee on the Go Local program. The Go Local program recently completed
Phase One and is beginning Phase Two. The Go Local program currently has
$25.4 million available. A total of 21 projects has been submitted and screened
against Board criteria. On May 12, the Board approved $5.9 million for further
study of each fixed guideway proposal. The cities with fixed guideway
applications include Anaheim and Santa Ana / Garden Grove. All cities must
perform alternatives analysis to consider other options. Irvine's fixed guideway
application has been included in Go Local Phase Two.

Gilbert Ishizu asked if the allocation to each city had been increased to $5.9
million or if this was additional funding. Darrell said yes, this is an additional $5.9
million for both Anaheim and Santa Ana / Garden Grove.

Greg Moore asked how resistant trains were to earthquakes. Darrell said that the
trains and rail facilities were build to accommodate earthquakes, based on
incorporating area seismic standards.

David Sundstrom asked if the committee should be concerned with the lack of
city participation in Phase One. Darrell said that all 34 Orange County cities have
agreed to participate, but not all have submitted final reports. David asked if the
report deadline would be extended. Darrell said there was a request from four
cities to extend the deadline, which would be considered by the 2020 committee.



Darrell said that staff was encouraging these cities to submit their final reports by
the deadline since the 2020 committee was not inclined to extend the deadline.

. Metrolink Major Service Expansion Program Update

David Sundstrom asked about the details of the next major Metrolink service
expansion. Darrell said that track and infrastructure improvements would begin
early construction in 2009. Right of way acquisitions in Fullerton and Anaheim
are currently in negotiations with property owners. A new parking structure will be
completed at Irvine Metrolink Station in fall 2008. A total of 59 new passenger
cars will begin arriving in March 2009 and the first locomotive unit has aiready
been put into service. Metrolink is onsite to monitor the testing of these new
passenger units. Darrell said that a full program update on grade crossing
enhancements and quiet zones will be coming to the TOC and the OCTA Board
at a later date. '

Greg Moore asked what environmental technology was used in the new “green”
locomotive and how much cleaner it was compared to existing units. Darrell said
the new locomotive unit had fewer emissions, provided more power versus its
weight. The locomotive uses a low sulphur diesel fuel. Darrell said that that the
new unit was an improvement over rebuilt diesel locomotives that would have
been available sooner, but was not as clean as electrified rail systems.

Greg Moore asked about the relative safety of travel in trains versus automobiles.
Darrell said that the new train cars were built with crash energy management
systems and crumple zones. The new cars will be intermixed with existing cars
throughout the fleet.

. M2 Early Action Plan Quarterly Update

Monte Ward, Director of Special Projects, presented a one year update on the
early action plan for Renewed Measure M and directed committee members to
the OCTA website for the quarterly report. The highways program is on track,
despite a different environment than expected with a slow economy and high fuel
prices. Due to the economic environment, there are more construction firms
looking for work leading to increased bid competition. Tracking by the Orange
County Business Council and UCI shows that the public sector is investing, while
the private sector is not. Monte said that right of way acquisition is likely to
benefit from reduced costs. Overall, fuel prices are increasing, but they are offset
by reduced costs. The San Diego Freeway (I-405) project is currently in the
environmental phase and OCTA is communicating with the involved cities to
address community impacts and increased highway capacity.

Monte said that the Streets and Roads Program’s Signal Synchronization
projects have received state funding for 10 additional road segments in addition
to two pilot programs. One of the pilot programs, Euclid Ave, has show significant
improvements. A consultant is ready to develop a master plan for signal



synchronization which will include a framework for managing signal
synchronization.

Monte discussed the two Renewed Measure M environmental programs which
address water quality and freeway mitigation. The Board has asked both
committees to move ahead as part of the Early Action plan to speed up property
acquisition and land improvement efforts. Because of the cost savings of early
action, the freeway mitigation committee is trying to establish agreements with
resource agencies within the next six to 12 months. The water quality committee
is working towards a competitive award process beginning in 2009 with an early
focus on catch basins. This early focus on catch basins and filtration systems is
due to their high cost effectiveness. This will also allow the committee additional
time to develop a more advanced capital project program.

Monte said that the Renewed Measure M readiness study early findings predict
an impact on services due to increased commodities prices. The study also
shows a shortage of mid-level project managers and civil engineers. Additional
workforce development and retraining is needed for these positions. Feedback
on the Early Action program and the desirability of working on Orange County
projects has been positive. Monte said that resource agencies are concerned
about processing projects in a timely manner due to a lack of staffing. Monte said
that OCTA may need to ensure with Caltrans that agencies are staffed to
respond to projects.

Monte said that early reports on sales tax revenues show a decrease but it is not
as severe as expected. Current projections are being revised to reflect economic
conditions and possible disaster scenarios of flat growth for four to five years.
There may be impacts to projects.

Merlin Henry asked what effect the current state financial situation would have on
state funding for OCTA and any impact over the next three to four fiscal years.
Monte said that the impact would be based on fiscal agreements by the governor
which may reduce funding, particularly gas tax revenues. The current windfall of
fuel taxes may be withheld and moved to general funds by the state. Monte
noted that the governor seems to have already set the maximum amount of cuts
and future financial agreements may be more moderate. The state transit
improvement program can expect a slowdown in flow of funds since Caltrans
takes money off the top of the fund.

Merlin Henry asked if a resolution had been passed to protect transportation
funds. Monte said that there were various ways around the resolution while the
funds couldn’t be taken outright. He noted that funds may be tight; however,
Measure M and Proposition 1B funding continues.

Greg Moore asked what contaminants would be removed by pre-filtering road
runoff. Monte said that pre-filtering would remove trash and automobile



components and would help in later filtering of heavy metals, fertilizers and other
runoff.

Greg Moore asked about the benefits to keeping the ocean clean by filtering
runoff. Monte said that the roads are conduits for water to the ocean and that
early action would be most beneficial. He noted the cities and county are under a
court order to clean water and that may be linked to the road and freeway
system. ~

9. Growth Management Subcommittee Report
Merlin Henry said there was no report from the Growth Management Subcommittee.

10. Audit Subcommittee Report
David Sundstrom said that he had reviewed the quarterly budget and revenue
reports and barring an earthquake or disaster, OCTA would be able to complete
Measure M. He reported that there was a $20 million separation from worst case
projections and that the committee needed to track closely.

11.Committee Member Reports
David Sundstrom commented on the importance of attending committee meetings
and committee members calling in if they were unable to attend.

12.0CTA Staff Update
Alice Rogan reported that Merlin Henry would be leaving the TOC and his volunteer
position on the Environmental Oversight Committee (EOC). The Renewed Measure
M ordinance requires one representative from the TOC be on the EOC. She asked
the committee for a volunteer to fill the vacancy on the EOC, but said she would wait
until the next meeting. Monte said that the EOC meets twice a month between the
main committee and any subcommittees.

Alice Rogan said that the Garden Grove Freeway (SR-22) closeout report has not
been presented the Board yet, but she will bring it to the committee in the future.
Alice reported that the TOC recruitment process by the Grand Jurors Association
had concluded and 15 representatives had been selected for three openings. The
final selections will be made by lottery at the Board meeting on June23. Alice thanks
departing committee members are Brooks Corbin, Merlin Henry and Greg Moore.

13.Public Comments
None to report.

14. Adjournment
The meeting adjourned at 6:56 p.m.
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Schedule 1

Measure M
Schedule of Revenues, Expenditures and Changes in Fund Balance
as of March 31, 2008
Period from
Quarter Ended Year to Date Inception to
(8 in thousands) Mar 31, 2008 Mar 31, 2008 Mar 31, 2008
(A) (B)
Revenues:
Sales taxes $ 67,126 $ 195,461 $ 3,268,135
Other agencies share of Measure M costs
Project related (1,877 (172) 381,413
Non-project related 517 517 614
Interest:
Operating:
Project related 67 140 752
Non-project related 9,651 21,785 215,742
Bond proceeds - - 136,067
Debt service 3,380 4,534 75,072
Commercial paper 26 102 6,013
Orange County bankruptcy recovery - - 42,268
Capital grants 720 1,900 131,573
Right-of-way leases 244 457 4,232
Miscellaneous - - 801
Total revenues 79,854 224,124 4,262,682
Expenditures:
Supplies and services:
State Board of Equalization (SBOE) fees 689 1,983 48,282
Professional services:
Project related 4,443 7,655 143,744
Non-project related 844 1,583 26,556
Administration costs:
Project related 331 1,427 15,226
Non-project related 1,485 4,021 71,180
Orange County bankruptcy loss - - 78,618
Other:
Project related 10 43 1,120
Non-project related 83 160 15,206
Payments to local agencies:
Turnback 14,718 28,175 481,509
Competitive projects 12,764 30,418 459,055
Capital outlay 11,954 31,831 1,847,394
Debt service:
Principal payments on long-term debt 71,290 71,290 767,400
Interest on long-term debt and
commercial paper 8,865 17,782 533,822
Total expenditures 127,476 196,368 4,489,112
Excess (deficiency) of revenues over (47,622) 27,756 (226,430)
(under) expenditures
Other financing sources (uses):
Transfers out:
Project related (152) (1,152) (251,520)
Non-project related - - (5,116)
Transfers in project related 561 609 2,271
Proceeds on sale of capital assets 537 1,610 19,208
Bond proceeds - - 1,169,999
Advance refunding escrow - 931)
Payment to refunded bond escrow agent - (152,930)
Total other financing sources (uses) 946 1,067 780,987
Excess (deficiency) of revenues
over (under) expenditures
and other sources (uses) $ (46,676) $ 28,823 % 554,557

See accompanying notes to Measure M Schedules



Schedule 2

Measure M
Schedule of Calculations of Net Tax Revenues and Net Bond Revenues (Debt Service)
as of March 31, 2008
Period from Period from
Inception April 1, 2008
Quarter Ended Year Ended through through
Mar 31,2008  Mar 31, 2008 Mar 31, 2008 March 31, 2011
($ in thousands) (actual) (actual) (actual) (forecast) Total
(C.1) (D.1) (E.1) (F.1)
Tax revenues:
Sales taxes $ 67,126 $ 195,461 $ 3,268,135 $ 938,208 $ 4,206,343
Other agencies share of Measure M costs 517 517 614 - 614
Operating interest 9,651 21,785 215,742 24,758 240,500
Orange County bankruptcy recovery - - 20,683 - 20,683
Miscellaneous - - 801 - 801
Total tax revenues 77,294 217,763 3,505,975 962,966 4,468,941
Administrative expenditures:
SBOE fees 689 1,983 48,282 8,560 56,842
Professional services, non-project related 825 1,510 17,791 4,891 22,682
Administration costs, non-project related 1,485 4,021 71,180 17,210 88,390
Operating transfer out, non-project related - - 5,116 - 5,116
Orange County bankruptcy loss - - 29,792 - 29,792
Other, non-project related 83 160 6,107 4,844 10,951
3,082 7,674 178,268 35,505 213,773
Net tax revenues $ 74,212 % 210,089 $ 3,327,707 % 927,461 $ 4,255,168
(C.2) (D.2) (E.2) (F.2)
Bond revenues:
Proceeds from issuance of bonds $ - 3 - $ 1,169,999 $ $ 1,169,999
Interest revenue from bond proceeds - - 136,067 - 136,067
Interest revenue from debt service funds 3,380 4,534 75,072 9,837 84,909
Interest revenue from commercial paper 26 102 6,013 - 6,013
Orange County bankruptcy recovery - - 21,585 - 21,585
Total bond revenues 3,406 4,636 1,408,736 9,837 1,418,573
Financing expenditures and uses:
Professional services, non-project related 19 73 8,765 - 8,765
Payment to refunded bond escrow - - 153,861 - 153,861
Bond debt principal 71,290 71,290 767,400 236,555 1,003,955
Bond debt interest expense 8,865 17,782 533,822 28,811 562,633
Orange County bankruptcy loss - - 48,826 - 48,826
Other, non-project related - - 9,099 - 9,099
Total financing expenditures and uses 80,174 89,145 1,521,773 265,366 1,787,139
Net bond revenues (debt service) $ (76,768) $ (84,509) § (113,037) $ (255,529 % (368,566)

See accompanying notes to Measure M Schedules
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Measure M
Taxpayers Oversight Committee

Mission Statement

The Mission of the Taxpayers Oversight Committee (TOC) is to
ensure Measure M is being implemented as outlined by the Measure
M Ordinances approved by the voters of Orange County.

General Duties

The Taxpayer Oversight Committee (TOC) has been established to provide
an enhanced level of accountability for expenditure of sales tax revenues
generated under the Measure M Ordinance. The Committee helps to ensure
that there is adherence to all voter mandates identified in Measure M
Ordinances No. 1 and No. 2.

The Mission of the TOC is to ensure MeasUre M is being implemented as
outlined by the Ordinances and approved by the voters of Orange County.
The TOC reviews eXpenditures in sufficient detail to ensure that all
expenditures made or forecasted are in 'compliance with the provisions of
Measure M. The TOC ensures that all projects defined under Measure M are
proceeding in accordance with the plan, and that amendments are made in

accordance with the plan, and obtaining taxpayer approval if required.

Measure M incorporates annual independent audits, budgetary safeguards,
and performance reporting by all recipients of Measure M funds.

The TOC has developed policies and procedures sufficient to carry out its
mission. In addition to reviewing the annual audits and other agency
performance reports, the TOC holds public hearings annually to determine if
the OCLTA is proceeding in accordance to plan, and the Chairman will

annually certify such compliance.

February 2008



Measure M
Taxpayers Oversight Committee

Responsibilities, Operating Practices,
Objectives and Procedures

Background

The renewed Measure M (M2) is the continuation of the Traffic Improvement and
Growth Management Plan (M1) initially approved by Orange County voters in
November 1990. The combined measures raise the sale tax in Orange County by one-
half cent for a total period of 50 years to alleviate traffic congestion. Approximately $4.2
billion is estimated to be raised under the original Measure M and approximately $12.0
billion is anticipated under the renewed Measure M. The Measure M Program is
administered by the Orange County Transportation Authority (OCTA) and funds specific
voter-approved transportation projects for freeway improvements, local street and road
improvements and rail and transit program specified in the initial plan, and the renewed
plan. S

In order to ensure that the programs and projects undertaken are those approved by
the voters, Measure M incorporates a set of strong taxpayer safeguards to ensure that
promises made in the Plan are kept. They include an annual independent audit and
report to the taxpayers; ongoing monitoring and review of spending by an independent
taxpayer oversight committee; requirement for full public review and update of the Plan
every 10 years; voter approval for any major changes to the Plan; strong penalties for
any misuse of funds and a strict limit of no more than one percent for administrative
expenses.

Measure M requires that an independent Taxpayer Oversight Committee (TOC) ensure
the integrity of the measures by acting as watchdog over the expenditures specified in
the revised Traffic Improvement and Growth Management Plan.

The annual audits, and annual reports detailing project progress, will be made available
to the Orange County taxpayers every year. The TOC can raise fiscal issues, ask tough
questions, and must independently certify, on an annual basis, that transportation
dollars have been spent strictly according to the Renewed Measure M Investment Plan.

These and other important taxpayer safeguards are all designed to insure the integrity
of the voter authorized plans. Each is focused on one goal: guaranteeing that new
transportation dollars are devoted to solving Orange County’s traffic problems and that
no transportation dollars are diverted to anything else.



Responsibilities

The Taxpayers Oversight Committee (TOC) is hereby charged with the following duties
and responsibilities:

Based upon the policies previously adopted by the original Measure M Citizens
Oversight Committee in 1991, the TOC shall update such procedural rules and
regulations as are necessary to govern the conduct of TOC meetings, including, but not
limited to, those governing the calling, noticing and location of the TOC meeting, as well
as TOC quorum requirements and voting procedures. The TOC may select its own
officers, including, but not limited to, a TOC co-chairman who will be the primary
spokesman for the TOC. The rules and regulations shall outline responsibilities both
common and unique to M1 and M2.

Responsibilities Common to M1 and M2:

» The TOC shall approve, by 2/3 vote, any amendments proposed by the Authority
to the Expenditure Plan or any portions of the Plan which could change the
funding categories, programs or projects |dent|f|ed on page 18 of the M1 Plan
and page 31 of the M2 Plan.

o The TOC shall hold an annual public hearing to determine whether the Authority
Is proceeding in accordance with the Plans. In addition, the TOC may issue
reports, from time to time, on the progress of the transportation projects
described in the Plan. . i

e The Chair shall annually certify whether the Revenues have been spent in
compliance with the Plans.

» Except as otherwise provided by the Ordinance, the Taxpayers Committee may
contract, through the Authority, for independent analysis or examination of
issues within the TOC'’s purview, including a performance audit of the Authority.
The TOC may also, through the Authority, hire staff to assist the TOC in
discharging its duties here under.

» The TOC may submit a written request to the Authority to explain any perceived
deviations from the Plan. The Authority’s chairman must respond to such
request, in writing, within sixty (60) days after receipt of the same.

M1 Responsibilities:
o The TOC shall review the growth management plan for each jurisdiction solely to
determine if the plan prepared and certified by each jurisdiction includes the
elements specified in the countywide Growth Management Program.

+ The TOC shall use a checklist to determine if the Growth Management Program;
has:

a. Specified traffic level of services standard;



b. Adopted planning standards for the fire, police, library, flood control, parks
and open space, and other locally determined needs;

c. Adopted a development mitigation program;

d. Adopted a development phasing program;

e. Developed a seven-year capital improvement program;

f. Participated in inter-jurisdictional planning forums;

g. Addressed a balancing of housing options and job opportunities;

h. Adopted a transportation systems management ordinance.

A Growth Management Element as required by the Growth Management
Program shall be adopted by each local jurisdiction in accordance with the
provisions of the California Government Code which governs procedures for
adopting elements of a general plan. Neither the Authority’'s nor TOC's review
here under shall include a determination as to the adequacy of such Growth
Management Elements and Components thereof. Each jurisdiction shall
determine the adequacy of its Growth Management Element, and any legal
challenge to such adequacy shall be brought against such jurisdiction in a
accordance with the provisions of statutes and cases law governing legal
challenges to the adequacy of general plan elements.

Once the TOC has reviewed the growth management, it shall forward its findings
to the Authority. If the Authority determines that the checklist is fulfilled, and the
requirements of the Policy Resolutions and the Ordinance are met, the Retail
Tax Revenues shall be allocated to the jurisdiction pursuant to the Ordinance.

» The TOC shall place on each jurisdiction’s development of a seven-year capital
improvement program and shall ensure that all expenditures proposed in a
jurisdiction’s seven-year capital improvement program conform with the
transportation purpose identified in the Policy Resolution No. 3.

M2 Responsibilities

o The TOC shall receive and review the following documents submitted by each
Eligible Jurisdiction:

Congestion Management Program;

Mitigation Fee Program:;

Expenditure Report

Local Traffic Signal Synchronization Plan; and
Pavement Management Plan.

RO

» The TOC shall receive and review the performance assessment conducted by
the authority at least once every three years to review the performance of the
authority in carrying out the purposes of the M2 Ordinance.



MEASUREM
TAXPAYERS OVERSIGHT COMMITTEE
A Committee of

THE ORANGE COUNTY LOCAL TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITY

COMMITTEE OPERATION POLICIES AND PROCEDURES

ADOPTED: JUNE 11, 1991
REVISED: APRIL 8,2008

COMMITTEE PURPOSE

Local Transportation Ordinance Nos. 2 and 3 empowered the independent Taxpayers Oversight
Committee (TOC), with a Chairman elected by all Orange County voters, to guarantee that all
funds generated by Measure M would be used only for specified transportation purposes. In order
to eliminate redundancy and to facilitate the transition, Ordinance #3 also specified that the TOC
could assume the Responsibilities of the COC that was established under Ordinance #2.

COMMITTEE OPERATING POLICY

The TOC shall conduct its operations in the context of two basic policies:

Independence

The Taxpayers Oversight Committee, recognizing its responsibility to the citizens of Orange
County, shall conduct its operations in a manner to ensure its independence.

Timeliness

Recognizing that the development and implementation of THE PLAN is a complex effort
involving many agencies and jurisdictions and that, in such an undertaking, unnecessary delays in
taking decisions and actions inevitably result in the wasting of scarce resources; the Committee
shall make every effort to anticipate events which might require Committee action and to
expedite the required action to the end that no required TOC reviews and approvals are
unnecessarily delayed.

OPERATING PROCEDURES

Data Gathering

The TOC requires two basic categories of data:



GENERAL:

e Operating policies and procedures of the LTA that relate to the allocation and
recording the expenditure of Measure M funds.

SPECIFIC:
e The Measure M Quarterly Revenue and Expenditure Report.

» Project Plans: These are the plans describing the Freeway, Regional Street and
Road, Local Street and Road, and Transit projects to be undertaken by the Local
Transportation Authority and funded, at least in part, by Measure M sales tax
revenues. The TOC requires general project description, timeliness, and funding
plans for each..

e Local Jurisdiction Growth Management Plans: These are the plans to be prepared
by each jurisdiction in accordance with the Checklist for Countywide Traffic
Improvement and Growth Management Plan Compliance.

The TOC shall be provided both categories of data in a timely fashion through the Local
Transportation Authority staff; the Office of External Affalrs havmg been established as the
principal point of contact.

The LTA staff has the responsibility to proVide the TOC with the following:

e Copies of all relevant Measure M staff reports submitted to the Local Transportation
Authority.
o All LTA agendas, staff reports and minutes are available for members to
review online.
o Staff will provide additional reports as requested by committee members.

» Formal notification of any action anticipated, or taken, by the LTA which might not
be in accordance with THE PLAN.

Review and Evaluation

In the broadest sense, the Taxpayers Oversight Committee shall undertake such financial and
performance audits as it considers necessary to ensure that the overall administrative policies and
procedures of the LTA, with respect to the use of Measure M funds, are proper and the recording
thereof is adequate and proper. To this end, an Audit Subcommittee of the TOC has been
established to conduct the required audits in accordance with agreed-upon policies and
procedures. Findings, conclusions, and recommendations of the Audit Subcommittee will be
submitted to the full TOC for final action as required.

When determined to require TOC action, specific items will be assigned, immediately upon
receipt of the pertinent data, to individual committee members of subcommittees of the whole
Committee as appropriate, for review and evaluation. The assignees (individuals or
subcommittees) will conduct the required review and evaluation and present findings,
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conclusions and recommendations to the whole Committee at its next regularly scheduled
meeting.

In its role as a representative of the Citizens of Orange County, the TOC may, on occasion,
review and forward its position to the LTA on any Measure M issue requiring resolution between
the LTA and third parties.

Regular meetings of the TOC are held on the second Tuesday of every other month. Special
meetings of the whole Committee may be convened if required to ensure timely processing.

Committee meetings are conducted in accordance with Robert’s Rules of Order.

If and when circumstances dictate, as provided by Section V.E. of Policy Resolution No. 1 of
Ordinance No. 2, the Committee will contract through the LTA for the services of outside
consultants for independent analysis or examination of issues within its purview.

Under M2 ,
* The TOC shall receive and review the performance assessment conducted by the
authority at least once every three years to review the performance of the authority in
carrying out the purposes of the M2 Ordinance

o The TOC shall participate in the review of the audit scope and the selection of the
consultant to perform the audit. '

o The TOC shall be presented with the 10-Year Comprehensive Program Review results
and recommendations.

Committee Findings, Conclusions, and Recommendations

Upon hearing the results of each specific item review and evaluation, the whole Committee will
develop its statement of findings, conclusions, and recommendations to be forwarded to the
Local Transportation Authority.

In the event an amendment to THE PLAN is involved, a 2/3 vote is required.

In all other cases, a simple majority vote is required.

Upon request of the preparer, minority reports may be forwarded with the Committee report.
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OCTA BOARD COMMITTEE TRANSMITTAL

June 23, 2008

To: Members of the Board of Directors
e
From: Wendy Knowles, Clerk of the Board

Subject: 2007 Combined Transportation Funding Program Call for
Projects

Highways Committee Meeting of June 16, 2008

Present: Directors Dixon, Green, Mansoor, Norby, Pringle, and Rosen
Absent: Directors Amante, Cavecche, and Glaab

Committee Vote

This item was passed by all Committee Members present.

Committee Recommendations

A Approve the recommended funding allocations for the 2007 Combined
Transportation Funding Program call for projects in the categories of
Intersection Improvement Program, Signal Improvement Program,
Transportation Demand Management, and Growth Management Area.

B. Authorize staff to amend the Regional Transportation Improvement
Program as necessary to facilitate the programming recommended
above.

C. Authorize the Chief Executive Officer to execute all necessary

agreements and amendments with local agencies to facilitate the
programming recommended above.

Orange County Transportation Authority
550 South Main Street/ P.O. Box 14184 / Orange / Califoria 92863-1584 / (714) 560-OCTA (6282)



OCTA

June 16, 2008

To: Highways Committee
From: Arthur T. Leahy, Chief Executive Officer

Subject: 2007 Combined Transportation Funding Program Call for
Projects

Overview

The Orange County Transportation Authority issued a Combined
Transportation Funding Program call for projects in December 2007. This call
for projects made funds available for streets and roads projects through four
programs. A priority list of projects recommended for funding is presented for
Board of Directors review and approval.

Recommendations

A. Approve the recommended funding allocations for the 2007 Combined
Transportation Funding Program call for projects in the categories of
Intersection Improvement Program, Signal Improvement Program,
Transportation Demand Management, and Growth Management Area.

B. Authorize staff to amend the Regional Transportation Improvement
Program as necessary to facilitate the programming recommended
above.

C. Authorize the Chief Executive Officer to execute all necessary
agreements and amendments with local agencies to facilitate the
programming recommended above.

Background

The Combined Transportation Funding Program (CTFP) is the mechanism the
Orange County Transportation Authority (OCTA) uses to award and administer
funding for streets and roads projects throughout the County. The CTFP
encompasses the current Measure M streets and roads funding as well as
federal sources.

Orange County Transportation Authority
550 South Main Street / P.O. Box 14184 / Orange / California 92863-1584 /(714) 560-OCTA (6282)



2007 Combined Transportation Funding Program Call for Page 2
Projects

In December 2007, the OCTA Board of Directors (Board) approved updated
CTFP guidelines including evaluation criteria and directed staff to issue a call
for projects (call). As part of this action, the Board also adopted updated
programming guidelines to guide the future programming of funds. These
guidelines are summarized in Attachment A. The fund estimate for the call
identified $40.9 million in available funding through four programs: Intersection
Improvement Program (IIP), Signal Improvement Program (SIP), Transportation
Demand Management (TDM), and Growth Management Area (GMA).

On February 29, 2008, OCTA received 177 project applications from 32 local
agencies requesting approximately $74.8 million in funding. Applications were
reviewed for eligibility, consistency, and adherence to guidelines and program
objectives consistent with the Board-approved guidelines. Twenty-three
applications were found to be ineligible as the project applications did not meet
program requirements and/or intent. Programming recommendations were
presented to and approved by the Technical Advisory Committee and Technical
Steering Committee in May.

Discussion

The fund estimate for the call was prepared consistent with the most current
revenue projections and programming allocations at that time (December 2007).
Since then, updated revenue projections have been made available and local
agencies have requested various changes to existing project allocations
through the semi-annual review process. Based on these changes, staff
reviewed the available funding capacity for the call. This review resulted in an
overall increase in available funding. This overall change is comprised of a net
decrease of available funding capacity for one of the programs and an increase
for the other three. The updated funding capacity is shown in the table below:

Funding Capacity as | Funding Capacity as

Program of December 2007 of May 2008
IP $ 23,513,400 | $ 23,605,772
SIP $ 5,530,543 | $ 6,534,244
TDM $ 3,266,269 | $ 3,625,664
GMA $ 8,639,710 | $ 8,198,561
TOTAL $ 40,949,922 | $ 41,964,241

Consistent with the updated funding capacity, staff has developed a
recommended priority list of projects for funding. This recommendation includes
121 projects totaling $40.5 million. The details of this recommendation are
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presented in attachments B through E and a brief description of the
recommendation for each program is provided below. ‘

Intersection Improvement Program

The IIP will provide funds for improvements to congested intersections in the
County. Projects funded through the IIP have an unacceptable level of service
today and are required to meet a minimum increment of service level
improvement. A 20 percent minimum match is required for this program.
Thirty-four eligible project applications requesting $40.4 million were received
for this program. Staff recommends programming $24 million towards
17 projects. This recommendation represents a slight over programming
beyond the current fund estimate. It is anticipated that the over programming
will be accommodated by adjustments made through the semi-annual reviews.

Signal Improvement Program

The SIP provides funding for improvements to signal systems including signal
coordination, signal timing, and traffic detection. This program promotes
improvements that lead to better operation and management of signal systems
and traffic congestion relief. The SIP also requires a 20 percent match.
Fifty-one eligible project applications requesting $9.8 million were submitted for
consideration. Staff recommends programming 35 projects for a total of
$6.4 million.

Transportation Demand Management

The TDM provides funding for projects that encourage the use of alternative
modes of transportation and result in the reduction of vehicle miles traveled and
air pollution. Local agencies submitted four eligible project applications
requesting approximately $2 million. Staff recommends programming $2 million
to fund four projects through the TDM Program. The remaining $1.6 million in
programming capacity is recommended to be held in reserve for the next
Transportation Enhancements/Transportation Development Act (TDA) call to
augment the TDA program capacity. Possible target project categories may
include projects emerging from the countywide bike trail master plan and/or
Go Local Program proposals to improve pedestrian access to stations.

Growth Management Area

The GMA is a locally managed discretionary program intended to fund
multi-jurisdictional projects and is often used as a match source for projects



2007 Combined Transportation Funding Program Call for Page 4

Projects

funded through other programs. GMA elected officials prioritize projects within
their jurisdictions prior to OCTA Board approval. Sixty-five eligible applications
requesting $8.1 million were submitted. Staff recommends programming all of
the requested projects. Approximately $8.1 million will be allocated to fund
65 projects through the GMA.

The table below provides an overall summary of the funding recommendations:

2007 CTFP Call for Projects Summary ($ in millions)

P SIP TDM GMA Total
Eligible Applications Received 34 51 4 65 154
Eligible Applications Recommended 17 35 4 65 121
Updated Funding Capacity $23.6 $6.5 $3.6 $8.2 $41.9
Amount Reguested $40.4 $9.8 $2 $8.1 $74.8
Amount Recommended $24 $6.4 $2 $8.1 $40.5

Next Steps

Once the projects are approved by the Board, existing local agency cooperative
agreements with OCTA will be amended to reflect the approved funding levels
and years. As necessary, staff will program approved projects in the Regional
Transportation Improvement Program.

Summary

Staff has reviewed project applications submitted for the CTFP call and
developed a recommended priority list of projects for funding. This
recommendation includes funding for approximately 121 projects totaling
$40.5 million in Measure M funds for streets and roads projects throughout the
County.



2007 Combined Transportation Funding Program Call for Page 5
Projects

Attachments

A Combined Transportation Funding Program Guidelines (Board of Directors
Approved December 2007)

B Intersection Improvement Program (/IP) Recommended Funding
Allocations - 2007 CTFP Call for Projects

C. Signal Improvement Program (SIP) Recommended Funding Allocations -
2007 CTFP Call for Projects

D Transportation Demand Management (TDM) Recommended Funding

Allocations - 2007 CTFP Call for Projects

Growth Management Area (GMA) Recommended Funding Allocations -

2007 CTFP Call for Projects

m

Prepared by:

Jen%’ é ener

Manager, Capital & Local Programs Executive Director, Development
(714) 560-5462 (714) 560-5741




ATTACHMENT A

Combined Transportation Funding Program Guidelines
(Board of Directors Approved December 2007)

Any remaining revenues resulting from savings, cancellations, or delays will be utilized
to further fund the development activities for the Renewed Measure M (M2) programs
(regional capacity and signal synchronization) or to augment the first M2 call for
projects.

All Measure M (M1)-funded projects must have contracts awarded against them
by March 31, 2011, consistent with the sunset of M1. Projects that are not
awarded by this deadline will lose their funding, with no exceptions.

All M1-funded projects must be complete and closed out within three years of th.e
sunset date (by March 31, 2014). Projects that are not complete or closed out will
forfeit their funding.

The Growth Management Area (GMA) program will have a $550,000 set aside to
develop a future needs assessment. The assessment includes traffic analysis at
all major-to-major intersection of the Master Plan of Arterial Highways, including
a forecast of future congestion and potential improvement options for eqc_h
intersection. The Orange County Transportation Authority will coordinate this
effort between the GMAs.

The Signal Improvement Program will have a $4 million set aside to fund
additional demonstration corridors.
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212'609°'cZ$ = Bulpung

ajqejieAy

geo'eze'ee v68°LL v68'LL 8¢ Buliesusbuz SaUE| WN}-Yo| |enp GN "PAIg SOSIlY 07 ofein uoissiy 62
L¥l's0e'ee  865'92) 865'9Z1 8¢ UOJJONSU0D SBUEJ WIN-Ys| (NP @N "PAIg SOS!Y S0 OfBIA UOISSIN_ 62
£8G6'g/1'€E 205'vL 2056yl G'6¢ AepA JO 1By sjuswisaold| “pA|g BPUIT BQIOA/SAIIQ 850y BllUSOE|ld 8¢
080'vOL'CE  OVO'vE ove've §'6E Buesuibuz SjusLaACIdLL] "PAIG BPUFT BQIOA/BALQ 8S0Y epuadeld 8¢
ovi'eEL'eE  16Z'SiZ 162'GL2 G'6€ _ uojonijsuo) sjusuwlarcidw] "pAlg BPUIT BQIOA/BALQ BSOY EljUSJEld §Z
vri'vze'ze  115'9.¢ 145'9.2 g6e  Aemjoiubyy  juswanoidil} UORIBSISIU Py BPUSIOBH © PAIG JSNIIUAA BIgEH B /2
196'149'2¢  £69'622 £59'62¢ §'6¢ Bupgesuibuz  juswancidwil uopossIBlL| Py BpUBioRH @ "PAI JSTHUM BigeH B /2
PL6'LLY'ZE  SBE'86. SBE'86. G'6E  UORONJSUO)  juslusAoiduil] Uopoesisiul “pY BpusIoeH @ ‘PAIE JOIIUM eiqeH B /2
0£5'619°LE  000'GLL'L 000°G.LL'L govy  Aem Joiubry JuswaAoidiu| UORDSSIBIU| IS JSIUNG/PEOY [[Bg ujayeuy 9z
QES'yYY'0E  0D0O'SLS 000'GLS G0y uopongsuo)d Jusluaroidiu} Uoiossialu| IS ISPUNS/peoy Jieg Wwisyeuy 9z
0€G'626'62 _ 000'006'L 000'006'1 Gy uoponisuo)d uonossiajul 8jnoy abpry © Aemtied uoynopy abuelQ yo fjunoy Gz
0£5'620'82 _ 000'05} 000°0G} Sy [ EENE juslWaACIdIL] UOOBSIBIU} BUIAI/YLL L esalN B}SOQ 42
0£G'6/8'/C  000'00C 000'002 GGy Bunesuibuz dil @A0I9 UspIeD / JogleH 9A0ID UBpIED €7
0£5'619'22  0.6'€6.1'Z 0/6'€6.'2 G'GP uogonysuoy dll_8A0l9 uspies) / jogiey 8A0I5 Udplen) €7
096688’ 029'952 029°95¢ G0y uoponjsuo)d JustsAoidwl] UOROBSIBIU| 1S JBYIEM 1B “BAY SOjlIaD ssaidiy zz
0v6'8¢9°'¥2 _ 000°00L 000'00} g9y __ buuseuibugy Aemiied ojuojuy @ Kemyied 0SQ abueiQ jo Ajunod 1z
0¥6'825'¥Z2 _ 000°0Z) 000'0Z} G'ly  uopongsuo)d RemyBiH jeraduw) je py Kinysuejseq Bpu] BQIOA 02
0¥6'80¥'v2 _ 000°Ghe 000'Gt2 S'ly Buiissuibug UONJ3SISIUf SNUSAY SWEPY PUE J834)S Js1nyjoolg yoeag uojbuguny 61
0¥6'€9L'v2  000'GYL 000'G91 G'8Y Bupsauibus UORJ8SISJU| SNUAAY JBUIBA PUE pieAs|nog Loeag yoeeg uojbununy g}

aAneINnWNg

210 puetg FHOLAA

01/60Ad

60/80Ad @ioog

suoijeso|jy buip

aseyd jaafoid

aj31 1 uoneoyddy

sj0afold 40y oy 4419 1002

Y9pUALIWOIA)

weibold Juswaaol  10199S19)U)

0v6'866'cc  025'681 025'681 G'05  uonongsuo)d sjuaiaAoidLL uohdasIBll| Jeyepm/adioyjebuelQ eljed e L1
024'608'€Z 000'91L 000'0L 0% Buusauibug sjuswanoidui| uonoesisiul 1ayepyedioyisbueio euljed el /1|
0zZv'e6L'cg 60V'GL.L B60¥'GLL G0s ARep Joubiy dil 8A0I9) Uspies / pijong 8A0ID) uspleg) gi
iLo'gLo'se 0s2'/64 052164 505 Bupesuibug dIl 809 uepies) / pijang 9A0ID) Uaples gl
192'028'22 Z¥0'0£0'L Z¥0'0€0°L G'06 uoijoniysuo) dll ®A0I9 uspleg / pijong SA0JD) Uspiery gl
612°062°12 000582 000's8¢2 §'0S uojonisuo) Bujuspip UonossIe)u] Yied J4ided PUE 38819 oSy CENCE A
61150512 G/8'9.0°L 518'9.0'L S'LS uojonIsuo) SjusluaAoIdul UOIBSISIU| 03ld BAY/ [BSY OUNWED [T |sjuswis|) ueg y|
$¥8'921°02 219199 2/9'199 joirds] Aepm Jo by pieAs|nog Inypyoel je Bujuapip, peoy @aljoquier yoeag podmaN ¢l
CLL'192'61 9.¥'002°C 9.+'002'2 §'28 uojonisuo) pleAsinog inypyoey je Buluapip peoy asloquwep yoeag HodmaN €l
G69°99G°L1 090°10S 090°'L0S G6'cs Rem jo ubry juswIsAoidl| UoRo8sSIBU| "PA|E JOGIEH/ PAIG JISMILUAA BigeH B |
GE9'Ga0‘LL +0Z'60¥ 02607 529 Buussuibuz Juswanoidil| UOROBSIBIU| "PAIG JOQIRH/ PAIE JBNHUAN ElgeH g7 ¢I
LEV'9G9'9L 092'6L1'L 09.'6L¥'L G828 uoponisuo) jJuawanoidul| UORIaSIBIU| "PAIG JOGIBH/ PAIG JOIIUAN eiqey e gi
129°9€2'GL 225'695 226'69G G'zs uojjonysuoy) dil J81eig/pliony ABjleA uUlejunod ||
0S1°LZ9°vL  000'0002 000°000°2 £G uojaNIsuo) uopoesiaju| Aemyied ojuojuy @ Aemybiy efspp abuelQ jo fjuno) g}
051°129°C) 0.%'99¢ 0.¥'99¢€ G'ES UoRonisuo) esaidwig eplusay /Aemyied ejebieiy ejues ejiebiepy ejueg oyouey 6
089'+0€Z1 000'00¥% 000°00¢ G§'GG Bupeauibul UOIJ09S.8jU| BNUBAY Sulepy - pJeAsinog JogleH ESS\ B}SOD 8
089'v06°LL 002'999°L 0029991 29 Aepm Jo by JuSWISAOIAW| UOROBSIBIUL IS Y.L /1S [01sig euy gjueg 2
osy'sez ol 008'cee’L 008'cee’t 29 uolonysuod JuaLWSA0dWI| UOROBSIBIU| IS YL L /1S [oIslig Buy gjueg  }
089'v06'8 00028 00028 29 uononygsuo) JUBLIBACIAUI| UOROBSIBIU| MBIAIIB]/SWEDY ESSIN B}SOD 9
089°¢z8'8 00Z'L0E'C 002°20€°2 G9 uoponysuo) (ynog) Buiuapip abueyosil] Gop-1/pPAIg UoBaq [Bas yoeag [eag g
08Y'G15'9 002'20£'2 002°20€'2 69 uoionysuo) (yuoN) Buluepiay 8BueydISiU| GOP-1/PAlE UoBSq] [BBS yoeed [eag ¥
082'802'F 000°'12. 000°L2L 9’69 UOROMNISUOD BUIUSPIA UOR08sI8jU| puelS) pue 1ak( EUy BJUES €
082'/8%'¢ 000'022'2 000'022'2 64 Aep Jo by BUIUSPIA UoRo8sISIUl "8AY ISUIEAA / 1S [01SLG Buy ejueg g
082'292'L 000'02Z1 000'0ZL 6. Bupssuibul BuluBPIAA UORDBSIBIU| "BAY JBUIBAN / ]S |0}SHY EUY BJUEG ¢
08Z' 1YL} 000099 000099 6L uolonnsue) Buluspim uopossiBiu| eAy JBUBA / 1S 10}siig EUY EJUES T
082'/8Y 08c'/8Y 08¢'/8% <8 uoponysuo) jusweAosdul| Uofoesisiu) ejuenBiepn/Ks||e) UMoI OlalA UOISSIN |




£€6'v8€'0V

000°0G1'L

0000514}

g'8c

Aepp Jo by

uoloasialul 'aAy ewled e/ palg 869)j0) sjelg wisyeuy ¢
€E6'VEZ'6E  000'0GL 000064 g8z  Bupesubuz uopossIalUf "aAY Bulied B/ A 9B8li07) 81|g wieyely g
£E6'¥80'6E 000°00.°L 000'002°L g'8¢C uoljonsuoyn uopoesis)ul "any EWied BT/ pAlg 868)|00) ajels wlayeuy §g
£E6 ¥BELE V9. 96 ¥9.°96 SE  Kemjoiubry SaueT UIN-Ya [enp g5 peoy adjjay Of3IA UOISSIN_ 6
691°'882'/¢€ 6v6'8Y 668y o1 Bunssuibus S8uUeT} Uinj-y9| [enp gs peoy adije4 ofaIA UOISSIN EE
022'6€2'LE Y02'9¥E $0Z'9v€ GE uofjonyjsuo) SAUET UIN)-Y8] jenp gS peoy adie4 ofeip uoissiy €€
J10'€68°9  O/E €l 9/EEl ot Bulisauibug S8UE| UIN)-J3] [enp gN Aemsiied apianbiepy olBIA UOISSIN_ 2¢€
IP9'6.8'9E  909'V6 909'v6 9¢  uogonjsuo) S8UE| WIN}-Y8| [BNP N Aemyied ajanbiepy ofeIA UoISSIN ZE
GE0‘G8.'9¢€ £62°€10'2 £62'€10'c g9t Rem Jo 1By Buiuapian uonoesisiul 1ebuip3/puels BUyY Bjueg |g¢
ZPL'LLLYE  068'162 068°16Z goe  Buuesubuz Buiuspim uonoesia)ul Jabulp3/puess) BUY BIUBS |
2G68'61P'vE 118'v69 119'¥69 G'9E uoponysuo) Bujuspip uopoasieiu| Jebuipy/puels BUY BJUBS |E
Ge0'sRL'ee  000°0G 00005 g'oe  Buusaubuzy SAlIQ 18800 UInog/dWweIuD aN SOb-1 - snusAy puelH essy Bis0D 0

GE0'GEL'EE

aAenWND

000°2L¥y

{ejoy puesn

FHOLAL

00024y

01/60Ad 60/80Ad

ai00g

UoJINAISUO)

aseyd jaslotg

8AlQ JSB0D YIN0S/dWeILD N G0-| - SNUBAY puelH

an] woneayddy

syosfoud 104 118D d41D 2002
suoyjed0j]y Hulpung papuswiwodsy (di)) weiboid Juswaroidwy uoyoasiajuy

ESO €]S0)




Al IAVHMENI ©

061°958°G 000°0S¢ 000°0G2 95 uojonisuod (yinos) syuswesoidul] [BUBIS GOY-I/PAIG YoeDg [BBS yoeag [eag 0¢
061'909'G 1GL'vve 181'vv2 g9g  uoponJsuo) uoljeulpJoog [eublg uosiaYoI BUIN| 62
£EY'19€'S 000'85} 000'8S} 9§  UOIONJISUDY Bujwi | [euBig oyes| apimAiy A9|[BA UfejuUnod gz
eey'eoe's 000'002 000°'002 9G  UOPONJISUOD (1DS 01 1ON) S I1F Wwieyeuy wisyeuy /g
£e1'00's 000'0S 000'0S 9g Bupsauiful (108 01 10N} S 19 wisyeuy wisyeuy .z
EEV'ESE'Y 002'LZe 00Z°'122 .G uoponisuo) sjusluaAoidw| [BUBIS dyjel) peoy zed &1 s(iH eunbey gz
££2'ZEL'Y 008'82 008'82 JIe] Bupeauibug sjuswaAoidw| [eubig oljes| peoy zed e sliiH eunfe] gz
€EV'E0LY 28G°L01 285101 .5 bupseuibug UoNEUIPIO0) |BUBIS BALIQ JejUa] Buin)| auiM| GZ
1G8°L09'Y 00008 000'08 JI) Bupssuibug UOREUIPIO0D S| 3SedL/MBIA Aajlep/ioqieH 9A0ID USpPIED 2
168125 Y 585'v¥e G85'vve .G uoponisuod (¥ oseyd) uope|ieIsu| ALDD ssaidAy €2
992'L12'Y 000°052 000'052 /G uoponigsuod 108l0.d apeibdn ALDD / |eubis esa Bjs0) ZZ
992°120'y 9/6'€91 9/6°¢€9l 6G  uOo{oNJIsUOD s)uawanoldul) [eubig Aemyied epiy s|iH eunbey 1z
06Z'£98'E 00Z'61 002'6l 65 Bupsauibug sjuatusaoiduwy |eublg Aemyed eoly S|liH eunbeq g
060°v¥8'e 000'502 000°60Z 09  uoydNIsUCY ¥ 9Seyd S1] JeISulu}Sap 19}SUILLISB N 02
060'6€9'¢ 000°Sy 000°Sy 09 Bupesubug b 8SBUd S| Jejsulunsap J9)SUILISOM 0Z
060'v65'E 000°G0Z 000'602 09  uoponssuoy € 8SBUd S1| 19)sull}sapp lsysuiuisepy 61
060'68€'S 000'SY 000'GYy 09 Buussuibug € 9sBuyd S]] Jejsulunsapy JsisuusapA Bl
060'v¥e'e 000052 000°0Se 09 uopaniisuo) sapesbdn Jsjjosjuoc) [eubis oiyel]. 1S8l04 aYe gl
060'v60°E €oL'1ie €oL'Lle 09 uononasuc) uoljeulpioo) [eublg Inyuyoep EXIS T
1862882 g9€8'Le 8€8'L¢ 09 Bunssuibugy UOJJEUIPIo0Y |eUBIS INULYIEN auINg )
671°168°C L6V BYe 16Y°'672 Q09 uononjsuo) uonezjuispoy [eubig dlyel| JopLio) peoy ealoquiep yoeag podmeN 9}
859'109'2 000°052 000‘0s2 19 uononjsuo) (vHIINOYL OL VTIOr V1) S11 18 HIWAVEN wiayeuy g
869°16€°C 000°0L1L 000°0L1 29 uonINASUOD apeibdn 1sjua)) Jusuiebeugy Jiyel | BA0IS UBpIED )
859°'181L°¢ 000'08 000'08 29 Bunesuibug apelbdn Jejuey swabeuepy oiyel | BA0IS) USPIED) H]
869°1L0L°C 000°6Z1 000'sZ} 29 uononysuod uoneuipoo) |eublg apIA Baly 8buelQ }SemyLoN ebuelp ¢l
859'0/6'} 000'002 000002 €9  uononisuo)d (ONVHY3TS OL H3AIY M3N) S1INAD HIEM wisyeuy g|
869'9/4'} 000°0S 000°0S €9 Bunssuibug (ONVHHIS O.L HIAIE MIN) SLINAD HIFM wisyeuy g\
859'92L°} 000°2€2 000°2€2 ¥9 Buusauibug Bunw {eubig oyes ) (euonolpsuniiiny BIGEH B 1)
859'68Y°1 696'221 696221 $9  UONONJISUOD  Baly ssaulsng [eius) AMNd alenbIEl pue py zed e oleIA uolssIy_ 0l
689'99¢€°1 G18'9% G/8'9G 99  uononjsuo) Buiw | |eubig anuaay jlouy Yied euang 6
¥18'60€°L FAYNAT [AVEAY) 89  uonponjsuo) ALDD @ Uoneulpioo] [eubis edija4 pue Aemyled 0sQ OoIA UoISSIN 8
20L°'261°1L GZlL'sy GZi'sh 69  uonponJsuog Buiwit [eubig 1998 MBIA AalleA Mled eusng 2
1/6'8¥L°L 000052 000'052 69 uoponijsuo) 1080l uoijeziuispol jeubls oyjel] eary podiy yoeeg HodmeN 9
116'868 000052 000'062 g, uoponisuody (ypoN) sjuswasosdwl| [BUBIS GOV-I/PAIG UDBSY [BSS yoeeg [eag g
L1B'8¥9 051002 051002 €.  uoponiysuo)d dIS-uoneuipioo) [eubis sijel | oAy adioyiebuelQ uopsiing ¢
128'8vv 000°2L 00021 €L Bussuibug dIS-uoneuipioo [eubisg aiel | sAy edioylebueiQ uops|ing
128'Lep er'oLlL yEY'OLL 9/  uoponisuo) dIS-Uojieulpiood 3 juswanoidwy eubis g 1oqieH uoysing ¢

£6£°'61E 06Z'0l 0GZ'0L 9. Bupasuifug dIS-Uolieulpioog g juswiaaoidw [eubis g Joqiey uops|ng ¢

£b1°G0E yZ0°'eG 1 ¥20'eS) //  U0joINAsuo) Baly ssauisng Aemyied sjLienble)y pue AajjeA umoIo olaIA UOISSIN 2

611°¢G1 611251 611261 6. Uonon;suo) sapeibdp {eubis py 0ongelL pue Amvid ey Of3IA UOISSIN |

aanenWng

jelol puein

FHOLAL

01/60AS

60/80Ad

suofeao||y bur

ai09g

aseyd

L uonedyddy

sy99foid Jo} j1eD d419 2002

| pPOpUBWWOI

1S) weiboid jusu

dwy jeubig

Kouaby




D p1e sfoly

s193f01d 10} |1eD d-419 2002
suofjedo|]y Buipund papusawwodsy (d|S) weiboid yuswaaoidw) jeubig

oby

1£6'62.6 ovs'eee ov8'ege z¢ uoNoNNSUOY 108UU0dIBU) [BUB|S ondoseqid pAlg BIGEH €1 BIQBH B 1§
1609556 091'9zZ 091'9z z€ Bunasaubug JosuuooiBU| |eub|S ondolaqid4 palg BiqeH e elqeH e1 1§
1£6'625°6 186'0¢ 186'0¢ o€ bupeauibuz uofeulploo) {BubiS “pAig BUIA| BulAl oS
0S6'80S°6 0.Sve 0.5'v2 oy buyiesulbug uoljeuipioo?) [eubig uoAue) pueg SUIAY 6¥
08E'V87'6 \ev'eze lev'eae ov LO}ONASU0) 108uU0oIBY| [BUBIS Djdoseqld Py HaquueT BIQEH B 8%
6¥6'09¢'6 695°9¢ 695'92 oy Bunissuibug JosuuooseU| [euBlg ondoleqi4 py pequie eiqeH e gy
08€'v2'6 002'6S1 00Z'GS1 [44 uoioNHsU0D 108014 UOIIEZIUOIUDUAS R J08UUODIB| (BUBIS Jujel] uoels 2+
081'620'6 008'L1 00811 A 4 Buyesuibug 108014 uolieziuoiyouAs 3 1osuucasBlu |uBIg Jel | UoJuelS /v
08€°290'6 000'00Z 000°00¢ ey LoloNAsu0D (VYVO1 01 10M) SHI LSIM AVYMGVOTd Wwisyeuy gt
08€°298'8 000'0S 000'0S 2y Buuseulbug (VY01 OL TOM) SLI LSTM AYMAYOYHE wisyeuy gy
0882188 719°eee vlo'eee 2y uoijonJjsuoy) sjusWwanoidw) jeubis jeas Jeag BSO BISOD G
9925358 000922 000'922 ct UOoIoNIISUOY j1o8UU0DIBIU| AMYd OSQ/stusWiaroidw| [euBig py joqen S|iiH eunbe py
99/'/5¢'8 000'¥Z 000'¥2 (4 Bupeauibug JosuuodIsiul Amyd 0sO/siuswaacidwl feublg py joqen SliiH eunBe ¥
996608 000°0€2 000702 G uoIINIIsuoy) 109[01d Juewabeuey oljelt aAY JBUIEA BUY BlUBS £F
992'€0L'g 006°'0Z 000'02 oy Bupsauibug 108l01d JuswabeuBy Jljel] DAY JSUIBpp BUY BJUBS £V
99/'280'8 000°0SZ 000°0SZ oy uoijonijsuod) Josuuoo.Bul/epelBdn |eubig oijel] sioweokgpiodmaN unsni 2y
99.2'ceg', 000°0€2 000'0€2 yA4 uononisuo) G aseld S1| Je)sulunsap Jeisuiunsapy Ly
992'€09'L 000°02 000'02 FA4 Bunssuibug G SSBUd S| Jeisulunsap e I ' W 5 4
99.'€85°L 000002 000002 174 uonodnisuo) (@Y Tve OL 16-9S) S1J 133d1S 1Sv3 wisyeuy oy
99.'€8¢°L 000°0S 000°0S 514 Buussuibuz (0Y 1T1vE O1 16-4S) S1t 1334LS 1Sv3 wisyeuy o
992'ce0'2 009222 009222 6% uoNaNIISuU0D sjuswanoldul| {eubig sosly so7 / BIoUgIEA 90 09sEg SjiiH eunbe g¢
991'901'2 0o0v'zz 00$'Z2 6% Buussuibug sjuswanoldw) [eubig Sosily SO / BlouajeA 8g 0ssed SiiiH eunbe gg
992'€80°L 000°'0€2 000'0€C 6% uonongsuod epeibdn S| aay puelg BUyY Blueg g¢
99.°€58'0 000'0Z 00002 (14 Bunsoubug speibdn g | sy puels BUY BJUES 8¢
99,°¢£8°0 622 181 622181 0S uoi}oNASUOY) BOUEY|IBAINS 0BPIA OluOJUY pue ejliebiey ejues  ejueBiey ejueg oyouey /¢
1£6'Z69'0 00192 00/°827 05 Bunesuibuy B2UE|lIBAING 08pPIA OluOjuY pue ejieblep ejueg  ejlebieyy ejueg oyouey J¢
7€8'€29'9 000°0S2 000°0SZ 25 uononssuo) 2JBM)JOS JBjua) Juswasbeuey oiyel] AA0ID) UBpIeS) of
bre'ves ag = Buipung ajqejieay
1£8°'e.8'9 GGE°08 GGE'96 €6 uoponjsuod [00YOG/WOD PA|g SOSIY SO7 pue Amyd sjtanbiep OfeIA UOISSIN GE
78V L1890 Gzl av cZl ey €6 UOR3NIISUD)D Buil | jeubis enuaiy ewed e Yied euang ¢
JGE692°9 000001 000'001L €5 Buuesuibug UOlJBUIPIOOD S i 8A0IS) uapies/eljoubepisinyyooig aA0I9 UBpIES) €¢
75¢'691°9 791°SS 70155 S uoRONASUC)  d|S-uolieulpioo] 3 Juswsnoidw| [eublS oAy SuBioesoy uops|ing zg
06L°vLL‘G 000'8 000'8 vS Bupesulbuy  d|S-UoneulpIo0g 3 JuswaAocidwi [euBlS "BaAY SURIDBSOY uopa|ing zZg
061'901'9  000'0S2 000'062 G UOJoNLsU0) /\ 8seyd apeibdn ABojouyos [euBiS S1| A3jleA utelunod jg




ATTACHMENT D

000'000'2 064'0¢ 06%'0¢ 05  Aemjo by JuswisAo.diu| yjemepl§ xajdwo) ssaulsng auiAl) suIAl| ¥
015'696'L 092'%9 09.'¥9 0S Bunissulbuzy Juswwenoid) yiemepls xe|dwo) ssaulisng sulal| BUIN| ¢
052'v06'L 05.'v0v 0S.'v0v 0S  uojonjsuo) uswaaoiduy Njemapls xsjdwoy) ssauisng sulAl 8UA| ¢
000°005°1L 89/'¢/1 897°€/1 ¥S  AEpno by Aemayid 1881S-10 Asigar BUIAJ| €
FANALTA S £66'vE £66'vE 5 Buuesuibug Remaniig 198S-10 Aauyer SUIA| £
6.2'162'L 612°'162 642162 ¥S uofjonIsu0n Aemaig 108.8-40 Aaiyer 8UIAI €
000°000°} 000°005 000005 G9  UOjONISu0Y IIB1| [EPO-INA SNUBAY BIIR) EJUES SPOOj), EUNDET ¢

000005 000'005 1) uojonjsuon SJIAISS SIHNYS JSINWILLOY WISYBUY ISAM 0} 1LYV wisyeuy |

000'008

d
0 0}/60 60/80 910 O ol}e ddy
aloid

s1o8fo.d 10} I1eD d41D 2002
suofjeso|ly Buipun,  uswwooey (¥ wswebeuep puet 1oljepiodsuelr |

v




Al 1l ALMNVIEINT L

000°06¢€'}

000'75¢

000°995

000°0S
000°492°}
005'ze

000°0L¥

000°0S
000'002
00S'2¢

Bulssuibug

uoIoNISUoY

BuluapIp UonoasIaUj ISHUNS / [feg

Z-Dag "UdUAg g 108uU0dIBIU} j2UBIS dijjel |

00009 000'09 Buueauibul UOIIEDIIPOI 8dUBILIT 811U BUMO |/ pAlg obeiues FICEETTN
000052 000'0S62 uoilonisuon jJuswiarolduy} UOHOasIBIUL IS Ui/ L /1S jojsug EUy EJUEBS
000°0SY 00005y uonoNIIsU0D sjuswanoldul| Ajgjes [jey ebueiQ

000°'sZ1 000'Ge} UOHONJISU0D) JoauuodsBlu| ssBlalip AlID 1SaMULION

000°2) 000'y 000v 000'¥ Bunssuibug uoHeNSILIWPY £ YIND

000'¥ 000t bupasuibul

000°GE 000°9¢ UonoNsua) {Bubis olelt wied/esses

000°eYy 000'SY Uo[onN1suoy) mvm..ma: [eubis aiyel] uouuepuewdeyd

000'08 000°08 uojjonIIsuoD TCIVENSER abueip
000'08 000°08 uoIoNIIsUoD (ONVHNIS OL ¥3AI MIN) S NAD HIAM

000°00Z 000'00¢ UOHONIISu0) syuawaroidwy AYes sbuissolD) pealjiey

wiayeuy

LLo'LesL

000°00%

LI9'hey')

00522 00522 uonINIISU0) 1-Bag ‘UoUAS g 108UU0DI8}U| [EUDIS Olel | uojue)g
000'Gze 000°Gee uojjonyjsuad AM4 S0¥ | 18 8Bpug pajg yoeeg |eag

000'S 000's Buusauibuy

000'St 000'6H uoijongsuo) sjuawsAcidu |eubig pAlg Sojiwely o pue yoeeq |Bag yoeaq {eeg
000'002 000°002 Aep Jo by juswisAoidui| UORdBSIOW| IS Ui/ /1S |o1sug Euy EjuEg
000'001 00000} uojjonJsu0) uofossiau| Asuoqis je aay ejjeie

000°'s. 000°G/ uononNIIsu0) playwooig R pY {jeq e sjuawaacidul] Uopdasia] SO}jWIB)Y SO
00008 000°08 uoloNIISU0D 199115 J9)|eA\ UO sapelBbd( [euBis uel)sepag

000°0S 000°0S uooNIIsu0D sjuswaAoidul| uoljoesisiuf Jaxep/edioyiebuelo Bwied e
000°0SL 000°051 UoonIISu0D apelbdn Jejusg juswsabBeuey el

0002 000°Z Buuesuibug Z# YD Jo uolensiuiwpy SA0I9) usples
000'SY 000'Sty UonoNISuUc) (ujosui] 0} G-1) pieAsnog yoeeg uo sAeq sng

000'06 000°'06 uolonisuo) ~BujuapipA dWBy punogises | 6-4S/PieAs|NOg Yoeag jled euang
000°05 000'0S Bupesuibul SOjlIa]) O] ewjed e7 - yjed ayig MOY uosip3

00¥'8 00t'8 Bunesuibug

009°L6 009°L6 uoponJisuo) PUE|S| UBIDSI 19811§ Isinupoo.lg wisyeuy

|ejo | pueis

LLOLAL

01/60Ad

60/80A4d

suoneso|y [

aseld jasloid

ajny uoneaddy

syasfoud 104 * =~ 4419 2002

n4 papuswiwo

IND) ealy Juswabe

Uimolo

000'00} 000'001 Bussuibug sjusLeA0IdU| SALIQ 950y BpUIT BQIOA
000°‘0Y 000°0¥ Uojjonijsuoy uoneulp1oo) [eubis sAld oS0y

000081 0007081 UO[ONIISU0Y uolsuapxg WISISAS [eubiS peoy AINyoUElseq enuaoeld
000'SZ) 000°Geh Buuesuibuz JuswiaAo1dil] UOROBSIBIU| pAlg UOBag/PAIE JOIIUM BIQeH B
000°LL 000°2L Buiesuibug

000°e8) 000'€81 uolonNysuoy VIND enusay adioylebuelo uoua|In4g
000'6HZ 000'S¥2 UOONASUOD sjuswwieAoiduij UoNO8SISIU| BPEIIY ET-UIBAIBI/UdESg

000°0L L 000°0L1 uopINJIsuo) sjuswanoldwl| pIEAB|NOY EISeY “ed eusng
000°00€ 000'00€ BunsauIBug BUIUSPIAA BALIJ 8504 eaig
00829 00829 Kem 0 146

118°851 118'8G1 Buusau|buz "dw} uonossisiu| adioylebuein/ oAy moirede] wisyeuy

Aduaby

[EloL €

[elal ¢

|BIOL |

YN




STVLOL GNVYD

190°8€L8 $ 000'9€9  ¥88BEO'E  LLL'E9F'Y
000 000
000'GE 000'S 000'G 000°Ge Buueauibugy uoensivjuipy || YIND
000'0S} 000'05} uojjonliisuo) sjeubig oyjell gS G-)/oIpisaid/elellss ] 8Q ey |uBWL|] ueg
21921 2l1'921 buliasuibug epnies oj|en ®» AMH EBBH(O Usamjaq enuaAy Ejed e abueiQ jo Ajunon

$£5'085

000°0€1

vEG'00}

000°0S€

000002 000002 UOIONIISUCH j08loid peoy oleip oysuey /eliag ossdiunp ouenside) uenp ueg
000°0S 000°0S Bupesuibug esaidw3 epiusay /Remyied ejuebiepy ejueg| ejlebiepy ejueg oyduey
000°00} 000'001 uolonAsUo) WwswaAoIdul UuooasIs| syusnbiep/oso oldIA UOISSIN
000°0EL 000'0El Uoljonsuo) Buiuspip Gov-1/uoAuR) eunbe auIAl|
¥E£S°001 ¥€6'001 Buuesuibuly 91JUSVISLLIWICY O] PA|g BUIA| - "IXT Aemyied Uoyy abueiQ Jo Aiuno)
ot 986 000 gy v 6Go |8

0v2'zal 0vzZ'c8l BA JO JUBRY BuluspipA Uonoasiaul "aAY JBUIBAA / 1S JOISLg EUy Ejueg
0¥2°'192 ove'192 Buussuibuz

000°0S1 000°0S1 UoRONIISUOY) pieAsinog nuypyoep je Buiuapipn peoy asioquer yoeag podmepN
ove'el ovZ'zL Kep 10 1By (8 YWO) G-I / 8a10quier

000°0cl 000021 Buesuibuy JusLwsAoldul] Bujuapip (G-| O} 91BpSNO9S) JaAIND UIAY|
000'S2 000'se Busaulbul |Au( Iseo) yinog/dwey gN SOv-| - PUBlAH

612621 6L2'62) uofonJIsuoy 8ALQ }se0) ynog/pieasinog Jogiey

000°0F
SOE'ES)

0.8'801}

000°0F

Bupesuibuy

yuswaAoidw| uoioesisu] suIAl] [ GiZ L

BS3\ BISO)

SEV'vy SEP' VY Uoijonijsuo) EIOUSIEA O] INUIBAA WIOJ) UOISUSIXT Py youey ulsn |, ulisn |
Sey' by SEV'bY Bupssuibuy Buiuapipy anuaay puels) Buy ejueg
00002 000'0Z uojjaNnsuo) sjuswaAcidul] jeubig ebuelQ 1seg abueliQ
GeY'vp SEY' v ABM JO YO (£ YWD) G-I / 9810qUIEl

000°006°}

000°082°}

000°029

BUIAJ

000'SEL 000'sel Buyisauibug UOI}08SIBJU| SNUBAY JaUIBA\ pUB pieAsjnog yseag
000'sg} 000'sel Buiissuibug UOI09SIBIU| 8NUBSAY SWEpPY pue 18848 pleysng
000502 000's02 Bunissuibuy UOI}08S.18]U| BNUBAY SWepY pue Jaalls 1sinyyjoolg yoeeg uoibununyy
000°0S 000°05 uoionaisuoy G eseyd S1i 18jsuiisspm
000°0Z 000'0. uofjonisuod ¥ 9Seld S1| 19)SUlLUISa AL
00002 000°02 LOIJoNIjsuo) € 8SBUd S1] Ja)SUllISap
000091 000°091 UopoNsuoy lIBJIOYS ¢ 8SBUd S| Jejsulwlsapy J9)SUILLISOAA
000°0S€ 000°0S€ UoioNJsuoy AMJ S0V | Je 8Bpug pajg yoesd |eeg yoeaegq |esg
000°629 000'G6/9 Buussuibugy JOAlY euy ejueg @ Buluapipp ebpug Inypyoe/Heqe]
wmw.om 000'0G uoidngsuon A 9seud spesbdn ABojouyss ) jeubis g1 KalleA urelunoc
g 000 8
000'82 000'82 Bunasuibug uoisusixg peoy Aalyef

< O 2. Ay

sjo9foad 1o} [18D d1D 2002

suohedojjy Buipung papuswiwossy (YD) ealy justuabeuely yimois

BUIAY]

25
[BloL 6

IBl04 L

{B101 9




OCTA

BOARD COMMITTEE TRANSMITTAL

June 23, 2008

To: Members of the Board of Directors
W
From: Wendy Knowles, Clerk of the Board

Subject: Garden Grove Freeway (State Route 22) Design-Build Project
Update

Highways Committee Meeting of June 16, 2008

Present: Directors Dixon, Green, Mansoor, Norby, Pringle, and Rosen
Absent: Directors Amante, Cavecche, and Glaab

Committee Vote

This item was passed by all Committee Members present.

Committee Recommendation

Authorize the Chief Executive Officer to execute Cooperative Agreement
No. C-7-1368 between the Orange County Transportation Authority and the
City of Garden Grove, in which the Orange County Transportation Authority
will reimburse the City of Garden Grove $1,350,000, for the design,
construction, construction management, and maintenance of the placement of
rubberized asphalt concrete on Trask Avenue, and the City of Garden Grove
will reimburse the Orange County Transportation Authority $572,286 for the
completion of the third through-lane on eastbound Garden Grove Boulevard.

Orange County Transportation Authority
550 South Main Street/ P.O. Box 14184 / Orange / California 92863-1584 /(714) 560-OCTA (6282)
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June 16, 2008

To: Highway Committee
From: Arthur T. Leahy, Chief Executive Officer

Subject: Garden Grove Freeway (State Route 22) Design-Build Project
Update

Overview

The major improvements on the Garden Grove Freeway (State Route 22) from
Valley View Street to the Costa Mesa Freeway (State Route 55) were completed in
September 2007 and all lanes were opened to traffic. Since this time, all corrective
work has been completed and the improved facilities have been turned over to
the California Department of Transportation and other local agencies. This
report provides an update on the completion of the project and gives the status
of several ongoing work items associated with the project. This report also
requests approval of a cooperative agreement with the City of Garden Grove
for improvements related to the Garden Grove Freeway (State Route 22).

Recommendation

Authorize the Chief Executive Officer to execute Cooperative Agreement
No. C-7-1368 between the Orange County Transportation Authority and the
City of Garden Grove, in which the Orange County Transportation Authority will
reimburse the City of Garden Grove $1,350,000, for the design, construction,
construction management, and maintenance of the placement of rubberized
asphalt concrete on Trask Avenue, and the City of Garden Grove will
reimburse the Orange County Transportation Authority $572,286 for the
completion of the third through-lane on eastbound Garden Grove Boulevard.

Background

The Garden Grove Freeway (State Route 22) project was constructed under a
design-build contract with the joint venture of Granite-Meyers-Rados (GMR).
The project involved the widening of 12 miles of State Route 22 from
Valley View Street to the Costa Mesa Freeway (State Route 55), including the
reconstruction of 13 interchanges. Major improvements on State Route 22 were
completed in September 2007 with the opening of all lanes to traffic.

Orange County Transportation Authority
550 South Main Street/ P.O. Box 14184 / Orange / California 92863-1584 / (714) 560-OCTA (6282)
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Since that time, GMR, the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans),
the Orange County Transportation Authority (Authority), local cities, and utility
agencies have been inspecting the facilities and processing necessary
corrections prior to accepting the final facilities.

Discussion

The final construction and inspection of the State Route 22 Design-Build
Project is complete and the operation and maintenance of the facilities were
turned over to Caltrans and other local agencies on May 16, 2008. The formal
turnover of the State Route 22 facilities marks the start of a one-year warranty
period by GMR and the beginning of a three-year plant establishment period.
During this three-year plant establishment period, the contractor is responsible for
ensuring that all plant material and irrigation systems become well established
and are viable.

Over several months, GMR submitted a number of claims for additional costs
for extra work that GMR considered outside of its control. The total value of the
claims submitted by GMR was $93 million. The Authority reviewed these
claims and has worked with GMR and a third-party mediator to resolve these
disputes. The Board of Directors (Board) was apprised on the progress of the
discussions and provided direction to staff during closed sessions. The goal of
these efforts was to reach a negotiated agreement on the claims and to avoid
lengthy and costly formal litigation.

In late March 2008, the Authority and GMR reached an agreement to settle the
claims filed. The Authority agreed to pay a lump sum amount of $39.3 million to
settle all claims filed by GMR for work on the State Route 22 Design-Build
Project. This agreement settles all outstanding disputes on the project between
GMR and the Authority (Attachment A).

Completion of Other Construction Tasks

There are currently several other items of work being completed related to the
State Route 22 project that are not part of the GMR design-build contract. The
Authority and other local public agencies are completing these work items. The
following discussion provides the status of this work.

Additional Soundwalls

After the design-build contract was underway, the Authority determined that
added or extended soundwalls were needed at four different locations along
State Route 22. These locations are the eastbound Beach Boulevard on-ramp,
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The City Drive eastbound off-ramp, westbound State Route 22 between
Tustin Avenue and Cambridge Street, and westbound State Route 22 at
Devon Road. It was decided not to include these additional soundwalls in the
design-build contract.

On October 15, 2007, the Board approved an implementation plan for the four
additional soundwalls, where the Authority will lead the design effort and
Caltrans will lead the construction and construction management efforts. The
design of these soundwalls was recently added to the contracts of the firms
currently designing other soundwall projects for the Authority. The final design
work is currently underway with the construction of the four State Route 22
soundwalls expected to be completed in early 2010.

Thunderbird Sewer Improvements

A new sanitary sewer lift station and re-routed sewer line is needed in an area
adjacent to the Thunderbird Mobile Home Park to eliminate a conflict with the
Lewis Street Storm Water Channel (Lewis Channel). A cooperative agreement
was approved by the Authority and the Garden Grove Sanitary District in
April 2008 for implementation of these improvements. Under this agreement,
the Authority will fund the construction, construction management, and facility
maintenance of the relocated sewer and lift station, and the Garden Grove
Sanitary District will lead the construction and operation of the facilities.
This project is expected to be under construction later this year and completed
by June 2009.

Lewis Channel Improvements

The State Route 22 project required modifications to a portion of the
Lewis Channel to free up additional right-of-way for project improvements.
Since the Lewis Channel improvements and right-of-way requirements affect
freeway operations, a three-party cooperative agreement is being prepared
between Caltrans, the County of Orange (County), and the Authority to fund
the improvements, identify responsibility for long term maintenance, and transfer
property ownership. The County has issued an encroachment permit to the
Authority for the Lewis Channel property until such time as the three-party
cooperative agreement is executed and the channel improvements are completed.

Improvement of a portion of the Lewis Channel was not originally considered to
be necessary as part of the State Route 22 project. After further design studies,
the County and Authority concluded that improvements were necessary along
this portion of the Lewis Channel to accommodate increased flood flows. In the
proposed three-party cooperative agreement, the Authority will be the lead for
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the design of this unimproved portion of the Lewis Channel, and the County will
be the lead for the construction and construction management of the
improvements. Currently, the cooperative agreement is being finalized and will
be brought to the Board for approval in the next few months.

On January 28, 2008, the Board approved an amendment to the contract with
Parsons Transportation Group to commence design of the improvements to the
final section of the Lewis Channel. Design was initiated in February 2008, and
construction is expected to start next year and be completed in late 2010. Until
these improvements are finished, the Authority remains the permit-holder with
the County for this portion of the Lewis Channel and will be responsible for
maintaining and insuring this portion of the Lewis Channel until the improvements
are completed.

Noise Abatement Measures for Schools

A noise impact report was prepared as part of the environmental document for
the State Route 22 project to identify noise impacts associated with the
proposed freeway improvements, as well as potential noise abatement
measures. The report identified the need for noise abatement at 13 classrooms
at Sunnyside and Mitchell elementary schools. The abatement measures
specified the installation of air conditioning units in these school classrooms.

The environmental document for the project also required that a
post-construction study be conducted at Excelsior and Jordan elementary
schools to determine if noise abatement is warranted at these sites. This study
has determined that abatement is warranted at eight classrooms at Jordan
Elementary School and no abatement is warranted at Excelsior Elementary
School.

On January 23, 2006, the Board approved the installation of air conditioning
units for the schools as recommended by the environmental document.
Authority staff is currently negotiating with the Garden Grove Unified School
District (GGUSD) on the terms and conditions for funding the air conditioning
units in the classrooms. A draft cooperative agreement has been submitted to
the GGUSD for review and comment. This agreement will be brought to the
Board for approval within the next few months.

Trask Avenue Rubberized Asphalt Overlay

During construction of State Route 22, concerns were raised by residents
along Trask Avenue in the City of Garden Grove (City) regarding noise
attenuation adjacent to the corridor. After further review of sound study
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information, the Authority approved the funding and placement of rubberized
asphalt concrete on Trask Avenue as a pilot study for noise mitigation between
Euclid Street and Magnolia Street. It was agreed that the Authority would work
with the City to establish terms of a cooperative agreement whereby the City
would implement this pavement overlay project.

Also, during the implementation of the State Route 22 project, the City
requested the Authority add a third through-lane on eastbound Garden Grove
Boulevard, between Fairview Street and Haster Street, as part of the GMR
design-build contract. This work was agreed to be funded by the City as part of
a future cooperative agreement with the Authority.

Over the past several months, the Authority and the City have developed
terms, conditions, and funding responsibilities for the completion of these
tasks. Under the terms of this agreement, the City will reimburse the Authority
for the completed third through-lane on eastbound Garden Grove Boulevard
between Fairview Street and Haster Street, and the Authority will reimburse the
City for the design, construction, construction management, and maintenance
of the placement of rubberized asphalt concrete on Trask Avenue between
Euclid Street and Magnolia Street.

In the proposed Cooperative Agreement No. C-7-1368 (Attachment B), the
Authority agrees to:

° Reimburse the City for actual costs for the design, construction,
construction management, and maintenance required for the placement
of the Trask Avenue rubberized asphalt concrete between Euclid Street
and Magnolia Street, in an amount not to exceed $1,350,000.

The City agrees to:

° Act as the lead agency for the placement of the Trask Avenue
rubberized asphalt concrete between Euclid Street and Magnolia Street.

° Contribute $150,000 in grant funds received from the California
Integrated Waste Management Board for the use of placement of
rubberized asphalt concrete on Trask Avenue between Euclid Street
and Magnolia Street. This is a newly acquired grant by the City and
will be used to offset a portion of the $1,500,000 cost of the
improvements.
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° Design, build, and maintain the placement of rubberized asphalt
concrete on Trask Avenue between Euclid Street and Magnolia Street
by April 3, 2009.

° Reimburse the Authority for the actual cost, in the amount of $572,286,
for the completed third through-lane on eastbound Garden Grove
Boulevard between Fairview Street and Haster Street.

Fiscal Impact

Revenues associated with Cooperative Agreement No. C-7-1368 have
been recognized in the Authority’s Fiscal Year (FY) 2007-08 Budget
Account 0010-6062-F7100, Local Transportation Authority (LTA),
Reimbursement from Cities. Expenses associated with the agreement can be
accommodated in the Authority’'s FY 2008-09 Budget, Development Division,
Account 0010-7831-F7100, and are funded through the LTA.

Summary

The Garden Grove Freeway (State Route 22) Design-Build Project, the largest
design-build project on an operating freeway in California, was opened to traffic
in September 2007, and the facility has just recently been turned over to the
California Department of Transportation. There are several items of work not
associated with the design-build contract which are still ongoing. As part of
these ongoing items, staff requests the approval of Cooperative Agreement
No. C-7-1368 with the City of Garden Grove. Staff will continue to provide the
Board of Directors with project updates as work is completed.

Attachments

A. Press Release, Garden Grove Freeway (SR-22), Claims Settlement Facts
B. Cooperative Agreement No. C-7-1368 Between Orange County
Transportation Authority and City of Garden Grove

Prepared by:

M. Joseph Toolson Kia Mortazavi
Program Manager Executive Director, Development

(714) 560-5406 (714) 560-5741

Approved by;
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ATTACHMENT A
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$185 million higher
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$488.5 million
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OCTA

The base contract amount that the Orange County Transportation
Authority (OCTA) awarded in August 2004 to the joint-venture team of
Granite Construction Company, C.C. Myers, Inc. and Steve P. Rados,
Inc. or GMR.

The proposal submitted by Kiewit — the other bidder — was $185 million
higher with a construction schedule 25 percent longer than GMR’s bid.

The amount that the Board of Directors approved in contract change
orders for extra work requested by OCTA.

The value of the settlement agreement.

The total contract amount with this settlement.

iaims: Mors Work, Faster

The number of claims GMR submitted to OCTA containing hundreds of
tasks of new work.

The total value of claims.
Cubic meters of unsuitable wet soil removed by the contractor.

The number of football fields worth of subgrade removed by the
contractor piled 5 feet high.

This required replacement with rock, base material, recycled material,
etc. Many areas required a geotech fabric placement prior to the
placement of this base to stabilize the soil. This had a major impact —
causing additional time, material and work.

This is a result of an activity or multiple activities that affect several
construction activities on the job. For example, poor subgrade can
impact the placement schedule of concrete. it also can cause crews to
work overtime because of delays. It also m ay delay the placement of
the shoulder, and in turn, the electrical items constructed for ramp
metering could be delayed. B ecause there are impacts to efficiency,
acceleration of work must occur to meet overall deadiines.
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3 days

$10 million

Taxpayers interest
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$39.3'million

1,500

Resolution

April

These are costs associated with a s chedule extension. An example of
this is the additional time that project managers must oversee
construction because of additional work causing more scheduled
activities. Also, more complex construction activities require additional
management oversight.

The number of days it took to settle the claims.

Legal fees easily could have exceeded this number. A court battle could
have stretched on for years. GMR submitted its claims last fall and both
parties have been working during the past eight months to reach an
agreement rather than go to court.

A lengthy and costly legal battle would not have been in the best
interest of Orange County’s taxpayers. For freeway projects of this
magnitude, a contractor submitting claims is not unusual.

 Mext Steps

OCTA has agreed to pay a lump sum to settle all claims filed by the
GMR contractor related to the SR-22 improvement project.

The number of cases mediator Randall W. Wulff, the nation’s foremost
expert in construction disputes, has served with 90 percent of the cased
being resolved. Wulff is based in Oakland. We believe this is a fair
settlement based on independent expert analysis of the claims and
settlement agreement.

The settlement resolves all outstanding issues related to SR-22.

The lump-sum payment and settlement does not address specific
allegations and is not an admission of any wrongdoing by either OCTA
or GMR.

We are scheduled this month to hand over the completed freeway to
Caitrans in the last phase known as “project acceptance.” The only
remaining items are ensuring electrical devices are functioning optimally
and newly installed landscape thrives during a three-year “plant
establishment” period.

P‘%"{} et Sumirary

Final contract cost:
Total project cost:
Start / open:
Length:

Lanes:

Bridges:

$488.5 million

$606.7 million

Construction began September 2004 and all lanes opened April 2007
12 miles

1010 12

22 widened bridges, 9 replaced bridges and 3 new bridges

H#HH

2
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ATTACHMENT B

COOPERATIVE AGREEMENT NO. C-7-1368
BETWEEN

ORANGE COUNTY TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITY

AND
CITY OF GARDEN GROVE
THIS AGREEMENT, is made and entered into this ___ day of , 2008, by and between

the Orange County Transportation Authority, 550 South Main Street, P.O. Box 14184, Orange,
California 92863-1584, a public corporation of the State of California (hereinafter referred to as
"AUTHORITY", and the City of Garden Grove, 11222 Acacia Parkway, Garden Grove, California
92842, a municipal corporation (hereinafter referred to as "CITY").

RECITALS:

WHEREAS, AUTHORITY, in cooperation and partnership with the California Department of
Transportation (Caltrans), the Federal Highways Administration, and the joint venture design builder,
Granite-Meyers-Rados, has implemented capacity and operational improvements on State Route 22
(SR-22) between State Route 55 (SR-55) in the City of Orange and the Valley View Street interchange
in the City of Garden Grove; and

WHEREAS, AUTHORITY has requested and CITY agreed to design, construct, and maintain
the placement of rubberized asphalt concrete (RAC) on Trask Avenue between Euclid Street and
Magnolia Street as shown on Exhibit A and described in Exhibit D_(herein referred to as RAC
PROJECT ); and

WHEREAS, CITY has been awarded $150,000 in grant funds from the California Integrated
Waste Management Board to be used for RAC PROJECT; and

WHEREAS, the AUTHORITY has made the additional improvements at the Garden Grove

Boulevard and the SR-22 at the request of the CITY, as shown in Exhibit B and described in Exhibit C

(herein referred to as GARDEN GROVE BOULEVARD WIDENING); and
/

Page 10of 5
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COOPERATIVE AGREEMENT NO. C-7-1368

WHEREAS, this Cooperative Agreement defines the specific terms, conditions and funding
responsibilities between the AUTHORITY and CITY for the completion of RAC PROJECT and
GARDEN GROVE BOULEVARD WIDENING.

NOW, THEREFORE, it is mutually understood and agreed by AUTHORITY and CITY as
follows:

ARTICLE 1. COMPLETE AGREEMENT

This Agreement, including all exhibits and documents incorporated herein and made applicable
by reference, constitutes the complete and exclusive statement of the terms and conditions of the
Agreement between AUTHORITY and CITY and supersedes all prior representations, understandings
and communications. The invalidity in whole or in part of any term or condition of this Agreement shall
not affect the validity of other terms or conditions.

ARTICLE 2. RESPONSIBILITES OF AUTHORITY

AUTHORITY agrees to the following responsibilities:

A. To reimburse the CITY, within 30 days of receipt of a written invoice for the actual costs,
incurred by the CITY for the design, construction, construction management, and maintenance required
for the satisfactory completion of the RAC PROJECT in the not to exceed amount of One Million Three
Hundred Fifty Thousand Dollars ($1,350,000) less the sum of Five Hundred Seventy Two Thousand,
Two Hundred Eighty Six Dollars ($572,286) which represents the amount of reimbursement from the
CITY for the completion of GARDEN GROVE BOUEVARD WIDENING by AUTHORITY, for a net total
of not to exceed Seven Hundred Seventy Seven Thousand Seven Hundred Fourteen Dollars
($777,714). AUTHORITY agrees that the amount of reimbursement may be adjusted either up or down
by written amendment to this Agreement based upon the construction bid of the lowest responsible
bidder for the RAC PROJECT.

B. AUTHORITY shall indemnify, defend and hold harmless CITY, its respective officers,
directors, employees and agents from and against any and all claims (including attorney's fees and

reasonable expenses for litigation or settlement) for any loss or damages, bodily injuries, includir

Page 2 of 5
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COOPERATIVE AGREEMENT NO. C-7-1368

death, damage to or loss of use of property caused by the negligent acts, omissions or willful
misconduct by AUTHORITY, its officers, directors, employees or agents in connection with or arising
out of the performance of this Agreement.

ARTICLE 3. RESPONSIBILITIES OF CITY

CITY agrees to the following responsibilities for RAC PROJECT and GARDEN GROVE
BOULEVARD WIDENING:

A To act as the lead agency for the design, construction, and maintenance of the
PROJECT and to ensure compliance with all terms and conditions set forth in any applicable local,
state, federal regulations, which govern the performance of work necessary to complete the RAC
PROJECT.

B. To contribute $150,000 in grant funds received from the California Integrated Waste
Management Board plus the net sum described in ARTICLE 2, paragraph A, for rubberized asphalt
concrete with respect to the RAC PROJECT.

C. To credit the AUTHORITY, in accordance with ARTICLE 2, paragraph A, above, the
amount of Five Hundred Seventy Two Thousand Two Hundred Eighty Six Dollars ($572,286), in
connection with the completion of the GARDEN GROVE BOULEVARD WIDENING by AUTHORITY.

D. CITY, shall perform, the work necessary to complete RAC PROJECT.

E. CITY shall obtain all required reviews, clearances, permits, licenses, and approval from
all applicable agencies. Costs of obtaining all required reviews, clearance, permits, licenses and
approvals shall be borne by the CITY.

F. CITY shall conduct all of its activities in association with RAC PROJECT in a good and
competent manner and in compliance with all applicable federal, state and local rules and regulations.

G. CITY shall indemnify, defend and hold harmiess AUTHORITY, its respective officers,
directors, employees and agents from and against any and all claims (including attorney's fees and
reasonable expenses for litigation or settlement) for any loss or damages, bodily injuries, including
death, damage to or loss of use of property caused by the negligent acts, omissions or witlful

Page 3of 5
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- COOPERATIVE AGREEMENT NO, C-7-1368

misconduct by CITY, its officers, directors, employees or agents in connection with or arising out of the

performance of this Agreement.

ARTICLE 4. MUTUAL RESPONSIBILITIES REGARDING RAC PROJECT

A This Agreement shall continue in full force and effect through final acceptance of RAC
PROJECT by AUTHORITY or April 3, 2009, whichever is later. This Agreement may be extended upon

mutual agreement by both parties.

B. The cost share between the AUTHORITY and CITY as provided in Exhibit E, represents

upon agreed actual costs for RAC PROJECT and GARDEN GROVE BOULEVARD WIDENING.

C. This Agreement may be amended in writing at any time by the mutual consent of both
parties. No amendment shall have any force or effect unless executed in writing by both parties.

D. The persons executing this Agreement on behalf of the parties hereto warrant that they
are duly authorized to execute this Agreement on behalf of said parties and that, by so executing this

Agreement, the parties hereto are formally bound to the provisions of this Agreement.

E. All notices hereunder and communications regarding this Agreement, shall be effected
by delivery of said notices in person or by depositing said notices in the U.S. mail, registered, or

certified mail and addressed as follows:

To CITY: To AUTHORITY:

City of Garden Grove Orange County Transportation Authority

11222 Acacia Parkway 550 South Main Street

P.O. Box 3070 P. O. Box 14184

Garden Grove, CA 92842 Orange, CA 92863-1584

Attention: Keith Jones Attention: Kathleen Murphy-Perez
Director of Public Works Manager, Contracts & Procurement
714-741-5375 714-560-5743

Page 4 of 5
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COOPERATIVE AGREEMENT NO. C-7-1368

F. The headings of all sections of this Agreement are inserted solely for the convenience of
reference and are not part of and not intended to govern, limit or aid in the construction or interpretation
of any terms or provision thereof,

G The provision of this Agreement shall bind and inure to the benefit of each of the parties
hereto and all successors or assigns of the parties hereto.

H. If any term, provision, covenant or condition of this Agreement is held to be invalid, void
or otherwise unenforceable, to any extent, by any court of competent jurisdiction, the remainder to this
Agreement shall not be affected thereby, and each term, provision, covenant or condition of this
Agreement shall be valid and enforceable to the fullest extent permitted by law.

1. This Agreement may be executed and delivered in any number of counterparts, each of
which, when executed and delivered shall be deemed an original and all of which together shall
constitute the same agreement. Facsimile signatures will not be permitted.

This Agreement shall be made effective upon execution by both parties.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the parties hereto have caused this Agreement No. C-7-1368 to be

executed on the date first above written.

CITY OF GARDEN GROVE ORANGE COUNTY TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITY
By: By:

William Dalton Arthur T. Leahy

Mayor Chief Executive Officer
ATTEST: APPROVAL RECOMMENDED:
By: By:

Kathleen Bailor Kia Mortazavi

City Clerk Executive Director, Development

Dated:

Page 5 of 5
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EXHIBIT A

RAC PROJECT

PROJECT LOCATION

Exhibit A-1



EXHIBIT B

COOPERATIVE AGREEMENT NO. C-7-1368

GARDEN GROVE BOULEVARD WIDENING

PROJECT LOCATION
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COOPERATIVE AGREEMENT NO. C-7-1368

EXHIBIT L
SCOPE OF WORK

GARDEN GROVE BOULEVARD WIDENING

The work consisted of the following:

¢ Widening of Garden Grove Boulevard eastbound to accommodate dual left turn lanes from Haster
Street to SR-22 westbound.

¢ Relocation of the eastbound sidewalk behind bent No. 2 bridge columns to accommodate the
additional lane.

» Construction of a retaining wall into the slope paving to accommodate the new sidewalk location.

o Installation of audible pedestrian signais where Garden Grove East intersects Haster Street and
Fairview Street.

o Installation of upgraded traffic signals at the Fairview Street and Haster Street intersections to
accommodate the dual left tum lanes on Garden Grove Boulevard.

s Installation of wall packs lighting for the new sidewalk location.

Exhibit C-1



COOPERATIVE AGREEMENT NO. C-7-1368

EXHIBIT D
SCOPE OF WORK

RAC PROJECT
CITY agrees to serve as lead agency for the design, construction, construction rhanagement and
maintenance of the placement of rubberized asphalt concrete on Trask Avenue between Euclid Street

and Magnolia Street, in the City of Garden Grove. CITY must complete this project by April 3, 2009.

Exhibit D-1
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EXHIBIT =
Cost share between AUTHORITY and CITY
AUTHORITY cITY TOTAL
Placement of Rubberized Asphalt $1,350,000 $150,000 $1,500,000
Concrete on Trask Avenue between
Euclid Street and Magnolia Street (RAC
PROJECT)
Garden Grove Boulevard Widening 30 $572,286 $572,286
TOTAL $1,350,000 $722,286 $2,072,286

Exhibit E-1
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BOARD COMMITTEE TRANSMITTAL

July 14, 2008

To: Members of the Board of Directors
W
From: Wendy Knowles, Clerk of the Board

Subject: Report to Legislative Analyst's Office on the Garden Grove
Freeway (State Route 22) Design-Build Project

Highways Committee July 7, 2008

Present: Directors Amante, Cavecche, Dixon, Glaab, Green, Mansoor,
Pringle, and Rosen
Absent: Director Norby

Committee Vote

This item was passed by all Committee Members present.

Committee Recommendation

Approve the report to Legislative Analyst's Office on the use of the
design-build delivery approach on the Garden Grove Freeway
(State Route 22) project and direct the Chief Executive Officer to transmit the
report.

Committee Discussion

The Highways Committee suggested that special emphasis be added in the
draft letter to the Legislative Analyst's Office regarding the following topics:
value added to project by owner directed changes, flexibility of design-build to
adapt to changes, public satisfaction with the accelerated schedule, awards
given to the project by professional groups, and that the project cost amounts
include all final construction claims.

Orange County Transportation Authority
550 South Main Street / P.O. Box 14184 / Orange / California 92863-1584/ ( 714) 560-OCTA (6282)
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July 7, 2008
To: Highways Committee
From: Arthur T. Leahy, Chief Executive Officer

Subject: Report to Legislative Analyst's Office on the Garden Grove
Freeway (State Route 22) Design-Build Project

Overview

The Orange County Transportation Authority is required by Public Contracts
Code, Section 20209, to prepare a report to the California Legislative Analyst's
Office on the design-build approach used to construct the Garden Grove Freeway
(State Route 22). This report is intended to serve as a comprehensive
statement on the use of a design-build delivery approach on transit projects
and to assess its future benefits.

Recommendation

Approve the report to Legislative Analyst's Office on the use of the design-build
delivery approach on the Garden Grove Freeway (State Route 22) project and
direct the Chief Executive Officer to transmit the report.

Background

The Orange County Transportation Authority (Authority) developed the
Garden Grove Freeway (State Route 22) project using a design-build delivery
approach. The essential element of this method is to include the final
design of the project with the procurement of construction services. The
intent of this delivery approach is to shorten the overall timeline of a project by
advancing design and construction concurrently.

The Authority was authorized to use a design-build approach for the
State Route 22 project under Public Contracts Code, Section 20209, which
allows a transit operator to use design-build methods for its projects. One of
the requirements of this code section is that the transit operator must prepare a
report to the California Legislative Analyst's Office (LAO) on the project within
120 days of its completion. The State Route 22 project was completed and

Orange County Transportation Authority
550 South Main Street/ P.O. Box 14184 / Orange / California 92863-1584 / (714) 560-OCTA (6282)
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turned over to the California Department of Transportation on May 16, 2008,
and the LAO report is due by September 15, 2008.

On March 10, 2008, The Authority’s Board of Directors (Board) directed staff to
include a comprehensive analysis of the benefits of using design-build on the
State Route 22 project and include this with the LAO report. The purpose of
this analysis is to provide the Board with information to judge the best use of
this delivery method for future projects. The Board asked staff to include a
third-party consultant in the preparation of the comprehensive analysis to
provide added perspective to the assessment of the use of design-build on the
State Route 22 project.

Discussion

Staff engaged the consulting firm of Tom Warne and Associates to assist in the
preparation of the comprehensive analysis and LAO report. Mr. Tom Warne has
provided management consulting support to the Authority on the State Route 22
project in the past and is a recognized specialist in the use of design-build
on highway and transit projects in the United States. In addition, Parsons
Transportation Group, Inc., the project management consultant on the
State Route 22 project, assisted in the preparation of the LAO report.

The LAO report is formatted to follow the requirements of the Public Contracts
Code, Section 20209. This section of the code lists a series of issues that must
be addressed in the final report. In addition, staff requested Mr. Tom Warne
prepare a transmittal letter for the report to provide an analysis of the use of
design-build on the project. A draft of the transmittal letter and LAO report are
provided in attachments A and B. v

Important Findings Included in the LAO Report:

The successful bidder on the State Route 22 design-build project was the joint
venture of Granite-Meyers-Rados (GMR), who offered a bid of $390,379,000
and a construction period of 800 days to substantial completion. The final
engineer’'s estimate for the project was $447,000,000, with 1,100 days to
substantial completion. The bid provided by GMR was a substantial savings in
cost and time over the engineer’s estimate.

After award of the design-build contract, several changes were requested by
the Authority to provide additional mainline and local street improvements to
the project. One significant addition was the full reconstruction of the
Magnolia Street bridge in Garden Grove. This occurred late in the construction
process and caused the Authority to change the substantial completion
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sequencing and extend the completion date by 151 days. Even with the various
changes that occurred during construction and the addition of the new work
elements, the substantial completion of the initial operating segment was
accomplished in 810 days, and the remainder of the facilities were opened
141 days later, on schedule. The overall duration to substantial completion was
951 days (the original 800 days plus an extension of 151 days), which was well
short of the original engineer’s estimate of 1,100 days. The Authority believes it
achieved its objective of accelerating construction of this critical facility by using
design-build. A more traditional design-bid-build approach would have taken
many months, if not years, longer to complete.

The final design-build cost for the project was $488,538,000, which was a
$98,159,000 (25.1 percent) increase over the original bid amount. The majority
of this increase was a result of the additional work requested by the Authority
after the contract was awarded. These owner-requested changes were added
to the design-build contract to provide enhanced project features at a cost that
was less than if the changes were done after the project was finished. The
value of the owner-requested changes was $80,091,000 or 81.6 percent of the
total amount of the increase in the design-build budget.

The remaining cost increase amount of $18,068,000 was for contract change
orders related to the original design-build scope of work. These change orders
amounted to only 4.6 percent of the original bid amount, which compares
favorably to a normal change order contingency amount of 5 percent for
traditional construction projects. In summary, the changes in the cost of the
State Route 22 project were:

Amount Increase
Original Bid Price $390,379,000
Owner-Requested Scope Changes 80,091,000 20.5 percent
Contract Change Orders 18,068,000 4.6 percent
Final Price $488,538,000 25.1 percent

The draft LAO report also provides a number of observations about the
design-build process on the State Route 22 project and gives suggestions to
improve future projects. The conclusion of the report is that the design-build
process was appropriate for the State Route 22 project, and resulted in a
significant acceleration of the completion of design and construction.
Design-build is a tool that was found to be useful by the Authority and should
be considered for use on other projects.
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Summary

The Public Contracts Code requires the Authority to prepare a report on the
State Route 22 design-build project after its final completion. A draft report and
transmittal letter have been prepared by ftwo consultants that summarizes the
performance of the project and provides suggestions on how to improve the
design-build process for future projects.

Attachments
A. Draft Letter to the Legislative Analyst’s Office

B. State of California, Legislative Analyst's Office, Report on Transit
Design-Build Contracts, May 30, 2008

Prepared by: Q d by: /
4 Ub&? e ~ g/

Tom Bogard, PE Kia Mortazavi

Director, Hi way Project Delivery Executive Director, Development
(714) 560-5918 (714) 560-5741



DRAFT LETTER TO THE .~ ATTACHMENT A
LEGISLATIVE ANALYST’S OFFICE - .

June XX, 2008

Legislative Analyst's Office
925 L Street

Suite 1000

Sacramento, California 95814

Subject: Report on Transit Design-Build Co;nt;fects,
Public Contract Code Section 20209.12

In accordance with California Public Contract Code, Section 20209 12, the
Orange County Transportation Authority’ (OCTA) is submitting the attached
report on its use of design-build on the Garden Grove Freeway (State Route 22)
project. The State Route 22 praject was a S|gn|f|cant transportation effort by any
definition in the industry. It involved adding twelve miles of high-occupancy
vehicle lanes in each direction, reconstructmg thlrty-four bridge structures,
realigning ramps and qrossroads plus many other Iocal street improvements.
The application of gesign-tsmld on th;s

mportant Orange County project was
found to be success ful and ‘oontnbuted;uto the early completion of the design

bey

and construction € ments of ; tate Route 22

Design-build;is a pro;ect delivery methodology that has been successfully used
by the pr|vate sector for. many years. It has proven to be a valuable tool in
st icting many! significant facilities including sports venues, hotels and

nercxal propertl’ f;Slnce the early 19903 this tool has been widely used by

prOJects Those famlhar with infrastructure projects in California and,
more specrﬁoally in- Orange County, also know that the Riverside
Freeway (State Route 91) Express Lanes and the San Joaquin Hills (State
Route 73) and the Foothill/Eastern (State Route 241 and State Route 261)
transportation corridors were completed using the design-build approach.
Additionally, other large transportation projects throughout the country have
been built this way.

For many years transportation projects in California have been constructed
using the more common design-bid-build approach. Using this method, an
owner (typically the California Department of Transportation) completes the
design of the facility and offers it to qualified contractors for bid; contractors
would then tender bids and the lowest responsible and responsive bidder would
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be awarded the contract. Conversely, under the design-build approach, an
owner completes a preliminary design of a project and describes the final
configuration and attributes of the desired facility. The owner then hires a
design-build team, comprised of one or more contractors and one or more
engineering design firms, who will complete the design and do the construction.
The gains derived by an owner in the design-build approach include: more
efficient design and construction coordination effort, accélerated construction,
innovation and creativity in the engineering approaches to project elements,
and more certainty regarding the final project cost. Study after study illustrates
these benefits of the design-build approach to mfrastructure delivery.

The OCTA and other agencies who have used design-build for their projects
understand that the accelerated schedule aspects of this approach focus on the
design and construction elements of the work and do not apply to the other
steps necessary to complete a project. For example virtually every project must
go through extensive planning and environmental studies before beginning
even the first engineering efforts. These steps are unaffected by the use of
design-build and are often the reason that a prOJect takes so long to go from
concept to a completed facmty

State Route 22 Proi'é’éi Perfdrrn'ance o

The successful desrgn burld team on the State Route 22 project was a joint
venture of Granite- Meyers—Rados (GMR) who offered a bid of $390,379,000,
with a constructlon penod of 800 days to substantial completion. The engineer’s
estlmate for the pro;ect was $447,000,000 with 1,100 days to substantial
completlon The bid’ provrded by GMR was a substantral savings in cost and
time over the engineer’ s estrmate

After award of the desrgn build contract, several changes were requested by
OCTA to provrde addltlonal mainline and local street improvements to the
project. One of the significant additions was the full reconstruction of the
Magnolia Street bridge in Garden Grove, which occurred late in the construction
process and impacted the completion sequencing. Even with the various
changes that occurred during construction, and the adding of new work
elements, the substantial completion of the first operating segment was
accomplished in 810 days, just ten days beyond the original estimate. The
remainder of the facilities were completed in only 951 days, well short of the
original engineer's estimate of 1,100 days. OCTA believes it achieved its
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objective of accelerating construction of this critical facilty by using
design-build. The more traditional design-bid-build approach would have taken
many months, if not years, longer to complete the same improvements.

The final design-build cost for the project was $488,538,000, which was a
$98,159,000 (25.1 percent) increase over the original bid amount. The majority
of this increase was a result of the additional work requesfed by OCTA after the
contract was awarded. These owner-requested changes were added to the
design-build contract to provide enhanced project features at a cost that was
less than if they were done after the project was finished. The value of the
owner-requested changes was $80,091, 000 or 81.6 percent of the total
increased amount. The remaining amount o

4, 6 percent of the bid amount, was for

,>
(1

,,,,,,

Increase

80 091, 000 20.5%
18,068,000 4.6%
$488,538,000 25.1%

Théé : téached reportut 0, the 'Le jslative Analyst's Office offers some important
mformajt on and commepts on the use of design-build which will guide OCTA in
future dectsrons about vyhether to use design-build on other pro;ects While all

The relationships ‘involved in doing a design-build project on a facility like
State Route 22 are critical to the success of the effort. In this case, they were
complex and added risk to all parties. The basic elements of these relationships
are captured in a cooperative agreement where the duties and responsibilities
of each party are articulated. In brief, OCTA provided a major part of the
funding for the project and was responsible for the administration of the contract
with the design-build team. The State of California also provided funding for the
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project and the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) served in an
oversight role with the design-build team. It should always be remembered that
Caltrans is the ultimate owner of the finished facility. As such, no matter how an
agency like OCTA frames the design-build elements of their contract with the
design-build team, the ultimate authority, and organization to please, is
Caltrans. Future design-build projects should further refine the provisions of the
cooperative agreement between OCTA and Caltrans so: that technical and
procedural requirements, and specific roles and responmbnhtues are defined in
greater detail. ,

Innovation in project delivery is an important aspect of design-build. Many
examples in California and around the country show that the design-build team,
comprised of both contractor and engineering resources, has come up W|th
creative solutions in response to complex engineering issues, On the
State Route 22 project, much of the possible innovation in desngn build was
unavailable to OCTA, or the design-build contracting team, due to Caltrans’
strict adherence to its established standards and procedures. Absent any
flexibility in acceptlng new ideas': or approaches on the part of Caltrans, OCTA
project. The same could be sald about the mcorporatlon of emerging
technologies, mater s ahd processes ‘that are’’not customarily used in
California.

Design-build prOJects are known for their ability to accelerate project schedules.
In fact, studies of completed design-build projects reflect greater probability for
on-time or early completlon than the more traditional design-bid-build projects
common in the state As noted before, a des1gn build contract focuses on the
work. In this case, the State Route 22 project was a resounding success having
achieved substantial time savings in these areas over the more traditional
design-bid- bu1ld approach. However, it must also be recognized that using the
design-build process did nothing to mitigate more than ten years of planning
and environmental.. ‘work that led up to actual design and construction.
Design-build does not accelerate or improve the planning and environmental
processes that serve to delay many significant projects in the state.

In conclusion, the design-build process was appropriate for the State Route 22
project and accelerated the design and construction elements of that work. It is
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a tool that OCTA found useful and an option that OCTA would like to retain for
consideration on future projects.

Sincerely,

Arthur T. Leahy
Chief Executive Officer

ATL:tb B
Attachment s T
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Legislative Analyst’s Office
Report on Transit Design-Build Contracts

Submitted by
Orange County Transportation Authority

May 30, 2008

Introduction

This report is intended to fulfill the requirements of Assembly Bill No. 958,
Chapter 541, Article 6.8, Transit Design-Build Contracts, California Public
Contract Code Section 20209.12.

The report provides findings and analysis for Orange County Transportation
Authority (OCTA) Garden Grove Freeway project which was awarded in
accordance with the provisions of Assembly Bill 958, Public Contract Code
Section 20209 and Public Contract Code 20133.

(a) Type of Facility

The Garden Grove Freeway (State Route 22) is a 12-mile east-west
transportation corridor in Orange County, California. This freeway corridor
provides connections to all major north-south freeways, including, Interstate 405,
Interstate 5, State Route 57, and State Route 55, and many major north-south
arterial streets. The State Route 22 freeway is a vital link to residents,
businesses, and visitors in central Orange County. No major improvements had
been made to the corridor since it was built in the early 1960’s when it was
designed to handle only 115,000 cars per day. Currently, State Route 22 carries
more than 200,000 cars daily and its volume is expected to reach 250,000 by
2020. State Route 22 was also the last remaining freeway in Orange County that
did not have high occupancy vehicle (HOV) lanes. When the State Route 22
project was completed, it marked the completion of the region's HOV
transportation network.

(b) Square Footage of Facility

The State Route 22 design-build project upgraded the existing six-lane freeway
by adding twelve miles of HOV lanes in each direction between State Route 55
and Valley View Street, and by adding six miles of general-purpose lanes in each
direction between |-5 and Beach Boulevard. In addition, new auxiliary lanes were
constructed between on and off ramps throughout the corridor.

Other features of the project included improvements at the Interstate 5122157
interchange - known locally as the “Orange Crush”, which was designated by the
Guinness World Records as the most complicated interchange in the world. The
project also added a complex set of braided ramps separating the southbound




State Route 57 connector and the City Drive westbound offramp on
State Route 22.

The project included widening and reconfiguring existing ramps, constructing
eleven new bridges, widening twenty-three existing bridges, seismic retrofitting
existing bridges, new sound walls, new retaining walls, architectural treatment,
landscaping, and drainage improvements. Also included in the project is a
state-of-the-art Traffic Management System, linked to the California Department
of Transportation (Caltrans) and the California Highway Patrol Traffic
Management Center that monitors conditions on 400 miles of southern California
freeways.

Project highlights:

$490 million design-build contract
Largest design-build project on an operating freeway in California
Largest highway project under construction in California, 2004 through 2008
Accelerated project completion by one to two years by using the design-build
delivery method
Delivered the first operating segment in an unprecedented 810 days
At peak, used 200 designers and 750 union laborers on the project daily
Put in place $500,000 worth of construction on a daily basis
Worked over 3.6 million hours, with a recordable incidence rate (RIR) of only
4.4 and project days away from work rate (DAWR) of only 0.8. Both of these
safety ratings are below the North American Industry Classification System
ratings for the industry.
e Expanded freeway to accommodate 250,000 vehicles per day

Constructed, widened, or replaced 35 bridges
e Put into place:

- 12 miles of retaining walls

32,000 loads of concrete
20,000 loads of asphalt
70,000 loads of imported fill
7,000 foundation piles

(c) Company or Contractor Awarded Project

The successful design-build construction team was a joint venture of
Granite-Meyers-Rados (GMR). The members of the joint venture are Granite
Construction Company, Inc., Steve P. Rados, Inc., and CC Myers, Inc. The lead
designer was URS Corp., the construction quality assurance group was
Diaz-Yourman and Associates, who were both subcontractors to the construction
joint venture.

(d) Estimated and Actual Length of Time to Complete the Project

The engineer's estimated construction duration to substantial completion was
1,100 calendar days. Following substantial completion, the project included three



other milestones - project completion, project acceptance and final acceptance.
Project completion followed 90 days after substantial completion, project
acceptance followed 120 days after project completion, and final acceptance
follows after the three year plant establishment period. Due to additional work
authorized by change order, a second substantial completion milestone was
added, 151 days after the first substantial completion date.

Notice to Proceed was authorized September 22, 2004. The first substantial
completion was achieved on December 9, 2006 (810 calendar days). The second
substantial completion was achieved on April 30, 2007. All lanes of traffic were
open for public use east of Magnolia at the first substantial completion date and
all remaining lanes were open to the public at the second substantial completion
date. Project completion occurred on September 26, 2007. Project acceptance
occurred on May 16, 2008. The three year landscape maintenance plant
establishment period will be completed on February 10, 2011. Final acceptance
will occur immediately following completion of the plant establishment period.

(e) Findings Established Pursuant to Section 20133 of the Public Contract
Code

There are no additional findings established pursuant to Section 20133 of the
Public Contract Code than those noted herein.

() Labor Code Violations, Fines or Penalties

No significant labor code violations were found during the life of the project. The
following table summarizes minor prevailing wage issues that were identified.

April 2006 GMR Five employees were paid at apprentice
rate without proper apprentice registration.
This resulted in an underpayment of
$2,808.20.

Resolution: Restitution payments were
made to each effected employee on May

13, 2006.
January 2007 Little House Did not pay overtime wage rate to six
Rental employees after eight hours in a single
day. This resulted in an underpayment of

$966.53.

Resolution: Restitution payments were
made fo each effected employee on
January 31, 2007.




(9) Estimated and Actual Project Costs

The final engineer’'s cost estimate for the project was $447,000,000. The bid
price of the selected design-build contractor was $390,379,000 or 12.7% below
the engineer's cost estimate.

The final design-build cost for the project was $488,538,000. The majority of the
increase in the final cost was a result of the addition of work requested by the
OCTA after the contract was awarded. These owner-requested changes were
added to provide additional benefits to the project at a cost that was less than if
they were done after the project was finished. The items added included such
things as: increased seismic design requirements, addition of a new mainline
bridge, addition of local street and ramp improvements, addition of rubberized
asphalt paving, addition of landscape and aesthetics features, and the addition of
new sound walls. OCTA approved additional funds to accelerate the finishing of
these additional features to avoid impacting the overall completion date of the
project. A summary of the adjustments made to the original bid price were:

Amount Increase
Original bid price $390,379,000
Owner-requested scope changes 54,441,000 13.9%
Acceleration costs for scope changes 25,650,000 6.6%
Contract change orders 18,068,000 4.6%
Final price $488,538,000 25.1%

The actual cost of contract change orders related to the design-build contractor’s
original scope of work was only 4.6%. This amount compares favorably to the
normal change order contingency amount for construction projects of 5%.

(h) Written Protests Concerning the Bid

There were no written protests concerning any aspect of the solicitation, bid,
proposal, or award of the design-build project.

(i) Pre-Qualification Process

In accordance with the provisions of AB 958 / Public Contract Code
Section 20209, OCTA established a design-build team pre-qualification process.
Five design-build teams responded to OCTA’s Request for Qualifications
documents issued in August 2002. After evaluation of the submitted Statements
of Qualifications from the design-build teams, all five teams were deemed to be
qualified. Delays in bidding resulted from the belated approval of the
environmental document and funding shortfalls. This necessitated restructuring
the scope of the project. Because of the delay and the scope restructuring, the
five design-build teams were allowed to revise their team make-up and submit
revised Statements of Qualifications. Four of the design-build teams responded



and after review, all four teams were determined to be qualified. The
pre-qualification process was successful in assessing the qualification of
potential bidders and in identifying four well qualified design-build teams for the
project.

() Impact of Retaining Five Percent Retention

The OCTA retained five percent retention from each progress invoice for the
project. This amount was placed in a secure account and the interest from the
retained amount was paid to the contractor. No significant effect was observed
related to the requirement to retain five percent from the contractor's invoices.
The contractor did not experience any difficulties with his major subcontractors
resulting from the five percent retention requirement that was passed down to the
contractors.

Following the first substantial completion milestone, the contractor requested
release of one-half of the then current retention amount. The release of this
amount was granted as part of the change order that split substantial completion
into two milestones. The remaining retention amount was released at completion,
per the terms of the contract and California contracting codes.

(k) Labor Force Compliance Program

Section 20209.07 (c) of the Public Contract Code requires agencies instituting a
design-build project to “establish and enforce” a Labor Compliance Program
(LCP) containing the requirements outlined in Section 1771.5 of the California
Labor Code. However, this requirement does not “apply to projects where the
county or the design-build entity has entered into any collective bargaining
agreement or agreements that bind all of the contractors performing work on the
projects.” Since the design-build entity, GMR, entered into a Project Labor
Agreement (PLA) that binds all contractors performing work on the Project,
OCTA was not required to establish or enforce an LCP in conformance with
California Labor Code Section 1771.5. To ensure GMR met prevailing wage
requirements, OCTA instituted a program to monitor and enforce compliance with
state and federal prevailing wage requirements on the project. This program
included collection and review of contractor/subcontractor weekly certified payroll
records, employee field interviews, site inspections, and audits.

() Method Used to Award the Contract

The contract was awarded on a best-value basis to the bidder that was found to
be “most advantageous” to OCTA. Best value was determined by the following
formula:




Where:

adjusted price

bid price

dollar value of the proposed days-to-completion
technical score technical and management proposals

Q>
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The bidder with the lowest adjusted price, 4,, would be deemed the most
advantageous bidder. The time factor, B, was calculated from the number of
days proposed by the bidders to reach the substantial completions milestone
multiplied by a $50,000 per day time-value factor to arrive at this value. The
technical score factor, C, was assessed by an evaluation team of more than 70
specialized experts from OCTA, Caltrans, the Federal Highways Administration,
the adjoining cities, and selected technical specialists who scored the technical
and management proposal to determine the technical score for each design-build
team.

Of the four pre-qualified bidders, only two bidders submitted proposals. The two
bids were higher than expected, and OCTA made changes to the contract
requirements to lower the cost. OCTA then requested a Best and Final Offer
(BAFO) proposal from the two design-build teams.

Opening of the sealed bid prices determined the values for A and B in the
formula above, and when combined with the technical score, the bidder with the
lowest 4, was determined and recommended for contract award. The OCTA
Board of Directors approved the award to the “most advantageous” bidder, the
joint venture of GMR.

The table below summarizes the results of the adjusted price ranking of the two
bidders.

tial | Technical Score | Adjusted Price

o Vvalue b
0.879 $537,338,960
0.874 $1,122,161,356

(m) Skilled Labor Force Availability

Per Section 20133 (v) of the Public Contract Code, “Skilled labor force
availability” shall be determined by the existence of an agreement with a
registered apprenticeship program, approved by the California Apprenticeship
Council. GMR and its subcontractors are signatory to the following unions:
Carpenters, Cement Masons, Chainmen (Field Surveyors), Electricians,
Ironworkers, Laborers, Landscape Laborers, Operating Engineers, Pavement
Stripers, and Teamsters. GMR and its subcontractors have agreements with
each of these trades’ apprenticeship programs, which have been approved by



the California Apprenticeship Council, with the exception of Teamsters. The
Teamsters do not have apprentice classifications. The result was that 646
apprentices from ten different trades were trained as part of the project in the
following classifications:

Trade Number of Apprentices
Carpenters 193
Cement Masons 30
Chainmen (Field Surveyors) 8
Construction Inspectors 4
Electricians 49
Ironworkers 94
Laborers 151
Landscape Laborers 40
Operating Engineers 73
Pavement Stripers _4
Total 646

(n) Design-Build Dollar Limits on Transit Projects
There were no candidate transit projects impacted by design-build dollar limits.
(o) Most Appropriate Uses for the Design-Build Approach

An assessment of the use of design-build on the State Route 22 project is
presented below. These observations can be used to better formulate and
manage future design-build projects in California.

Formal/Contractual Relationships - Four important relationships existed on the
State Route 22 project. First, OCTA and Caltrans entered into a cooperative
agreement that defined their relationship and respective roles and
responsibilities. OCTA retained the services of Parsons Transportation Group as
a project management consultant (PMC) to assist them in administering their
contract with the design-build contractor. On typical highway projects in
California, Caltrans functions as the owner for the contract and works directly
with the designers and contractors to complete a project. On this project, the
design-build relationship was between OCTA and GMR, with PMC providing staff
and management assistance for OCTA. This multi-party relationship resulted in
additional complexities in terms of administering the design-build contract.
Caltrans had approval authority over the work of the contractor, even though they
were not a party to the design-build contract. Simplification of these roles or




clearer delineation of responsibilities between Caltrans and the lead agency
would enhance the use of design-build in the future.

Project Partnering - The common practice of project partnering was used on the
State Route 22 project and is credited with improving relationships, enhancing
communications and generally assisting the various entities in working more
effectively together. Regular partnering meetings held at the project and
executive levels brought the various representatives together in a process that
allowed them to effectively resolve issues and address impediments to the
project.

Design and Construction Innovations - Design-build is a process that creates an
environment for innovation, creativity and opportunities for the introduction of
emerging or updated standards and procedures. It is a marriage of the best
attributes of the engineering designer with those of qualified and experienced
contractors. Most design-build projects in the country are known for their new
and different approaches to achieving the desired project outcomes. One of the
observations about design-build on the State Route 22 project is that many of the
ideas that came from the design-build team were not given favorable
consideration by the responsible approving authority, Caltrans. This situation is
not anticipated to change in the near future. That being the case, the value
received by an owner through innovation by using design-build is limited if there
is no consideration for new ideas or the application of standards or specifications
that are not currently in use in California.

Appropriate Personnel - Not surprising is the fact that specific people assigned
by the respective organizations to the State Route 22 project were critical to the
success of the project. Individuals at Caltrans who assisted OCTA and facilitated
decisions and approvals were noteworthy. Others representing OCTA, the PMC
and GMR were equally important. A design-build project moves at a pace, and
under circumstances that require individuals with exceptional technical skills, a
high degree of professionalism, and a commitment to the concept of design-build
and the success of the project. Staff from all organizations should be selected
with care to ensure effective application of the design-build approach.

Approval Authority - Issues with approving authority existed in all organizations
on this project. Decisions regarding changes to mandatory standards at Caltrans
could not be approved in the local district office, adding to the time needed for
critical approvals in Sacramento. Contract change authority at OCTA was limited
to $150,000 at the CEO level, with larger changes requiring OCTA Board
approval. It is clear that more delegation of authority to local officials in Caltrans
and OCTA staff would facilitate more expeditious decision-making on contract
administration issues.

Technical Provisions - The cooperative agreement between Caltrans and OCTA
required the design-build team to comply with the state’s design criteria and




standards. Caltrans’ design criteria and standards were written with a design-bid-
build approach to contracting in mind. Applying these same standards to the
design-build process is cumbersome and inefficient. Caltrans and OCTA should
address some mechanism for “bridging” between the design-build process and
standard technical provisions used on traditional projects prior to using design-
build again. Changes to the Local Assistance Manual reflecting the design-build
approach would be a major step forward.

Co-location of Project Staff - The co-location of project staff into a single project
office by Caltrans, OCTA, PMC and GMR served a useful purpose and facilitated
more effective communications and coordination between the organizations. This
should be a mandatory requirement on future design-build projects. One
particular benefit of co-location was the continuous engineering reviews
performed on plans prepared by the design-build team by the PMC and Caltrans.

Project Selection - Design-build is not an approach to be used on just any
transportation project. Owners using design-build should consider its application
on projects with well-defined design characteristics and outcomes, where there is
less risk of unforeseen contract conditions, and where there are few unresolved
contractual issues or features. Future design-build projects should be objectively
assessed against a specified criteria that will allow OCTA or any other public
agency to make an informed and appropriate decision. Some of the factors that
should be considered when selecting the most appropriate use of design-build
are:

¢ Measurable benefit to the local community and traveling public from an

accelerated project completion

Approved environmental clearance with identified mitigation measures

Well defined right-of-way and utility relocation requirements

Well defined scope of required project facilities

Broadly defined project performance requirements that can allow the

contractor latitude in providing the best value to the owner

e Flexible approving authority that will allow contractors reasonable latitude in
the methods used to meet project requirements

e Clearly defined and complementary roles for each public agency involved in
the project

Time Savings - Design-build projects are often known for their ability to finish
ahead of schedule. In fact, studies of completed design-build projects reflect
greater probability for on-time or early completion than the more traditional
design-bid-build projects common in the state. A design-build contract focuses on
the element of time attributed to the actual design and construction portions of
the work. In this case the State Route 22 Project was a resounding success
having achieved substantial time savings in these areas over the more traditional
design-bid-build approach. However, it must also be recognized that using the




design-build process did nothing to mitigate over ten years of planning and
environmental work that led up to actual design and construction.

Public Outreach - The State Route 22 project was constructed in an urbanized
area of Orange County and required substantial public outreach efforts. OCTA
hired a special public outreach consultant to support the construction efforts on
the project. The public outreach consultant coordinated scores of community
meetings, issued hundreds of construction alerts, and fielded thousands of
inquiries from the public. In addition, the design-build contractor was required to
provide input and support to the public outreach team to coordinate outreach
efforts and to provide timely public information about the project. Involving the
design-build team in the public outreach efforts creates a greater sense of
ownership by the team in addressing concerns expressed by those living and
working around the project.

(p) Design-Build Authority Not Used

The State Route 22 project was the only project eligible under this legislation.
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