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METROPOLITAN TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITY BOARD RULES
(ALSO APPLIES TO BOARD COMMITTEES)

PUBLIC INPUT

A member of the public may address the Board on agenda items, before or during the Board or
Committee’s consideration of the item for one (1) minute per item, or at the discretion of the Chair. A
request to address the Board should be submitted in person at the meeting to the Board Secretary.
Individuals requesting to speak on more than three (3) agenda items will be allowed to speak up to a
maximum of three (3) minutes per meeting. For individuals requiring translation service, time allowed
will be doubled.

Notwithstanding the foregoing, and in accordance with the Brown Act, this agenda does not provide an
opportunity for members of the public to address the Board on any Consent Calendar agenda item
that has already been considered by a Committee, composed exclusively of members of the Board, at
a public meeting wherein all interested members of the public were afforded the opportunity to
address the Committee on the item, before or during the Commitiee’s consideration of the item, and
which has not been substantially changed since the Committee heard the item.

The public may also address the Board on non-agenda items within the subject matter jurisdiction of
the Board during the public comment period, which will be held at the beginning and/or end of each
meeting. Each person will be allowed to speak for up to three (3) minutes per meeting and may speak
no more than once during the Public Comment period. Speakers will be called according to the order
in which the speaker request forms are received. Elected officials, not their staff or deputies, may be
called out of order and prior to the Board’s consideration of the relevant item.

In accordance with State Law (Brown Act), all matters to be acted on by the MTA Board must be
posted at least 72 hours prior to the Board meeting. In case of emergency, or when a subject matter
arises subsequent to the posting of the agenda, upon making certain findings, the Board may act on
an item that is not on the posted agenda.

CONDUCT IN THE BOARD ROOM - The following rules pertain to conduct at Metropolitan
Transportation Authority meetings:

REMOVAL FROM THE BOARD ROOM The Chair shall order removed from the Board Room any
person who commits the following acts with respect to any meeting of the MTA Board:

a. Disorderly behavior toward the Board or any member of the staff thereof, tending to interrupt the
due and orderly course of said meeting.

b. A breach of the peace, boisterous conduct or violent disturbance, tending to interrupt the due and
orderly course of said meeting.

c. Disobedience of any lawful order of the Chair, which shall include an order to be seated or to
refrain from addressing the Board; and

d. Any other unlawful interference with the due and orderly course of said meeting.

INFORMATION RELATING TO AGENDAS AND ACTIONS OF THE BOARD

Agendas for the Regular MTA Board meetings are prepared by the Board Secretary and are available
prior to the meeting in the MTA Records Management Department and on the Internet. Every meeting
of the MTA Board of Directors is recorded on CD’s and as MP3’s and can be made available for a
nominal charge.




DISCLOSURE OF CONTRIBUTIONS

The State Political Reform Act (Government Code Section 84308) requires that a party to a
proceeding before an agency involving a license, permit, or other entitlement for use, including all
contracts (other than competitively bid, labor, or personal employment contracts), shall disclose on the
record of the proceeding any contributions in an amount of more than $250 made within the preceding
12 months by the party, or his or her agent, to any officer of the agency, additionally PUC Code Sec.
130051.20 requires that no member accept a contribution of over ten dollars ($10) in value or amount
from a construction company, engineering firm, consultant, legal firm, or any company, vendor, or
business entity that has contracted with the authority in the preceding four years. Persons required to
make this disclosure shall do so by filing out a "Disclosure of Contribution" form which is available at
the LACMTA Board and Committee Meetings. Failure to comply with this requirement may result in
the assessment of civil or criminal penalties.

ADA REQUIREMENTS

Upon request, sign language interpretation, materials in alternative formats and other
accommodations are available to the public for MTA-sponsored meetings and events. All requests for
reasonable accommodations must be made at least three working days (72 hours) in advance of the
scheduled meeting date. Please telephone (213) 922-4600 between 8 a.m. and 5p.m., Monday
through Friday. Our TDD line is (800) 252-9040.

LIMITED ENGLISH PROFICIENCY
A Spanish language interpreter is available at all Board Meetings. Interpreters for Committee

meetings and all other languages must be requested 72 hours in advance of the meeting by calling
(213) 922-4600 or (323) 466-3876.

323.466.3876 x2
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323.466.3876 x3
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HELPFUL PHONE NUMBERS

Copies of Agendas/Record of Board Action/Recordings of Meetings - (213) 922-4880 (Records
Management Department)

General Information/Rules of the Board - (213) 922-4600

Internet Access to Agendas - www.metro.net

TDD line (800) 252-9040

NOTE: ACTION MAY BE TAKEN ON ANY ITEM IDENTIFIED ON THE AGENDA




Board of Directors - Regular Board Agenda - Final April 27, 2017
Meeting

CALL TO ORDER

ROLL CALL

1. APPROVE Consent Calendar Items: 2, 5.1, 7, 8, 10, 12, 13, 14, 15, 16, 20, 21, 22, 23, 24,
26, 28, 37, 38, 40, 41 and 43.

CONSENT CALENDAR

2. APPROVE Minutes of the Regular Board Meeting held March 23, 2017-0234
2017.
Attachments: Attachment A - March 23, 2017 RBM

PLANNING AND PROGRAMMING COMMITTEE (5-0) MADE THE FOLLOWING
RECOMMENDATION:

51 APPROVE Motion by Directors Solis, Garcia, Dupont-Walker and 2017-0270
Hahn that the Board direct the CEO to:

A. Based on preliminary designs, advance Item J of Motion 22.1 into
environmental review independently from the I-710 Corridor
Project;

Motion 22.1 - Item J: Upgrades to the existing Los
Angeles River Bike Path consisting of safety,
landscaping, hardscape, lighting and access
enhancements and fix-it stations including to
locations, between Ocean Blvd. [Long Beach] and its
northern terminus at Slauson Avenue [Vernon];

B. Establish a budget to advance Items J and G of Motion 22.1 into
final design once they are cleared environmentally;
Motion 22.1 - Item G: Construction of a new, 8-foot,
Class-I bike path and access points within the Los
Angeles Flood Control District right-of-way on the
western levee of the Los Angeles River Channel from
the Pacific Coast Highway [Long Beach] to Imperial
Highway [South Gate] to connect with the existing Los
Angeles River Bike Path;

C. Identify all eligible funding sources and develop a funding and
project delivery strategy to accelerate implementation of ltems J
and G of Motion 22.1.
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D. Evaluate opportunities to streamline the timelines of Item J and G
of Motion 22.1 with the Rail-to-Rail/River Project, AB530 Working
Group, and the LA River Gap Closure Project (Downtown LA to
Vernon); and

E. Report back to the board within 90 days.

AD HOC CONGESTION, HIGHWAY AND ROADS COMMITTEE (5-0) AND
CONSTRUCTION COMMITTEE (3-0) MADE THE FOLLOWING RECOMMENDATION:

AUTHORIZE Contract Modification No. 114 by Caltrans for construction
contract of the Segment 3 of the I-5 North Capacity Enhancements
Project between SR-134 and SR-118 (Project) under the Funding
Agreement No. MOU. P0008355/8501A/AB, in the amount of
$552,110.89, using non local fund sources.

Attachments: ATTACHMENT A — AERIAL MAP

ATTACHMENT B — MSE WALL AND STRAPS
ATTACHMENT C — GALVANIZED CONDUIT ON TOP OF MSE WALL.pdf
ATTACHMENT D MSE WALL (back).pdf

AD HOC CONGESTION, HIGHWAY AND ROADS COMMITTEE (5-0) AND
CONSTRUCTION COMMITTEE (3-0) MADE THE FOLLOWING RECOMMENDATION:

AUTHORIZE Contract Modifications No. 56-1 & No. 112 (CCO 56-1 &
CCO 112) by Caltrans for the construction contract of I1-5 South
Carmenita Road Interchange Improvements Project (the Project)
under the Funding Agreement No. MOU.P0006376A-03, in the total
amount of $4,300,000 within the LOP budget.

AD HOC CONGESTION, HIGHWAY AND ROADS COMMITTEE (3-0-2) MADE THE
FOLLOWING RECOMMENDATION:

10.

AUTHORIZE the Chief Executive Officer to:

A. AWARD three, three-year on-call contracts, Contract Nos.
AE30673000, AE30673001, and AE30673002, to AECOM Technical
Services, Inc., CH2M Hill, Inc., and Parsons Transportation Group,
Inc., respectively, for a total not-to-exceed amount of $30,000,000, for
Highway Program Project Delivery Support Services for Los
Angeles County, subject to resolution of protest(s), if any; and

B. AWARD Task Orders within the approved not to exceed cumulative
value of $30,000,000.

2017-0067

2017-0095

2017-0096
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Attachments: ATTACHMENT A - PROCUREMENT SUMMARY
ATTACHMENT B - DEOD SUMMARY
FINANCE, BUDGET AND AUDIT COMMITTEE (4-0) AND SYSTEM SAFETY, SECURITY
AND OPERATIONS COMMITTEE (3-0) MADE THE FOLLOWING RECOMMENDATION:
12. CONSIDER: 2016-0499
A. ADOPTING a Life of Project (LOP) Budget for $1,407,900 for the Rail
Vehicle Mist System Demonstration Project; and
B. APPROVING the award and authorize the Chief Executive Officer to
execute Contract No. OP3614100 to Knorr Brake Company, LLC for
one (1) prototype Red Line Heavy Rail Vehicle on-board mist fire
suppression system for a two-year period of performance for design,
installation and evaluation of the systems for a fixed price amount of
$908,481 subject to resolution of protest, if any.
Attachments: Attachment A - Procurement Summary
Attachment B - DEOD Summary
FINANCE, BUDGET AND AUDIT COMMITTEE (4-0) MADE THE FOLLOWING
RECOMMENDATION:
13. AUTHORIZE the Chief Executive Officer to negotiate and award All Risk 2017-0062
Property and Boiler and Machinery insurance policies for all property
at the current policy limits at a not to exceed price of $2.4 million for the
12-month period May 10, 2017 through May 10, 2018.
Attachments: Attachment A.pdf
Attachment B.pdf
Attachment C.pdf
FINANCE, BUDGET AND AUDIT COMMITTEE (4-0) MADE THE FOLLOWING
RECOMMENDATION:
14. AUTHORIZE the Chief Executive Officer to award indefinite 2017-0117

delivery/indefinite quantity (IDIQ), firm fixed unit price contracts for a
three-year initial term, with two, one-year options for the following
contracts: 1) PS29117000 and PS29117001 to ASK-intTag, LLC. for Card
Manufacturing & Adhesive Stickers; 2) PS29117002, PS29117003, and
PS29117004 to Oberthur Technologies of America Corp. for Adhesive
Stickers and Card Manufacturing and Fulfillment Services, and 3)
PS29117005 to Giesecke & Devrient Mobile Security America, Inc. for
Fulfilment Services effective July 1, 2017, for Metro and Municipal
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Operators. The total combined not-to-exceed amount for 3 base years
and two one year options is $26,915,910 (average cost per year $5.4M)
inclusive of sales tax for TAP Card Manufacturing and Fulfillment
Services, as identified below:

e Card Manufacturing - Base: $9,272,563, Option 1: $3,090,854, Option
2: $3,090,854 in the total NTE amount of $15,454,271

o Fulfillment & Distribution- Base: $6,858,983, Option 1: $2,286,328,
Option 2: $2,286,328 in the total NTE amount of $11,431,639

e Adhesive Stickers - Base: $18,000, Option 1: $6,000, Option 2: $6,000
in the total NTE amount of $30,000

Attachments: Attachment A Procurement Summary TAP.pdf

Attachment B DEOD Summary TAP.pdf

FINANCE, BUDGET AND AUDIT COMMITTEE (4-0) AND PLANNING AND
PROGRAMMING COMMITTEE (5-0) MADE THE FOLLOWING RECOMMENDATION:

15. CONSIDER: 2017-0086

A. ADOPTING the Phase Il Metro Bike Share Expansion (Phase Il
Expansion) Environmental Analysis findings that the expansion
qualifies for a Categorical Exemption under Section 15303 (Class 3)
New Construction or Conversion of Small Structures (Attachment A);

B. AUTHORIZING staff to file the Notice of Exemption for the Phase Il
Expansion;

C. ADOPTING the Phase Il Expansion Title VI and Environmental Justice
Analysis findings that there is no Disparate Impact and no
Disproportionate Burden associated with the expansion (Attachment
B); and

D. AUGMENTING the Life of Project budget for Phase || Expansion by
$1,713,000 to $4,499,000 to include previously Board approved
pre-launch related costs.

Attachments: Attachment A - Categorical Exemption Analysis

Attachment B - Equity Analysis Methodology & Results
Attachment C - October 19, 2016 Board Report
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FINANCE, BUDGET AND AUDIT COMMITTEE (4-0) MADE THE FOLLOWING
RECOMMENDATION:

16. CONSIDER: 2017-0180

A. APPROVING the SCRRA’s request for additional funding for urgent
structure and rail tie rehabilitation work up to $18,381,025.

B. PROGRAMMING up to $18,381,025 in Measure R 3% funds.

C. AUTHORIZING the Chief Executive Officer, or his designee, to
negotiate and execute all necessary agreements between LACMTA
and the SCRRA for the approved funding.

Attachments: Attachment A - Preliminary FY2016-17 Budget Metrolink

Attachment B - Metrolink Request for Additional Funds

Attachment C - Metrolink Asset Inspection Summary

Attachment D - Funding for Metrolink Slow order.pdf
Attachment E - Slow Order Program Schedule (High Level) 03-17-17.pdf
Attachment F-2016 12 14 MTA Hy Rail final w MTA edits.pdf

PLANNING AND PROGRAMMING COMMITTEE (5-0) MADE THE FOLLOWING
RECOMMENDATION:

20. CONSIDER: 2017-0049

A. APPROVING release of Round 5 of the Transit Oriented
Development (TOD) Planning Grant Program, offering an amount
not to exceed $3,100,000;

B. APPROVING the Round 5 TOD Planning Grant Program Guidelines
(Attachment A), which include the Transit Supportive Planning Toolkit
and the creation of the Transit Oriented Communities Tax Increment
Financing Pilot Program; and

C. ADOPTING AND CERTIFYING the Strategic Growth Council Final
Grant Report as accurate.

Attachments: Attachment A - TOD Planning Grant Program Guidelines
Attachment B - SGC Grant Final Report

Metro Page 8 Printed on 4/26/2017


http://metro.legistar.com/gateway.aspx?m=l&id=/matter.aspx?key=3990
http://metro.legistar.com/gateway.aspx?M=F&ID=b565fdaa-b916-4486-a2a9-3807d6d7a79b.pdf
http://metro.legistar.com/gateway.aspx?M=F&ID=d05c91a6-2ec8-4495-b966-101b234e9e34.pdf
http://metro.legistar.com/gateway.aspx?M=F&ID=df738826-801d-4c08-b39f-7de853e1a331.pdf
http://metro.legistar.com/gateway.aspx?M=F&ID=60a8fbbe-c39f-4d31-bfd2-a22c492bbc3e.pdf
http://metro.legistar.com/gateway.aspx?M=F&ID=39cb860b-3065-41df-9119-9d6aefb210bc.pdf
http://metro.legistar.com/gateway.aspx?M=F&ID=1ea7bc73-801c-485e-a1c5-99d559afb5fc.pdf
http://metro.legistar.com/gateway.aspx?m=l&id=/matter.aspx?key=3859
http://metro.legistar.com/gateway.aspx?M=F&ID=27282a8a-cac0-4d5e-ae31-c9c391c7da2f.pdf
http://metro.legistar.com/gateway.aspx?M=F&ID=10e9e2c6-f2fe-48f0-beb0-c134db52e8b1.pdf

Board of Directors - Regular Board Agenda - Final April 27, 2017
Meeting
PLANNING AND PROGRAMMING COMMITTEE (3-0) MADE THE FOLLOWING
RECOMMENDATION:
21. AUTHORIZE the Chief Executive Officer to amend Metro’s Second 2017-0140
Revised Amended and Restated Joint Development Agreement
(“JDA”) with MacArthur Park Metro, LLC, (“MPM”) to: (a) extend the
term of the JDA to December 31, 2017, and (b) allow Metro to terminate
the JDA if Metro reasonably determines that the Ground Lease will not be
executed prior to December 31, 2017 or that the mixed-use joint
development project contemplated in the JDA (the “Phase B Project”) is
not feasible.
PLANNING AND PROGRAMMING COMMITTEE (3-0) MADE THE FOLLOWING
RECOMMENDATION:
22. AUTHORIZE the Chief Executive Officer to execute an Exclusive 2017-0144
Negotiations and Planning Agreement (ENA) with Trammell Crow
Company and Greenland USA (Developer) for the properties at North
Hollywood Station (Site), for 24 months with the option to extend up to
30 months.
Attachments: Attachment A - North Hollywood Joint Development Site
Attachment B - Proposed North Hollywood Site Plan and Program Summary
Attachment C - North Hollywood ENA Presentation
PLANNING AND PROGRAMMING COMMITTEE (3-0) MADE THE FOLLOWING
RECOMMENDATION:
23. AUTHORIZE the Chief Executive Officer to: 2017-0152

A.  APPROVE Project Definition for Environmental Scoping including four

Northern Alignment Options; and

B. RECEIVE AND FILE the West Santa Ana Branch (WSAB) Transit
Corridor Northern Alignment Options Screening Report.

Attachments: Attachment A - WSAB Northern Alignment Options Screening Report Executive

Attachment B - WSAB Project Definitions Map

P&P Presentation ltem 23
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PLANNING AND PROGRAMMING COMMITTEE (3-0) MADE THE FOLLOWING
RECOMMENDATION:

24. APPROVE the formal commitment of $905 $899.9 million of accelerated 2017-0191
Measure R funds to Westside Purple Line Extension Section 3
(WSPLE3) to fulfill the Federal Transit Administration’s financial rating
requirements for Metro’s New Starts project request of $1-475 $1.3 billion.

Attachments: Attachment A - Financial plan for the WSPLE3 FTA submittal revised 4-18-17

PLANNING AND PROGRAMMING COMMITTEE (3-0) MADE THE FOLLOWING
RECOMMENDATION:

26. CONSIDER: 2017-0089

A. ADOPTING the Rail to Rail Active Transportation Corridor
(ATC) Project - Segment A Preliminary Design (Attachment A); the
findings of the environmental analysis that the project qualifies for
CEQA Categorical Exemption under Section 15307 (Class 4) Minor
Alterations to Land; and file the Notice of Exemption (NOE)
(Attachment B);

B. ADOPTING the Rail to River ATC - Segment B Locally Preferred
Alternative, Randolph Street Alternative, as described in the
Alternative Analysis (AA) (Attachment C) and advance into the
Environmental Review/Clearance and Preliminary Design phase
after more refined cost estimates for Segment A are developed
from 30% design documents.

Attachments: Attachment A - Rail to Rail Segment A 15% Preliminary Design

Attachment B - Rail to Rail Segment A Notice of Exemption

Attachment C - Rail to River Segment B Alternative Analysis

CONSTRUCTION COMMITTEE (3-0) MADE THE FOLLOWING RECOMMENDATION:

28. AUTHORIZE the Chief Executive Officer (CEO) to execute a Modification 2017-0138
to Contract No. C1043 with Griffith Company, for the design and
construction of the Universal City Pedestrian Bridge, in the amount of
$450,000, increasing the total current contract value from $24,264,752 to
$24,714,752 within the Life of Project budget.

Attachments: Attachment A - Procurement Summary.pdf

Attachment B - Contract Modification Change Order Log.pdf
Attachment C - DEOD Summary.pdf
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EXECUTIVE MANAGEMENT COMMITTEE (4-0) MADE THE FOLLOWING
RECOMMENDATION:
37. AUTHORIZE the Chief Executive Officer to award a 3-year, with two, one 2017-0158
year options, firm fixed price Contract No. PS6224700 to Mobility
Advancement Group, for Metro’s Mystery Rider Program in the
amount of $565,516 for the (3) year base period and $408,128 for the (2)
one year options, for a total contract amount of $973,644, subject to
resolution of protest(s), if any.
Attachments: ATTACHMENT A - Procurement Summary.pdf
ATTACHMENT B - DEOD Summary.pdf
EXECUTIVE MANAGEMENT COMMITTEE (4-0) MADE THE FOLLOWING
RECOMMENDATION:
38. APPROVE amendment of Title 6, Chapter 6-05 of the Los Angeles 2017-0206
County Metropolitan Transportation Authority (“Metro”)
Administrative Code (the “Code”), otherwise known as the Metro
Customer Code of Conduct, as set forth in Attachment A. The amended
Code will become effective May 1, 2017.
Attachments: Attachment A - Code Amendments
SYSTEM SAFETY, SECURITY AND OPERATIONS COMMITTEE (3-0) MADE THE
FOLLOWING RECOMMENDATION:
40. AUTHORIZE the Chief Executive Officer to: 2017-0150

A. AWARD five (5) year, Indefinite Delivery/Indefinite Quantity
Contract No. OP7396000 for a Biomethane Gas Provider to
Clean Energy Renewables, the lowest responsive and
responsible bidder for a not-to-exceed amount of $1,240,520 for
the base year (for one bus division as a pilot) and a not-to-exceed
amount of $54,808,110 for a four (4) year option, for a total
contract amount of $56,048,630 (for all bus divisions if the pilot is
successful), subject to resolution of protest(s), if any; and

B. EXECUTE individual Task Orders (Transaction Confirmations) and
changes within the Board approved contract amount.

Attachments: Attachment A - Procurement Summary.pdf

Attachment B - DEOD Summary.pdf

Attachment C - Ramboll Environ Report September 29, 2016.pdf

Attachment D - Biomethane Implementation Plan.pdf
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EXECUTIVE MANAGEMENT COMMITTEE MADE THE FOLLOWING
RECOMMENDATIONS ON B-C (3-1) AND ON D-G (4-0):

41.

ADOPT staff recommended positions: 2017-0201

B. AB 91 (Cervantes) - High -Occupancy vehicle lanes OPPOSE

C. AB 344 (Melendez) -- Toll Evasion Violations OPPOSE

D. AB 673 (Chu) - Public transit operators: vehicle safety
requirements OPPOSE-UNLESS-AMENDED NEUTRAL

E. AB 695 (Bocanegra) - Avoidance of on-track equipment
SUPPORT

F. AB 1454 (Bloom)/ SB 768 (Allen) - Transportation projects: lease
agreements SUPPORT

G. SB 422 (Wilk) - Transportation projects: comprehensive
development lease agreements SUPPORT (Sponsor)

Attachments: Attachment B - AB 91 (Cervantes)
Attachment C - AB 344 (Melendez)
Attachment D - AB 673 (Chu)
Attachment E - AB 695 (Bocanegra)
Attachment F - AB 1454&SB 768 (Bloom & Allen)
Attachment G - SB 422 (Wilk)

EXECUTIVE MANAGEMENT COMMITTEE (4-0) MADE THE FOLLOWING
RECOMMENDATION:

43,

APPROVE Motion by Ridley-Thomas, Fasana, Garcetti, Barger, 2017-0271
Garcia and Dupont-Walker to direct the Chief Executive Officer, in
consultation with appropriate Departments of the County of Los Angeles
including the Probation Department, Children and Family Services
Department, Office of Education, the Department of Workforce
Development, Aging, and Community Services, Department of Public
Social Services, and other appropriate entities, to report back to the
Executive Management Committee during the June board cycle with a
proposed framework for a pilot educational and vocational training
program, specifically though not exclusively targeting youth involved in the
County’s Probation or Child Welfare System, with the objective of
facilitating career pathways for local youth into Los Angeles County’s
transportation sector.

Metro
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NON-CONSENT

3.

4.

9.

Report by the Chair. 2017-0274
Report by the Chief Executive Officer. 2017-0275
CONSIDER: 2017-0098
A. APPROVING $11.8 million of additional programming within the

B.

C.

capacity of the Measure R Highway Subregional Programs and
funding changes via the updated project list, as shown in Attachment
A;

e Highway Operational Improvements in Arroyo Verdugo

e Highway Operational Improvements in Las Virgenes Malibu

e 1-405, 1-110, I-105 and SR-91 Ramp and Interchange Imp. (South
Bay)

e |-605 Corridor “Hot Spots” Interchange Imp. in Gateway Cities

e |-710 South and/or Early Action Projects in Gateway Cities

AUTHORIZING the CEO or his designee to negotiate and execute all
necessary agreements for approved projects; and

RECEIVING AND FILING the SR-138 Capacity Enhancements
(North County) project list as shown in Attachment B.

Attachments: ATTACHMENT A - MEASURE R HIGHWAY SUBREGIONAL PROJECT LIST

ATTACHMENT B - SR 138 CAPACITY ENHANCEMENTS

CONSTRUCTION COMMITTEE FORWARDED DUE TO ABSENCES AND CONFLICTS:

27.

AUTHORIZE the Chief Executive Officer (CEO) to execute a final 2017-0137
Modification to Contract C1013R, with Skanska USA Civil West

California District Inc., for the design and construction of the west

entrance at the North Hollywood Station on the Metro Red Line, in

the amount $1,261,770, adjusting the total current contract price from

$15,743,901.61 to $17,005,671.61 within the life of project budget.

Attachments: Attachment A - Procurement Summary.pdf

Attachment B - Contract Modification Change Order Log.pdf
Attachment C - DEOD Summary.pdf
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April 27, 2017

44. RECEIVE oral presentation on High Speed Rail Component of the High
Desert Corridor by High Desert Corridor Joint Powers Authority.

Attachments: HDC JPA ORAL PRESENTATION.pdf

END OF NON-CONSENT ITEMS

45, CLOSED SESSION:

A. Conference with Legal Counsel - Existing Litigation - G.C.

54956.9(d)(1)
1. Fred Brown, et al. v. LACMTA, LASC Case No. BC574684

B. Conference with Labor Negotiator - G.C. 54957.6
Agency Designated Representative: Joanne Peterson or
designee
Employee Organizations: SMART, ATU, TCU, AFSCME and
Teamsters

C. Conference with Real Property Negotiator - G.C. 54956.8

1. Property Description: 1940 Century Park East, Los Angeles,

CA

Agency Negotiator:  Carol A. Chiodo

Negotiating Party: Vinci Academy L.L.C. (Tenant)
Under Negotiation:  Price and Terms

2. Property Description: 6101 Wilshire Boulevard, Los
Angeles, CA
Agency Negotiator:  Velma C. Marshall
Negotiating Party: AU Zone Investments #2
Under Negotiation Price and Terms

Consideration of items not on the posted agenda, including: items to be presented and (if

2017-0184

2017-0276

requested) referred to staff; items to be placed on the agenda for action at a future meeting of
the Committee or Board; and/or items requiring immediate action because of an emergency
situation or where the need to take immediate action came to the attention of the Committee

subsequent to the posting of the agenda.
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COMMENTS FROM THE PUBLIC ON ITEMS OF PUBLIC INTEREST WITHIN

COMMITTEE’S SUBJECT MATTER JURISDICTION

Adjournment
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Los Angeles, CA

MINUTES

Board of Directors - Reqular Board Meeting

Thursday, March 23, 2017
9:00 AM

One Gateway Plaza, Los Angeles, CA 90012,
3rd Floor, Metro Board Room

Directors Present:
John Fasana, Chair
Eric Garcetti, 1st Vice Chair
Sheila Kuehl, 2nd Vice Chair
Kathryn Barger
James Butts
Jacquelyn Dupont-Walker
Robert Garcia
Janice Hahn
Paul Krekorian
Ara Najarian
Mark Ridley-Thomas
Hilda Solis
Carrie Bowen, non-voting member

Phillip A. Washington, Chief Executive Officer



Board of Directors MINUTES March 23, 2017
CALLED TO ORDER at 9:15 a.m.

ROLL CALL
APPROVED Consent Calendar Items: 2, 6, 7, 8, 10, 11, 13, 17, 19, 20, 21** and 22.

Consent Calendar items were approved by one motion except items 8 and 20 which
were held by a Director for discussion and/or separate action.

**[tem required two-thirds vote
JH|PK |JDW [MB | KB |MRT| JF | EG [SK[UB | HS | AN |RG
Y| Y Y AlY A Y N ¥ |.X X Y X

1. RECOGNIZED former Director Diane DuBois. 2017-0189

JH|PK|JDW |MB | KB |MRT | JF | EG |SK | JB | HS | AN |RG
PP PlA[P]AlP[P[PlP[P PP

2. APPROVED ON CONSENT CALENDAR Minutes of the Regular Board  2017-0129
Meeting held February 23, 2017.

3. RECEIVED report by the Chair. 2017-0185
JH|PK | JDW [MB | KB [MRT | JF | EG.|SK | JB | HS | AN |RG
21.P P Al P P P P P P A P P

4. RECEIVED report by the Chief Executive Officer. 2017-0186

(JH| PK | JOW |MB | KB |MRT | JF | EG | SK {JB | HS | AN RG
PPl P lA]JrPl P[Pl P[PI[P]A]P]|P

JH = J. Hahn KB = K. Barger SK = 8. Kuehl RG = R. Garcia
PK = P. Krekorian MRT = M. Ridley-Thomas | JB = J. Buits

JDW = J. Dupont-Walker | JF = J. Fasana HS = H. Solis

MB = M. Bonin EG = E. Garcetti AN = A, Najarian

LEGEND: Y = YES, N = NO, C = HARD CONFLICT, S = SOFT CONFLICT ABS = ABSTAIN, A = ABSENT, P = PRESENT
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5.

RECEIVED AND FILED report on FY2018 Program Management Annual 2017-0047
Program Evaluation (APE).

APPROVED Motion by Fasana, Dupont-Walker, Hahn and Solis as 2017-0211
amended by Bowen that the Board direct the CEO to:

A. Explore options to improve existing High-Occupancy Vehicle lanes in Los Angeles
County, including:

1. Conduct a Performance Impact Study to explore raising the minimum occupancy
requirement, where justified, from two-person to three-person for HOV lanes in
LA County, in particular on the HOV corridors that are considered degraded:;

2. Coordinate with Caitrans and the California Highway Patrol (CHP) to evaluate
any safety and compliance impacts from raising the minimum occupancy
requirement;

3. T1DM strategies, mode shift incentives, dynamic work hours, Active Traffic
Management and ITS;

B. Explore options to expand and improve ExpressLanes, including but not limited to
the following:

1. Develop an acceleration strategy for constructing first- and second-tier projects
outlined in the MTA Countywide ExpressLanes Strategic Plan;

2. Collaborate between Los Angeles and Orange Counties on a region-wide
approach to delivering ExpressLanes projects;

3. Coordinate with Caltrans on an I-105 ExpressLanes advance improvement
project to update and improve lane configuration to discourage car weaving on |-
105 between 1-405 and |-605;

4. Report back on congestion demand management strategies on degraded
general purpose lanes in Los Angeles County, including but not limited to pricing;

9. Report back on a process and implementation plan to ensure exempt vehicles
pay their fair share of ExpressLanes costs;

6. Report back on status of program that will identify and deter scofflaws in the
ExpressLanes, including individuals who set the transponder to HOV while
driving alone;

7. Recommend options to use toll revenue on existing facilities to advance the
above studies;

(Continued on next page)
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(ltem 5 — continued from previous page)

C.

D.

Explore additional carpooling benefits and incentives for Los Angeles County,
including but not limited to a program similar to the Bay Area Commuter Benefits
Program administered by the Metropolitan Transportation Commission and the Bay
Area Air Quality Management District; and

Report back on all the above during the September 2017 Board cycle.

JH'

PK | JDW | MB | KB |MRT | JF | EG | SK | JB | HS | AN |RG

¥

Y 5 AlY Y T 5 N | Y ¥ Y | ¥

A.

A

APPROVED ON CONSENT CALENDAR the Resolution in Attachment A to: 2016-0987

AUTHORIZE the Chief Executive Officer (CEO) or his designee to claim
$7,750,898 in fiscal year (FY) 2016-17 LCTOP grant funds for one year of Gold

Line Foothill Extension Phase 2A operations and one year of Expo Line Phase
2 operations; and

CERTIFY that Metro will comply with LCTOP Certification and Assurances

and the Authorized Agent requirements, and authorize the CEO or his designee to
execute all required documents and any amendments with the California
Department of Transportation.

APPROVED ON CONSENT CALENDAR: 2016-0807

AUGMENTING the Life-of-Project (LOP) Budget for the P2000 Light Rail Vehicle
Overhaul Program (CP 206044) by $30,000,000 adjusting the LOP Budget from
$130,800,000 originally established March 2013, to $160,800,000:

. AUTHORIZING the Chief Executive Officer to award a firm-fixed price Contract

No. OPP2000 Light Rail Vehicle Overhaul to Alstom Transportation Inc. in the
amount of $140,079,867, inclusive of taxes for a period of 50 months for the
overhaul and delivery of the 52 P2000 LRVs, subject to resolution of protest(s), if
any; and

FINDING that the award to Alstom Transportation, Inc. is the proposer
providing the best value and is the most advantageous to Metro,
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8. APPROVED AS AMENDED the release of the draft Measure M Master 2017-0051
Guidelines for public review.

AMENDING Motion by Garcia, Garcetti, Hahn and Kuehl that the MTA 2017-0212
Board direct the CEO to:

A. Evaluate additional Local Return allocations including but not limited to the following
factors:

1. Setting a floor which allows small cities to invest in critical
transportation/infrastructure project

2. Daytime and nighttime population
3. Employment population
4. Proportion of Measure M sales tax generated

B. Identify other eligible funding sources that can supplement the Measure M Local
Return subfund.

C. Evaluate the reliability and validity of data sources considered in the above
allocations

D. Report back on Local Return distribution for public review at the May 2017 MTA
Board cycle

E. Incorporate feedback from the Measure M Policy Advisory Council into the May
2017 Board report.

JH | PK | JDW | MB | KB | MRT | JE| EG [SK|JB | HS | AN [RG.
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9.

10.

APPROVED AS AMENDED: 2016-0835
A. RECEIVING AND FILING update on Vermont BRT Corridor Technical Study;

B. APPROVING the findings and recommendations from the North
Hollywood to Pasadena Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) Technical Study;

C. APPROVING advancement of the North Hollywood to Pasadena
BRT corridor into environmental review; and

D. APPROVING initiation of a technical study for the North San Fernando
Valley BRT Improvements Project preceding environmental review.

AMENDING Motion by Garcetti, Ridley-Thomas and Dupont-Walker that 2016-0213
the MTA Board direct the CEO to:

A. Proceed with the Vermont Bus Rapid Transit project as a near-term “Phase 1”
transit improvement along the Vermont Avenue Corridor;

B. Initiate the study of extending the Red Line along Vermont Avenue to 125"
Street, specifically focusing on connecting the Wilshire/Vermont Red Line
Station to the Expo/Vermont Expo Line Station as a “Section 1”;

C. Include a heavy rail alternative in the Alternative Analysis and Environmental
Studies for the Measure M Vermont Transit Corridor: and

D. Report back on all the above to the Planning and Programming Committee
during the July 2017 Board cycle.

JH|PK | JDW [MB | KB | MRT | JF | EG |SK|JB | HS | AN [RG

T Y Y AlY Y Y ¥ T ¥ Y Y Y

AUTHORIZED ON CONSENT CALENDAR the Chief Executive Officer to:  2017-0066

A. EXECUTE Maodification No. 6 to Contract No. AE354280011791 with
RNL Interplan, Inc. (RNL) for the Willowbrook/Rosa Parks Station
Improvement Project (Project) Design and Engineering Services
to complete final design for the Project in the firm fixed amount of $1,391,035,
increasing the total contract value from $6,904,331 to $8,295,366; and

B. INCREASE Contract Modification Authority (CMA) specific to Contract
No. AE 354280011791 for the Willowbrook/Rosa Parks Station Improvement
Project Design and Engineering Services, in the amount of $250,000, increasing
the total authorized CMA amount from $1,151,214 to $1,401,214.
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11.

13.

17.

19.

20.

AUTHORIZED ON CONSENT CALENDAR the Chief Executive Officer, 2016-0997
in accordance with the 2006 Board adopted Bicycle Transportation Strategic

Plan (Attachment C), to award a Contract No. PS67785000 (Contract)

to Estolano LeSar Perez Advisors for a three-year period of performance for the
Bicycle Education Safety Team (BEST) program in the amount of $2,308,001.01,
subject to resolution of protest(s), if any.

'JH | PK | JDW |MB | KB |MRT | JF | EG | SK | JB.| HS [ AN |RG

AUTHORIZED ON CONSENT CALENDAR the Chief Executive Officerto  2017-0023
execute two Easement Agreements allowing construction of a portion of the

Hope/2nd Street Pedestrian Bridge to be built on, and Metro patron access
across, private property owned by the Broad Museum.

JH | PK | JDW |MB | KB |MRT | JF | EG | SK |JB/| HS | AN|RG

Y C | [ L i C J C- [t C'.

s

APPROVED ON CONSENT CALENDAR bylaws revisions for Metro’s 2017-0075
Citizens’ Advisory Council (CAC).

ADOPTED ON CONSENT CALENDAR staff recommended positions: 2017-0114

B. AB 378 (C. Garcia) - California Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006:
Regulations SUPPORT

C. AB 408 (Chen) - Eminent Domain: Final Offer of Compensation OPPOSE

AWARDED a cost plus fixed fee contract for Technical and Program 2017-0149
Management Support Services under Contract No. OP20113000 for the

P2000 Light Rail Vehicle Overhaul Program Consultant Support

Services, to CH2M Hill, Inc., in the not-to-exceed amount of $5,829,626

for a period of 55 months from issuance of a Notice-to-Proceed (NTP) for the overhaul
of 52 Siemens P2000 LRVs, subject to resolution of protest(s), if any.

JH |PK | JDW |MB | KB |MRT | JF | EG |SK*| JB| HS | AN RG
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*Selected to vote under the Rule of Necessity
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21.

22,

APPROVED ON CONSENT CALENDAR BY 2/3 VOTE: 2016-0881

A

FINDING that compliance with PUC sections 130232 and 130233

does not constitute a method of procurement adequate for the operation of prototype
equipment and herewith approves the procurement of prototype buses under PUC
section 130236 without further observance of any provisions regarding contracts,
bids, advertisement or notice;

APPROVING the Advanced Transit Vehicle Consortium’s (ATVC)

Award and Execution of a non-competitive Contract No.OP29199

with BYD Motors, Inc. (BYD), for the purchase of five (5) prototype 60 foot
articulated battery electric vehicles and charging equipment at a firm fixed price
of $6,594,771, including applicable taxes:

. AUTHORIZING the Contract Modification credit in the amount of

$3,000,000 under Contract No. OP33202790, with BYD, resulting from the buy-back
of five (5) battery electric 40 foot vehicles delivered to Metro to be expended on the
five prototype articulated battery electric vehicles in recommendation B; and

CLOSING project 201071 Bus Acquisition 30 Zero Emission/Super

Low Emission and utilize unused funds from this project to establish a Life-of-Project
(LOP) Budget of $8,109,500 for project 201074, BYD 60 foot Articulated Zero
Emission Bus.

(REQUIRED TWO-THIRDS VOTE)

JH |

PK | JDW |MB | KB |MRT| JF | EG | SK |JB| HS |AN | RG
1 'C 1 C B I

AUTHORIZED ON CONSENT CALENDAR the Chief Executive Officer 2016-0969
to award a five-year, indefinite delivery/indefinite quantity Contract No.

PS28069-2000, for space planning/installation services and furniture, to

M3 Office, Inc., for a not to exceed amount of $5,000,000 for the three-year base
period, and $1,000,000 for each of the two, one-year options, for a combined total of
$7,000,000 effective April 1, 2017, subject to resolution of protest(s), if any.
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26.

AP
A

PROVED: 2017-0146

AWARDING and AUTHORIZING the Chief Executive Officer to

execute a cost-plus fixed fee Contract No. AE66758000 to perform

preliminary engineering and complete final design for the Core Capacity
Enhancements at Division 20 for a Portal Widening and Turnback Facility to
T.Y. Lin International, Inc., in an amount not-to-exceed $10,265,661, subject to
resolution of any protests;

B. AUTHORIZING Contract Modification Authority in the amount of
$2,053,132 (20% of the not-to-exceed contract award value) and authorize the CEO
to execute individual Contract Modifications within the Board approved Contract
Modification Authority;

C. INCREASING anticipated expenditures and authorization from $3.5M
to $17.2M to include contract amounts and medification authority requested in A and
B, and Metro staff support costs through Final Design;

D. ENTERING into Letters of No Prejudice (LONP) with the State of
California as needed to ensure the eligibility of reimbursement of State funds for
design work required to begin before State funds are available;

E. FINDING the Division 20 Portal Widening and Turnback Facility is
exempt from the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) pursuant to Public
Resources Code Section 21080, subdivision (b)(10);

F. ADOPTING the Final Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration
(IS/MND) for the Division 20 Portal Widening and Turnback Facility, and the
recommended Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) of the Final
IS/IMND; and

G. ASSURING that the final design in this action preserves the ability to
construct a potential future station in the vicinity of 6th Street in the Arts District.

JH ] PK [ JDW [ MB [ KB [[MRT | JF | EG |SK | JB | HS | AN [RG
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APPROVED BY 2/3 VOTE: 2017-0087

27.

28.

A
B.

HOLDING a public hearing on the proposed Resolution of Necessity; and

ADOPTING the Resolution of Necessity authorizing the

commencement of an eminent domain action to acquire Parcels HS-2701 (APN
4013-008-008) and HS-2701-1 (APN 4013-007-32, 022, 021 and 029), consisting of
the real property and site improvements (hereinafter the “Property”).

(REQUIRED TWO-THIRDS VOTE)

JHI| PK | JBW MBI/} KB [MRT'| JE | EG |SK[JB [ HS [ AN [RG

Y| Y b AlY ¥ Y ¥ 2 IR A Y Y
APPROVED AS AMENDED: 2017-0121
A. the recommended Alternative 2 with six Regional Rail run-through tracks and two

High Speed Rail run-through tracks (also referred to as “6+2 Run Through Tracks”
Alternative) to be carried forward in the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)
Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) and National Environmental Policy Act
(NEPA) Draft Environment Impact Statement (EIS) and continue to evaluate
Alternatives 1, 3 and 4 as reasonable alternatives in the Draft EIR/EIS;

AUTHORIZING the Chief Executive Officer (CEO) to execute

Modification No. 4 to Contract No. PS2415-3172, with HDR Engineering, Inc., for
Link Union Station (Link US) fo provide advanced engineering for the run-through
tracks and environmental and preliminary engineering services for the expansion of
Link US to connect the Link US project with Patsaouras Transit Plaza to the east
and the historic Union Station to the west, increasing the total contract value by
$13,761,273, from $48,279,357 to a not to exceed amount of $62,040,630;

. AUTHORIZING the CEO to increase Contract Modification Authority

(CMA) in the amount of $1,376,127, increasing the total CMA amount from
$2,980,588 to $4,356,715;

. AUTHORIZING the Chief Executive Officer to execute a funding

agreement with California High-Speed Rail Authority (CHSRA) in the amount of
$3,726,102 for project development work related to Contract Modification No. 4; and

APPROVING an amendment to increase the FY17 fiscal year budget
in the amount of $9,200,000 for the LINK US Project in Cost Center 2145.

(Continued on next page)

10




Board of Directors MINUTES March 23, 2017

(item 28 — continued from previous page)

AMENDING Motion by Fasana, Barger, Solis and Dupont-Walker 2017-0214
that the MTA Board direct the CEO to:

A. Authorize an amendment to the Link Union Station contract — within the limits of the
approved contract authority and proposed modification — to develop a new
alternative that modifies the substructure and concourse which includes, but is not
limited to, the following:

1. An outdoor and community-oriented passenger concourse option that is above or
at-grade with the rail yard and maximizes panoramic views of Unions Station, the
LA River and Downtown Los Angeles to passengers and visitors;

2. Allows passengers and the community to access the train terminals from above
or at-grade with the rail station and track facility while enhancing ADA
accessibility and meets modern standards for fire and life safety;

3. Limits the substructure and concourse elements to core facility operations,
baggage handling, etc.;

B. Require for this modified alternative be as cost-effective as possible.

C. Direct MTA's joint development team to lead the following coordinated efforts in
parallel to the Link Union Station project:

1. Release a Request for Information/Request for Qualifications (RFI/RFQ) to
attract private development opportunities within Union Station and Gateway
Plaza.

2. Partner with the City and County of Los Angeles and surrounding property
owners to develop a common joint-development plan.

D. Evaluate opportunities to create pedestrian/active transportation linkages to the LA
River.

E. Direct Metro's Union Station/Civic Center Taskforce to establish a volunteer-based,
architectural review panel to offer suggestions and recommendations aimed at
ensuring design consistency in and around Union Station that amalgamates the
historic and modern elements of the surrounding area while promoting innovative
ideas.

F. Develop a comprehensive community engagement strategy designed to capture
input that is representative of the cultural diversity in the Union Station service area.

(Continued on next page)
11




Board of Directors MINUTES March 23, 2017

(ltem 28 — continued from previous page)

G. Report back on all the above during the July 2017 Board cycle.

JH|PK | JOW|MB | KB |[MRT| JF | EG [SK[JB [ HS | AN [RG.
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29. ADOPTED staff recommended position: 2017-0187

AB 17 (Holden) - Transit Pass Program: Free or Reduced-Fare Transit Passes
SUPPORT

JH | PK [ JDW |MB | KB [MRT | JF'| EG |SK | JB | HS [/AN [RG
¥I¥Y LYy [ATY[ Y Il ¥ [YI¥ ]| A ¥]¥

30. RECEIVED General Public comment.

31. CLOSED SESSION: 2017-0190

A. Conference with Legal Counsel - Existing Litigation - G.C. 54956.9(d)

(1)
1. Carol Bohaty v. LACMTA, LASC Case No. BC593988

APPROVED settlement of $750,000.

JH | PK | JDW | MBJ KB | MRT | JF | EGI | SK | JB | HS [ AN [RG’
YIYI Y JTATY[ATY[YTY[AalATY A

2. Carolyn Bondoc v. LACMTA, LASC Case No. BC527211

APPROVED settlement of $300,000.

JH | PK [JDW [MB,| KB [MRT | JF | EG | SK][JB ] HS [ AN [RG.
Y1 Y Y AlY A Y Y Y | A A Y A

B. Conference with Legal Counsel - Anticipated Litigation - G.C.

94956.9(d)(2):

Significant Exposure to Litigation (One Case)

NO REPORT.

(Continued on next page)
12




Board of Directors MINUTES March 23, 2017
(Closed session, Item 31 — continued from previous page)

C. Conference with Labor Negotiator - G.C. 54957.6:
Agency Designated Representative: Joanne Peterson or designee
Employee Organizations: SMART, ATU, TCU, AFSCME and
Teamsters

NO REPORT.

D. Conference with Real Property Negotiator - G.C. 54956.8:
1. Property Description: 620 W. 2nd Street, Los Angeles, CA
Agency Negotiator: Carol A. Chiodo
Negotiating Party: The Broad
Under Negotiation: Price and Terms

NO REPORT.

2. Property Description: 14 No. La Cienega, Beverly Hills, CA
Agency Negotiator: Carol A. Chiodo
Negotiating Party: Sweetzer Plaza and The Phoenix Restaurant
Under Negotiation: Price and Terms

AUTHORIZED final offer of $4,358,800 consisting of $4,300,000 for fee
interest, $35,000 for loss of business goodwill and $23,800 for fixtures and
equipment.

'JH|PK | JDW|MB | KB |MRT | JF | EG [ SK | JB'| HS | AN [ RG
il Y L Y ALY ATY] Y ([ YLA]T A ¥ | A

ADJOURNED at 1:16 p.m.

Prepared by: Collette Langston
Board Specialist
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File #: 2017-0067, File Type: Contract Agenda Number: 7.

AD-HOC CONGESTION, HIGHWAY AND ROADS COMMITTEE
APRIL 19, 2017

CONSTRUCTION COMMITTEE

APRIL 20, 2017

SUBJECT: 1-5 NORTH CAPACITY ENHANCEMENTS FROM SR-134 TO SR-118 (FUNDING
AGREEMENT NO. MOU. P0008355/8501A/A6)

ACTION:  AUTHORIZE CONTRACT MODIFICATION

RECOMMENDATION

AUTHORIZE Contract Modification No. 114 by Caltrans for construction contract of the Segment
3 of the I-5 North Capacity Enhancements Project between SR-134 and SR-118 (Project) under
the Funding Agreement No. MOU. P0008355/8501A/A6, in the amount of $552,110.89, using non
local fund sources.

ISSUE

Segment 3 of the I-5 North Capacity Enhancement Project is between Buena Vista Street and
Magnolia Boulevard. Segment 3 work includes fiber optic installation north of Buena Vista Street for
Railroad signals. The original plan called for polyvinyl chloride (PVC) conduits to be installed behind
Mechanically Stabilized Earth (MSE) Wall No. 4 for the fiber optic lines. However, the PVC conduits
are in conflict with the straps that are necessary to construct the MSE wall and need to be installed
different than how was originally designed.

DISCUSSION

The I-5 North Capacity Enhancements Project includes freeway widening and construction of HIGH
Occupancy Vehicles (HOV) lanes and other improvements between SR-134 and SR-118. Segment 3
is between Buena Vista Street and Magnolia Boulevard.

California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) designed the largest portion of the project, and is
managing the construction of the Project. Southern California Railroad Authority (SCRRA) designed
the railroad portion of the project and the City of Burbank designed the City portion of the project.

Metro, SCRRA, Caltrans, and the Contractor considered multiple possible alternatives and
determined that the option of mounting the conduits on top of the MSE walls would address the PVC
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conduit conflict with the wall straps. Since the proposed installation exposes the conduit, a
galvanized metal conduit is recommended under Contract Modification No. 114.

On January 24, 2017, Caltrans and its Contractor reached an agreement in the amount of
$552,110.89 for Contract Modification No. 114. This cost covers installing galvanized metal conduits
in lieu of PVC conduits for 2,060 feet, including labor, equipment, material and markups by reason of
this change.

Contract modifications exceeding $500,000 require Board authorization per the Staff Delegations of
Contract Action Approval and Award Authority Memo, dated February 23, 2010.

DETERMINATION OF SAFETY IMPACT

There is no impact to public safety by approving this action.

FINANCIAL IMPACT

The current Project budget for Segment 3 is $402,381,000 of which $18,798,000 is federal funds
(RSTP and CMAQ), $190,162,000 is State funds (CMIA, RIP, IIP and SLPP) and $193,421,000 is
Local Prop C and Measure R funds.

The total cost of this Contract Modification No. 114 does not require an increase in the overall project
budget. Caltrans will pay the cost of the work from the Project CMAQ and CMIA funds or other non-
local funds.

ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED

The Board may choose not to approve the staff's recommendation. However, this disapproval would
result in further schedule delays and cost overruns.

Authorization of Contract Modification No. 114 in the amount of $552,110.89 will allow Caltrans to
complete the installation of the metal conduits on the MSE Wall No. 4 parapet and prevent project
delays.

NEXT STEPS

Upon Board's approval of the recommended action, Metro staff will coordinate with Caltrans to
authorize the contractor to proceed with the installation of the metal conduits.
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ATTACHMENTS

Attachment A - Aerial Map

Attachment B - MSE Wall and Straps

Attachment C - Galvanized Conduit on top of MSE wall
Attachment D - MSE Wall (back)

Prepared by: Maher Subeh, Director of Engineering, Highway Program (213) 922-4744
Aline Antaramian, Deputy Executive Officer, Highway Program (213) 922-7589
Abdollah Ansari, Senior Executive Officer, Highway Program (213) 922-4781
Bryan Pennington, Deputy Chief Program Management Officer (213) 922-7449

Reviewed by: Richard F. Clarke, Chief Program Management Officer (213) 922-7557

iz

Phillip A. Washington \
Chief Executive Officer '
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ATTACHMENT A — Aerial Map




ATTACHMENT B — MSE Wall and Straps

MSE wall straps




ATTACHMENT C — Galvanized Conduit on top of MSE wall

Galvanized Conduit

Galvanized Conduit




ATTACHMENT D: MSE Wall (Back)
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File #: 2017-0096, File Type: Contract Agenda Number: 49.

REGULAR BOARD MEETING
JUNE 22, 2017

SUBJECT: HIGHWAY PROGRAM PROJECT DELIVERY SUPPORT
SERVICES FOR LOS ANGELES COUNTY

ACTION:  AWARD PROFESSIONAL SERVICES CONTRACTS

RECOMMENDATION

AUTHORIZE the Chief Executive Officer to:

A. AWARD three, three-year on-call contracts, Contract Nos. AE30673000, AE30673001, and
AE30673002, to AECOM Technical Services, Inc., CH2M Hill, Inc., and Parsons Transportation
Group, Inc., respectively, for a total not-to-exceed amount of $30,000,000, for Highway Program
Project Delivery Support Services for Los Angeles County, subject to resolution of protest(s),
if any; and

B. AWARD Task Orders within the approved not to exceed cumulative value of $30,000,000.

ISSUE

The Highway program requires professional services to support the various phases of the highway
program project delivery process (planning, research/data collection, environmental
assessments/clearance, design, public outreach, project management, quality assurance/quality
control, risk analysis, surveying, etc.). The majority of the task order assignments that may be issued
under these Contracts are tasks that will require specialized services and must be initiated and
completed in a relatively short period of time. The Highway Program On-Call Services Contracts will
enable the initiation and award of task orders in a shorter period of time than the traditional RFP
solicitation process for technical and professional services and provide for cost effective and
accelerated delivery of projects.

DISCUSSION

Metro’s Highway Program is delivering a number of short, mid, and long term improvement projects.
This includes non-Measure R (Federal, State and Proposition C), Measure R and soon Measure M
projects for which funding has been or will soon be programmed for implementation. More than $3.7
billion over the next decade have been earmarked for investments in highway improvements.
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Highway Program has been utilizing an existing on-call contract that was awarded in December 2013
and will expire in June 30, 2017. This contract has been successful in assisting the Program
Management (Highway, Engineering and Construction) Division to deliver highway improvement
projects as well as transit-related projects on state highways and arterials. To date, staff has issued
14 task orders for a total value of $9,955,939.00

The new on call Contracts will provide the needed technical assistance to the Program
Management/Highway Program Department in the following areas: (1) Planning and Technical
Studies, (2) Research/Data Collection, (3) Project Approval and Environmental Document (PA/ED),
(4) Plans Specifications and Estimates (PS&E) Deliverables, (5) Project Right of Way and Utility
Services, (6) Intelligent Transportation Systems Support, (7) Program/Project Management Support
and QA/QC, (8) Administrative Project Support Activities and other tasks as identified by Highway
Programs.

DETERMINATION OF SAFETY IMPACT

The approval of this procurement will not have any negative impact on the safety of Metro’s patrons
or employees or the users of the highway system in LA County.

FINANCIAL IMPACT

These are task order driven contracts which will be utilized and funded by Highway related projects.
The funding mechanism for executing task orders will be driven by approved fiscal year funding of
the affected Highway project(s). As a result, the execution of Recommendation A for these Contracts
would have minimal financial impact to the agency. Initially, the contract awards will be funded with
Measure R Administration (1.5%) funds and Prop C Streets and Highways (25%) funds with
subsequent task orders issued and funded by a highway project(s).

Impact to Budget

FY 17 funding for these Contracts will come from Measure R Administration (1.5%) funds under
project 100055, task number 08.01, cost center 4730, and account 50316; and Proposition C Streets
and Highways (25%) funds under project 405522, task number 01, cost center 4730 and account
50316.

Since these are multi-year Contracts, the Chief Program Management Officer, Senior Executive
Officer, Highway Program and Cost Center Manager will be responsible for budgeting the costs in
future years.

ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED

Two alternatives were considered:
1. Utilizing Metro staff to perform the work. This alternative is not recommended since the
Highway Program is not staffed to perform all the technical services authorized under these on
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-call Contracts.

2. Hiring additional full time personnel. This alternative is not recommended because an on-call
contract is better suited to meet the as-needed staffing requirements for specialized technical
knowledge and expertise, and to cover temporary peaks in workload.

NEXT STEPS

Upon approval by the Board, staff will execute Contract Nos. AE30673000, AE30673001, and
AE30673002 with AECOM Technical Services, Inc., CH2M HILL, Inc., and Parsons Transportation
Group, Inc., respectively.

ATTACHMENTS

Attachment A - Procurement Summary
Attachment B - DEOD Summary

Prepared by: Benkin Jong, Senior Transportation Planner (213) 922-3053
Ernesto Chaves, Senior Director, (213) 922-7343
Abdollah Ansari, Senior Executive Officer, (213) 922-4781

Reviewed by: Debra Avila, Chief Vendor/Contract Management Officer (213) 418-3051
Richard F. Clarke, Chief Program Management Officer, (213) 922-7557

Rl

Phillip A. Washington \
Chief Executive Officer '
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ATTACHMENT A

PROCUREMENT SUMMARY

HIGHWAY PROGRAM PROJECT DELIVERY SUPPORT SERVICES FOR
LOS ANGELES COUNTY/AE30673000, AE30673001 & AE30673002

=

Contract Numbers: AE30673000, AE30673001 and AE30673002

2. Recommended Vendors: AECOM Technical Services, Inc., CH2M HILL, Inc., and
Parsons Transportation Group, Inc.

3. | Type of Procurement (check one): [ |IFB [] RFP [X] RFP-A&E
[ ] Non-Competitive [ ] Modification [ ] Task Order

4. Procurement Dates:

A. Issued: August 24, 2016

B. Advertised/Publicized: August 24, 2016

C. Pre-Proposal Conference: September 7, 2016

D. Proposals Due: October 3, 2016

E. Pre-Qualification Completed: March 17, 2017

F. Conflict of Interest Form Submitted to Ethics: March 15, 2017
G. Protest Period End Date: April 21, 2017

5. Solicitations Picked Proposals Received:
up/Downloaded:
168 9
6. Contract Administrator: Telephone Number:
David Chia (213) 922-1064
7. Project Manager: Telephone Number:
Benkin Jong (213) 922-3053

A. Procurement Background

This Board Action is to approve Contract Nos. AE30673000, AE30673001 and
AE30673002, which are respectively issued to AECOM Technical Services, Inc.,
CH2M Hill, Inc. and Parsons Transportation Group, Inc. (referred to individually as
“Contractor” and collectively as “Contractors”), in support of on-call project delivery
support services for highway capital projects throughout Los Angeles County. Board
approval of contract awards are subject to resolution of any properly submitted
protest.

This Architectural and Engineering (A&E) qualifications based Request for Proposal
(RFP) to award three contracts was issued in accordance with Metro’s Acquisition
Policy. The RFP was issued with an SBE/DVBE goal of 30% (SBE 27% and DVBE
3%).

Work for each Contract will be authorized through the issuance of separate FFP task
orders. Each future task order will contain a specific statement of work for a scope of
services.

Task orders will be issued to the contractors on a rotating basis. If one contractor is
unable to perform the work under a task order, the task order will be issued to the
next contractor.

No. 1.0.10
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One amendment was issued during the solicitation phase of this RFP:

e Amendment No. 1, issued on September 9, 2016, updated the Statement of
Work to include safety provisions, clarified cost proposal instructions, and
extended the proposal due date to October 3, 2016.

A pre-proposal conference was held on September 7, 2016, and was attended by 92
participants representing 62 companies. There were 40 questions asked and
responses were released prior to the proposal due date.

A total of 168 firms downloaded the RFP and were included in the planholders’ list. A
total of 9 proposals were received on October 3, 2016.

B. Evaluation of Proposals

A Proposal Evaluation Team (PET), consisting of staff from Metro Highway
Programs and Caltrans District 7, was convened and conducted a comprehensive
technical evaluation of the proposals received.

The proposals were evaluated based on the following evaluation criteria and
weights:

e Experience and Capabilities of Contractor’'s Team 30 percent
e Management Plan and Controls 26 percent
e Degree of Skills and Experience of Team Members 40 percent
e SBE/DVBE Contacting Outreach and 4 percent

Mentor Protégé Approach

The evaluation criteria are appropriate and consistent with criteria developed for
other, similar A&E on-call project delivery support services procurements. Several
factors were considered when developing these weights, giving the greatest
importance to the degree of skills and experience of team members and experience
and capabilities of the contractors’ teams.

This is an A&E, qualifications based procurement; therefore, price cannot be used
as an evaluation factor pursuant to state and federal law.

During October 6, 2016 through December 7, 2016, the PET completed its
independent evaluation of the proposals. The PET determined that one firm was
outside the competitive range and was not included for further consideration. The
firm’s management plan did not satisfactorily identify personnel, key roles, or
positions and also did not demonstrate how work would be distributed/assigned. In
addition, the firm did not demonstrate direct experience with emerging technologies
or grant writing assistance.
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The eight firms within the competitive range are listed below in alphabetical order:

AECOM Technical Services, Inc. (AECOM)
CH2M Hill, Inc. (CH2M)

HDR Engineering, Inc. (HDR)

Jacobs Engineering Group, Inc. (Jacobs)
Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc. (Kimley-Horn)
Parsons Transportation Group, Inc. (Parsons)
TranSystems Corporation (TranSystems)

T.Y. Lin International (TY Lin)

ONOOAWNE

On November 17,2016, the PET interviewed the eight firms within the competitive
range. The project manager and key team members from each firm were invited to
present their firm’s respective qualifications and respond to the PET’s questions. In
general, all firms elaborated on their experience with innovative and cost-effective
project delivery solutions and discussed their staffing levels and long term staff
commitments.

In addition, the project manager and key personnel from each firm responded to the
PET’s inquiries regarding the firm’s approach and ability to reducing tort liability,
negotiating between design preferences and design standards, reconciling between
contract requirements and project requirements, managing differing stakeholder
interests, and resolving disputes that may arise among public agencies and
stakeholders.

Qualifications Summary of Recommended Firms

AECOM

AECOM is a multinational design and engineering firm that provides design,
consulting, construction, and management services. AECOM’s proposal and oral
presentation demonstrated expertise in a wide range of services, expertise in
emerging technologies and grant writing, effective project management, quality
control and risk management plans, and a skilled team of project personnel.

The proposal and oral presentation demonstrated experience in all phases of
planning and design services across a wide range of disciplines. AECOM identified
projects that involved planning and environmental services, preliminary and final
design services, and services during construction. AECOM also identified projects
involving concept reports, feasibility studies, corridor studies, project study reports,
technical studies, tunneling, project approval/environmental document services,
public outreach, bridge and wall structures services, traffic handling services, utilities
and electrical services, landscaping services, and geotechnical services. Examples
include: the 1-710 South Corridor Environmental Impact Report/Environment Impact
Statement (EIR/EIS), SR-47 Heim Bridge Plans, Specification & Estimate (PS&E),
and 1-405/Avalon Interchange Project Approval/Environment Document (PA/ED) and
PS&E.
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The proposal and oral presentation demonstrated substantial experience in
emerging technologies, citing the design of Hyperloop test tracks for Space X and
the development of the e-Highway demonstration project for the SR-47. In addition,
the proposal demonstrated AECOM'’s experience with alternative project delivery,
including the 1-210 Iconic Freeway Structure, SR-91 Expansion, and the I-15/1-215
Devore Interchange.

The proposal and oral presentation provided a detailed management plan that
included a task order management plan, project organization chart, quality
management system, and project controls plan. The oral presentation also
elaborated upon AECOM'’s quality management system, which has earned AECOM
an 1SO 9001:2008 certification for exceptional quality management.

The proposal and oral presentation stressed the importance of identifying risks,
understanding stakeholder objectives, and utilizing AECOM'’s deep-rooted
relationships with agency contacts, particularly with Caltrans geometric reviewers
and district liaisons. In addition, the proposal demonstrated AECOM'’s local
stakeholder experience, which includes Metro, Caltrans District 7, regional
transportation agencies (Orange County Transportation Authority and Riverside
County Transportation Commission), councils of government, cities, and local
community groups.

The proposal and oral presentation demonstrated that AECOM’s key personnel have
direct experience across a gamut of disciplines, all stages of design, and an array of
project delivery methods. Significantly, the project manager possesses 100%
availability. The project manager has 32 years of experience. Other key personnel
average over 27 years of experience.

CH2M

CH2M is a global engineering firm that specializes in consulting, design,
construction, and operation services. CH2M'’s proposal and oral presentation
showed expertise in a broad range of disciplines, expertise in emerging technologies
and grant writing, effective project management, quality control and risk
management plans, and an experienced team of project personnel.

The proposal demonstrated experience in all phases of planning and design
services across a wide range of disciplines. The proposal identified projects that
involved planning and design services, studies, and management. The proposal
identified projects that involved technical studies, literature research, data collection,
PA/ED services, PS&E services, right-of-way (ROW) and utility services, intelligent
transportation systems (ITS) support services, project management services, and
administrative project support.
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The proposal demonstrated highly relevant on-call experience and substantial local
stakeholder experience within the Los Angeles area, including Metro, Caltrans
Districts 7, councils of government, municipalities, and city agencies.

The proposal and oral presentation demonstrated substantial experience in
emerging technologies and alternative project delivery. The proposal identified
leading ITS projects that involve all-electronic tolling, road user pricing, advanced
traffic management (ATM) systems, vehicle-miles traveled fee (VMT) systems,
adaptive traffic signal control systems (ATSCS), integrated corridor management
(ICM), remote traffic microwave sensor (RTMS) detection zones, and dynamic
message signs (DMS).

The proposal and oral presentation provided a detailed management plan that is
based on CH2M's Program Management Framework system, which standardizes
delivery strategy, processes, tools and resources around a common platform.
Notably, CH2M’s management plan includes utilization of an internal web-based
document control system.

The proposal presented a detailed quality control plan that is ISO 9001 compliant.
Key elements of the plan include production quality control reviews, technical
advisory reviews, and construction management staff reviews. In addition, the
proposal and oral presentation addressed CH2M'’s risk management plan, citing a
detailed three pronged approach involving research, stakeholder involvement, and
documentation.

The proposal and oral presentation demonstrated that CH2M'’s key personnel have
direct experience across a gamut of disciplines, all stages of design, management
planning, and an array of project delivery methods. The availability of personnel
ranges from 20% to 90%. The project manager has 37 years of experience. Other
key personnel average over 28 years of experience, and task leader’s average 24 of
years of experience.

Parsons

Parsons is a global engineering and construction company. Parsons’ proposal and
oral presentation showed expertise in a broad range of disciplines, expertise in
emerging technologies and grant writing, effective project management, quality
control and risk management plans, and an experienced team of project personnel.

The proposal demonstrated experience in all phases of planning and design
services across a wide range of disciplines. It identified projects that involved
technical studies, PA/ED services, PS&E, ROW and utility services, ITS services,
program management services, design-build services, and funding support.

Most significantly, the proposal identified highly relevant on-call project experience
with local stakeholders. Those projects included Caltrans District 7 Design On-Call
(with 27 task orders processed), Caltrans District 7 Environmental On-Call (with 18
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task orders processed), SANBAG Program Project Management (with over 25
projects), and Bakersfield TRIP Program Management (with 12 projects).

The proposal and oral presentation demonstrated substantial experience in
emerging technologies and alternative project delivery. The proposal provided a list
of project experience in dynamic shoulder use, active traffic management, tolling,
travel demand management, integrated corridor management, and ITS technologies
and various strategies for implementing these emerging technologies.

The proposal presentation provided a detailed management plan for planning work,
monitoring progress, identifying issues, and recommending solutions. To illustrate
its management plan, the proposal included a “Project Development Phases” chart,
“Design Build Program Management” diagram, and “Contract Management” chart.

The proposal outlined a detailed quality control plan, which has earned Parsons an
ISO 9001:2015 certification. The proposal and oral presentations detailed Parsons’
risk management plan which includes the following six principal components: risk
planning, risk identification, risk monitoring and control, risk prioritization (qualitative
risk analysis), risk effect analysis (quantitative risk analysis), and risk response
planning.

The proposal and oral presentation demonstrated that its key personnel have direct
experience across a gamut of disciplines, all stages of design, and an array of
project delivery methods. All key personnel have experience in management,
planning, and design improvement projects. The availability of key personnel is at
70% or higher. The project manager has 25 years of experience.

Following is a summary of the PET evaluations scores:

Weighted
Average Factor Average
Firm Score Weight Score Rank
Parsons Transportation Group,
1 |Inc.
Experience and Capabilities of
2 | Contractor’'s Team 95.33 30.00% 28.60
3 | Management Plan and Controls 90.90 26.00% 23.63
Degree of Skills and Experience of
4 | Team Members 95.83 40.00% 38.33
SBE/DVBE Contacting Outreach
5 | and Mentor Protégé Approach 50.00 4.00% 2.00
6 | Total 100.00% 92.56 1
7 | CH2M HILL, Inc.
Experience and Capabilities of
8 | Contractor’'s Team 93.89 30.00% 28.17
9 | Management Plan and Controls 93.33 26.00% 24.27
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Degree of Skills and Experience of

10 | Team Members 94.17 40.00% 37.67
SBE/DVBE Contacting Outreach

11 | and Mentor Protégé Approach 50.00 4.00% 2.00

12 | Total 100.00% 92.11 2

13 | AECOM Technical Services, Inc.
Experience and Capabilities of

14 | Contractor's Team 91.44 30.00% 27.43

15 | Management Plan and Controls 90.90 26.00% 23.63
Degree of Skills and Experience of

16 | Team Members 93.33 40.00% 37.33
SBE/DVBE Contacting Outreach

17 | and Mentor Protégé Approach 50.00 4.00% 2.00

18 | Total 100.00% 90.39 3

19 | HDR Engineering Group, Inc.
Experience and Capabilities of

20 | Contractor's Team 85.89 30.00% 25.77

21 | Management Plan and Controls 89.23 26.00% 23.20
Degree of Skills and Experience of

22 | Team Members 85.83 40.00% 34.33
SBE/DVBE Contacting Outreach

23 | and Mentor Protégé Approach 25.00 4.00% 1.00

24 | Total 100.00% 84.30 4
Kimley-Horn and Associates,

25 | Inc.
Experience and Capabilities of

26 | Contractor’'s Team 85.33 30.00% 25.60

27 | Management Plan and Controls 86.03 26.00% 22.37
Degree of Skills and Experience of

28 | Team Members 85.83 40.00% 34.33
SBE/DVBE Contacting Outreach

29 | and Mentor Protégé Approach 50.00 4.00% 2.00

30 | Total 100.00% 84.30 4

31 | Jacobs Engineering Group, Inc.
Experience and Capabilities of

32 | Contractor’'s Team 84.22 30.00% 25.27

33 | Management Plan and Controls 89.62 26.00% 23.30
Degree of Skills and Experience of

34 | Team Members 82.50 40.00% 33.00
SBE/DVBE Contacting Outreach

35 | and Mentor Protégé Approach 50.00 4.00% 2.00

36 | Total 100.00% 83.57 6

37 | TranSystems Corporation
Experience and Capabilities of

38 | Contractor’'s Team 83.89 30.00% 25.17
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39 | Management Plan and Controls 85.51 26.00% 22.23
Degree of Skills and Experience of

40 | Team Members 83.33 40.00% 33.33
SBE/DVBE Contacting Outreach

41 | and Mentor Protégé Approach 50.00 4.00% 2.00

42 | Total 100.00% 82.73 7

43 | T.Y. Lin International
Experience and Capabilities of

44 | Contractor’'s Team 85.56 30.00% 25.67

45 | Management Plan and Controls 83.46 26.00% 21.70
Degree of Skills and Experience of

46 | Team Members 80.83 40.00% 32.33
SBE/DVBE Contacting Outreach

47 | and Mentor Protégé Approach 50.00 4.00% 2.00

48 | Total 100.00% 81.70 8

C. Cost Analysis

The recommended fully burdened negotiated rate structure for the labor
classifications required under each contract have been determined to be fair and
reasonable based upon Metro’s Management and Audit Services report.

Work will be performed through the issuance of separate task orders. Proposals
submitted for each task order will be subjected to cost analysis, technical analysis,
fact finding, and negotiation to determine the fairness and reasonableness of price.

D. Background on Recommended Contractors

AECOM

The first recommended firm, AECOM, located in Los Angeles, has been in business
for over 25 years in design and engineering. The firm possesses experience in a
diverse range of complex projects. Recent complex projects include the 1-710 South
Corridor EIR/EIS, 1-710 South Utility Study, 1-10/1-110 ExpressLanes design-build
project, SR-2 Terminus Improvements, and the US 101/Universal Terrace Parkway
Interchange.

The proposed project manager has 32 years of experience in managing the
planning, design and construction of highways, bridges and transportation related
structures. The proposed project manager led the I-405 Improvements (between
SR-73 and OC line), I-405/SR-22 HOV Connector, Exposition Light Rail Transit
Project (Phase 1), 1-10 HOV Widening, and SR-22 Design-Build Program
Management.

Key personnel average over 27 years of diverse transportation project experience.
Project experience include the 1-710 South Corridor EIR/EIS, SR-60/SR-57
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Confluence, I-5 PA/ED) I-405 to SR-55), and SR-47/Vincent Thomas Bridge & Front
Street/Harbor Boulevard Interchange Reconfiguration PA/ED.

CH2M

The second recommended firm, CH2M, located in Los Angeles, has been in
business for over 70 years in transportation planning, design, construction,
financing, traffic, operations, and management.

The firm possesses experience in a diverse range of complex projects. Notably,
CH2M has managed two separate on-call contracts for Metro and Caltrans District 7.
CH2M is the current contractor under Metro’s contract for Project Management and
Quality Assurance/Control Support Services and the current contractor under
Caltrans’s contract for On-Call Design Services.

The proposed project manager has 37 years of experience in transportation
management, planning, and design. The proposed project manager led the I-5
North HOV & Truck Lanes PS&E, SR 710 Soundwall Package No. 3, PS&E, SR 79
Realignment PA/ED, SR 57 Northbound Widening PS&E, and 1-405/SR 55 HOV
Connectors PS&E.

Key personnel average over 28 years of diverse transportation project experience.
Project experience include the SR-710 Gap North Study Alternatives Analyses,
Project Report Preparation, and Environmental Studies Documentation, SR-170 and
I-405 Soundwalls, Package 11, Caltrans Planning, Design, and Specialty Services,
and California High Speed Rail Special Study.

Parsons

The third recommended firm, Parsons, headquartered in Pasadena, has been in
business for over 70 years in design, engineering, and construction.

The firm possesses experience in a wide spectrum of complex projects. Notably,
Parsons has managed several on-call contracts. They include the Caltrans Design
On-Call, Caltrans Environmental On-Call, SANBAG Program Project Management,
and Bakersfield TRIP Program Management.

The proposed project manager has 25 years of experience. Project experience
includes the I-5 HOV Lane and Widening Project, I-5 Bridge Replacement at
Carmenita, and I-10/1-605 Design-Build Interchange Improvement.

Key personnel average over 29 years of experience. Project experience includes
US-101 Operational Improvements (PA/ED), I-405 North Improvement Project (SR-
73 to 1-605), and SR-91 Corridor Improvement.
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All three firms possess a significant amount of local stakeholder experience. Each
firm has worked closely with Metro, Caltrans, councils of government, cities, and
community groups. With their extensive experience and knowledge, AECOM,

CH2M and Parsons possess the ability to complete on-call task orders issued under
the RFP’s Statement of Work.
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ATTACHMENT B
DEOD SUMMARY
HIGHWAY PROGRAM PROJECT DELIVERY SUPPORT SERVICES

AE30673000, AE30673001 & AE30673002

A. Small Business Participation

Highway Program on-call proposers formed teams that included Small Business
Enterprise (SBE) and Disabled Veteran Business Enterprise (DVBE) firms without
schedules or specific dollar commitments prior to the establishment of these on-call
Contracts.

The on-call Contracts have an SBE goal of 30%, inclusive of a 27% SBE and 3%
DVBE goal. Overall SBE/DVBE participation for the on-call contracts will be
determined based on the aggregate of all Task Orders issued.

Small Business 27% SBE Small Business 27% SBE
Goal 3% DVBE Commitment 3% DVBE
Prime: AECOM Technical Services, Inc.
SBE Subcontractors % Committed
1. | Arellano Associates TBD
2. | Civil Works Engineers TBD
3. | Consensus TBD
4. | GPA Consulting TBD
5. | Guida Surveying TBD
6. | Intueor TBD
7. | Optitrans TBD
8. | PacRim Engineering TBD
9. | PQM, Inc. TBD
10. | SHA Analytics TBD
11. | Tatsumi & Partners TBD
12. | V&A TBD
13. | Value Management Strategies TBD
14. | WKE TBD
Total SBE Commitment 27%
DVBE Subcontractors % Committed
1. | Leland Saylor Associates TBD
Total DVBE Commitment 3%
No. 1.0.10
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Prime: CH2M Hill

SBE Subcontractors

% Committed

1. | ACT Consulting Engineers TBD
2. | AP Engineering & Testing, Inc. TBD
3. | Arellano Associates TBD
4. | EPIC Land Solutions TBD
5. | Geo-Advantec, Inc. TBD
6. | Hout Construction Services TBD
7. | Matrtini Drilling Corporation TBD
8. | Minagar & Associates TBD
9. | PacRim Engineering TBD
10. | Rincon Consultants TBD
11. | System Metrics Group TBD
12. | Tatsumi & Partners, Inc. TBD
13. | Wagner Engineering & Survey TBD
Total SBE Commitment 27%
DVBE Subcontractors % Committed

1. | Virtek Company TBD
Total DVBE Commitment 3%

Prime: Parsons Transportation Group, Inc.

SBE Subcontractors % Committed
1. | Arellano Associates TBD
2. | Engineering Solutions TBD
3. | EPIC Land Solutions TBD
4. | GeoAdvantec, Inc. TBD
5. | GPA Consulting TBD
6. | Guida Surveying, Inc. TBD
7. | SHA Analytics, LLC TBD
8. | WKE TBD
Total SBE Commitment 27%

DVBE Subcontractors % Committed
1. | Global Environmental Network TBD
2. | Ohana Vets, Inc. TBD
3. | ZMassociates Environmental Corp. TBD
Total DVBE Commitment 3%
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. Contracting Outreach and Mentoring Plan

To be responsive, Proposers were required to submit a Contracting Outreach and
Mentor Protégé Plan (COMP), which included its plan to mentor one SBE firm and
one DVBE firm for protégé development. AECOM selected Optitrans (SBE) and
Leland Saylor Associates (DVBE). CH2M Hill selected PacRim Engineering (SBE)
and Virtek Company (DVBE). Parsons Transportation Group selected Guida
Surveying (SBE) and ZMassociates (DVBE).

. Living Wage and Service Contract Worker Retention Policy Applicability

The Living Wage and Service Contract Worker Retention Policy is not applicable to
this Contract.

. Prevailing Wage Applicability

Prevailing Wage requirements are applicable to this project. DEOD will monitor
contractors’ compliance with the State of California Department of Industrial
Relations (DIR), California Labor Code, and, if federally funded, the U S Department
of Labor (DOL) Davis Bacon and Related Acts (DBRA).

. Project Labor Agreement/Construction Careers Policy

Project Labor Agreement/Construction Careers Policy is not applicable to this
Contract.
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File #: 2016-0499, File Type: Contract Agenda Number: 12.

FINANCE, BUDGET AND AUDIT COMMITTEE

APRIL 19, 2017

SYSTEM SAFETY, SECURITY AND OPERATIONS COMMITTEE
APRIL 20, 2017

SUBJECT: RED LINE VEHICLE EVALUATION OF ON-BOARD MIST FIRE SUPPRESSION
SYSTEM PROTOTYPE

ACTION: APPROVE CONTRACT AWARD

RECOMMENDATION

CONSIDER:

A. ADOPTING a Life of Project (LOP) Budget for $1,407,900 for the Rail Vehicle Mist System
Demonstration Project; and

B. APPROVING the award and authorize the Chief Executive Officer to execute Contract No.
OP3614100 to Knorr Brake Company, LLC for one (1) prototype Red Line Heavy Rail Vehicle
on-board mist fire suppression system for a two-year period of performance for design,
installation and evaluation of the systems for a fixed price amount of $908,481 subject to
resolution of protest, if any.

ISSUE

Metro places a high priority on the safety of our customers, the public and our employees. To that
extent, there has been a constant focus on taking proactive measures to maintain our infrastructure
and seek out innovative approaches to prevent casualties on our rail system. Underground tunnel
fires are extremely dangerous to human health and safety because smoke accumulates very quickly
in such a confined space. The severity of an underground fire is demonstrated by the Daegu subway
fire in which an arsonist set fire to a train stopped at a station of the Daegu Metropolitan Subway in
Daegu, South Korea. The fire occurred on February 18, 2003, and killed 192 people, while injuring
another 151 people. Hence, there is a need to improve fire suppression technology industry-wide to
mitigate against such consequences.

DISCUSSION

Metro is currently fully compliant with all fire safety design standards for subways. Although the
interiors of modern rail vehicles utilize fire-retardant materials required by the National Fire Protection
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Association Standard for Fixed Guideway Transit and Passenger Rail Systems 130 (NFPA), it is still
possible for a life threatening fire to occur on board a rail vehicle. Items such as passenger clothing,
luggage, computer bags, shopping bags, back-packs, etc. are routinely carried on board by
passengers. These items add to the existing fuel source and raise combustion temperatures in a
localized area to potentially overcome the fire-retardant properties of the vehicle’s interior
components, resulting in flash-overs. The open, non-compartmentalized nature of the passenger
area means that a serious fire could potentially spread through an entire two car unit.

Such fuel sources are of variable flammability, unpredictable in quantity, and may be ignited by a
variety of means, ranging from accidental to deliberate arson attacks using a flammable liquid as an
accelerant. An arson attack is, of course, one of the worst case fire scenarios. The ease that an
individual may obtain an accelerant and carry it onto a train underscores the threat. An arson fire has
the potential to grow into a large fire that continues after the accelerant has been consumed, due to
igniting other materials on-board the train.

The results of computational fluid dynamic modeling of smoke accumulation performed during the
design of emergency ventilations systems for the three major capital projects (Crenshaw LRT,
Regional Connector and Purple Line) demonstrated that even robust, intensive, active ventilation
systems were insufficient to avoid significant casualties with a fast growing (i.e., arson type) rail car
fire. The fans and airflow simply could not keep up with the expected smoke accumulation in the
context of an accelerated fire and additional fans increase turbulence of the airflow and did not
improve smoke removal by much.

Therefore, during the design stages of the Purple Line Extension (PLE), Metro’s Capital Construction
Projects Team requested a feasibility study to determine the practicality, safety, and economic return
on investment of a fully integrated fire detection system coupled with a high pressure water mist fire
suppression system to protect passenger areas within the permanently coupled, married-pair subway
vehicles.

The consultants for the major capital projects analyzed the use of sprinklers within the tunnels, but
determined that the initiation of the Emergency Ventilation System Fans, which have a very high air
flow rate, could interfere with the ability of the sprinkled water to sufficiently douse the fire. The
needed resources to maintain and test the tunnel sprinkler systems to meet Los Angeles Fire
Department (LAFD) Regulation 4 standards, which require yearly testing of all systems, could
present a severe operational impact and higher maintenance costs.

The search for another fire suppression option led to the evaluation of a rail-car based water-mist
fire suppression system. The findings of this evaluation and basis for the staff recommendation are
below.

Findings

A high pressure water mist system activated by smoke detectors provides the simplest, most cost-
effective method for fire suppression and is an improvement over existing NFPA 130 compliant
vehicle interior designs. The proposed system provides the following cost savings and fire, life, and
safety benefits:
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Quick, automatic active response to any interior fire at the source (less than 60 seconds);
Reduces fire spread and duration (safer for passengers);

Reduces smoke levels (less smoke inhalation, reduced level of passenger panic);
Reduces heat of combustion (suppresses fire, more comfortable for passengers);

Water mist discharge does not harm passengers or require their evacuation;

Safe and effective, even for electrical fires;

More effective than on-board portable fire extinguishers (requires passenger application, may
be vandalized or discharged);

o Effective even with passenger doors open;

¢ Reduces damage to the train;

¢ Reduces damage within the tunnel and the station which it has entered; and

e Augments facility-installed fire sprinklers for greater protection.

In consideration of this recommendation, the NFPA 130 Standard for Fixed Guideway Transit and
Passenger Rail Systems for the USA was reviewed by the consultants and Metro Staff. NFPA 130
(2014 edition) states that on-board mist fire suppression systems have been successfully used on a
number of passenger rail systems outside of the United States for the interior of passenger rail
vehicles. The use of a fire suppression system may save lives during a fire, as well as provide the
following benefits over station based systems:

¢ |t offers the advantage of immediate intervention in the very incipient stages of a fire (as
opposed to attacking the fire after the train reaches a station) and thus minimize casualties
and property damage;

e |t will provide protection for an on-board fire along the entire guide way, including a scenario
in which a train on fire is stranded between stations;

¢ Itis more economical than a station-based approach; and

e |t will allow quicker restoration of service in the event of an on-board fire.

Prior to implementing the installation of a water-mist fire suppression system on Metro’s heavy rail
fleet, staff recommends a detailed operational assessment, demonstration, and cost evaluation. This
assessment will include a pilot installation, system testing and regulatory requirements, capital costs
to retrofit our fleet, vandalism and/or false activation risks, estimated lifecycle and lifecycle costs,
system integration/software requirement among others. This pilot system will place Metro in an
industry leadership position regarding subway fire safety innovation in the United States and
reinforce Metro’s safety first message. LAFD liaisons to Metro have been fully supportive of this
concept from the beginning. If this demonstration is deemed successful, staff will return to the Board
for a full implementation plan of the program on Metro’s rail fleet.

DETERMINATION OF SAFETY IMPACT

Awarding this Contract for prototyping the on-board fire mist suppression system will significantly
enhance our fire protection capabilities, increasing safety to Metro patrons, staff, and infrastructure.
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FINANCIAL IMPACT

If Recommendation A is approved, an LOP budget will be established for $1,407,900 under Project
498001. At this time, this project is funded in FY17 for $70,000 in various cost centers, under Project
number 498001 - Mist Fire Suppression System. It is anticipated that the demonstration will be
completed in FY18. Future Costs to complete the demonstration and execute the remaining contract
will be budgeted in future years. Since this is a multi-year project, the cost center manager and
Corporate Safety DEO will be responsible for budgeting costs in future fiscal years.

Impact to Budget

The source of funds for the contract is Prop A 35%, which is eligible for rail capital projects and will
maximize fund use based on funding allocation provisions.

ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED

The Board may choose not to award this Contract for an on-board Mist Fire Suppression System.
This choice is not recommended as the potential for significantly improving system safety and
reducing future infrastructure cost would be ignored.

NEXT STEPS

Upon Board approval staff will execute the contract and issue a Notice to Proceed (NTP) to Knorr-
Brake Company, LLC. At the conclusion of the evaluation period, but no earlier than 2019, staff will
report to the Board with the results of the pilot program.

ATTACHMENTS

Attachment A - Procurement Summary
Attachment B - DEOD Summary

Prepared by: Leonid Bukhin, Deputy Executive Officer, Corporate Safety, (213) 922-
7218
Nick Madanat, Senior Director, Rail Vehicle Engineering (213) 617-6281

Reviewed by: James T. Gallagher, Chief Operations Officer, (213) 418-3108

Debra Avila, Chief Vendor/Contract Management Officer, (213) 418-3051
Greg Kildare, Chief Risk, Safety & Asset Management Officer (213) 922-
4971
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Phillip A. Washington \
Chief Executive Officer '
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PROCUREMENT SUMMARY

ATTACHMENT A

RED LINE VEHICLE EVALUATION OF ON-BOARD MIST FIRE SUPPRESSION

SYSTEM PROTOTYPE / OP3614100

1. Contract Number: OP3614100

2. Recommended Vendor: Knorr Brake, Inc.

3. | Type of Procurement (check one): []IFB X RFP [ | RFP-A&E

[ ] Non-Competitive [ | Modification [ ] Task Order

4. Procurement Dates:
A.Issued: December 8, 2016
B. Advertised/Publicized: December 2, 2016
C. Pre-proposal/Pre-Bid Conference: December 19, 2016
D. Proposals/Bids Due: January 30, 2017
E. Pre-Qualification Completed: February 23, 2017
F. Conflict of Interest Form Submitted to Ethics: March 7, 2017
G. Protest Period End Date April 21, 2017

5. Solicitations Picked Bids/Proposals Received:
up/Downloaded: 1
10

6. Contract Administrator: Telephone Number:
Susan Dove (213) 922-7451

7. Project Manager: Telephone Number:
Leonid Bukhin (213) 922-7218

. Procurement Background

This Board action is to approve Contract No. OP3614100 for the installation and
design of a prototype on-board mist fire suppression system to be designed and
installed on an A650 heavy rail vehicle. The purpose of this project and subsequent
testing is to evaluate the reliability of such a system under revenue service
conditions. Board approval of contract awards are subject to resolution of any
properly submitted protest.

The RFP was issued in accordance with Metro’s Acquisition Policy. This was a best
value procurement, and the contract type is Firm Fixed Price.

Three amendments were issued during the solicitation phase of this RFP;

Amendment No. 1, issued on December 19, 2016 for clarification of

technical specifications and Non-Disclosure Agreement.

Amendment No. 2, issued on January 11, 2017, to include a list of

project drawings.

Amendment No. 3, issued on January 13, 2017, to extend the proposal

due date to January 30, 2017.
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One proposal was received from Knorr Brakes Company, LLC. There were 10 plan
holders and four firms that attended the Pre-Proposal Conference. Based on a
market survey of the plan holders, including the firms that attended the Pre-Proposal
Conference, it was clear that the highly specialized nature of this prototype
equipment caused interested firms to decide not to submit proposals. The mist fire
suppression system is a new rail car safety system that has not been proven in
service in the United States. All known operational systems are located on rail cars
in Europe and Asia.

B. Evaluation of Proposals

The Proposal Evaluation Team (PET) consisted staff from Metro’s Corporate
Safety Department, Rail Vehicle Engineering, and Rail Fleet Services. The PET
convened and conducted a comprehensive technical evaluation of the proposal
received. The proposal was evaluated based on the following evaluation criteria
and weights:

Technical Strength and Approach 25 percent
Delivery Schedule 25 percent
Project management 10 Percent
Experience of the firm 10 Percent
Price 30 percent

The evaluation criteria are appropriate and consistent with evaluation criteria
developed for similar best value procurements. Several factors were considered
when developing these weights, giving the greatest importance to the firm’s skills,
staff experience, and price.

The RFP stated that contract award will be made to the proposer whose proposal
meets the requirements of the RFP and is most advantageous to Metro based upon
the proposal evaluation criteria. The initial proposal evaluation resulted in a series of
clarifications to obtain further details.

Discussions and negotiations were conducted. The firm’s project managers and key
team members had an opportunity to present the team’s qualifications and respond to
the PET’s questions. The discussions addressed the requirements of the RFP,
experience with all aspects of the required tasks, and stressed each firm’s
commitment to the success of the project. Also highlighted were staffing plans, work
plans, and perceived project issues. The team was asked questions relative to its
proposed alternatives and previous experience. On February 20, 2017, a Best and
Final Offer (BAFO) was requested.

The PET evaluated the initial proposal and the BAFO and determined that Knorr’s
proposal was advantageous to the LACMTA based upon the proposal evaluation
criteria. Knorr's proposal met the RFP’s requirements and demonstrated its expertise
in Fire Mist Suppression Systems.
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C.

Qualifications Summary of Firm:

Knorr Brakes Company’s German subsidiary, Knorr-Bremse AG, is the only known
source that has a functional mist fire suppression system that is operational on a
current operational rail car. The Knorr Brake Company’s proposal includes direct
support from its German subsidiary including the engineering, integration, testing
and project management staff. This experience is critical because the scope of work
requires the Contractor to retrofit a Metro Red Line vehicle that must remain in
operation during the functional test period.

Weighted
Average Factor Average
1 Firm Score Weight Score Rank
2 | Knorr Brake
Technical Strength and

3 | Approach 73.33 25.00% 18.33
4 | Delivery Schedule 83.33 25.00% 20.83
5 | Project Management 86.67 10.00% 8.67
6. | Experience/Past Performance 93.33 10.00% 9.33
7 | Price 30.00% 30.00
8 | Total 100.00% 87.16

Cost/Price Analysis

The recommended price has been determined to be fair and reasonable based on
an independent cost estimate (ICE), price analysis, technical evaluation, and fact
finding.

Proposer Name Proposal Metro ICE Negotiated or
Amount NTE amount
Knorr Brake $908,481 $572,700 $908,481

A technical evaluation was performed by the Project Manager to explain the
difference between the proposed price and the ICE. The variance in the ICE is a
result of increased proposed labor hours for activities that were not accounted for in
the original estimate.

The initial ICE did not include labor and materials for the mock-up fire testing. This
effort includes building the mock-up, installing the fire suppression equipment, pre-
testing the system (4 days), and conducting four evaluation tests. Additionally, the
mock-up testing will be performed in Germany.

The initial ICE did not contemplate the costs and logistics associated with designing
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and engineering the system overseas, coupled with the additional costs needed to
configure and implement the system for the US market.

Although, only one proposal was received, there was a reasonable expectation that
two or more responsible offerors, competing independently, would submit technical
and cost proposals in response to the publically advertised solicitation. The offer
from Knorr was developed and submitted in a competitive environment with the
expectation of competition.

. Background on Recommended Contractor

Knorr-Bremse GmbH, the parent company of Knorr Brake Company, was founded in
1905. Knorr-Bremse GmbH developed air brakes for freight trains and became the
largest brake manufacturer for rail vehicles in Europe.

The recommended firm, Knorr Brake Company, Inc. (KBC), has been in business for
over 70 years. The firm is located in Westminster, Maryland. Knorr Brake Company
is a manufacturer of Braking, Door, and HVAC systems for the Mass Transit Rail
Industry. KBC is division of Knorr-Bremse, AG which is located in Munich Germany.
Knorr-Bremse, AG is a leader in the design and manufacture of Brakes, Doors,
HVAC, and on-Board OEM systems, aftermarket spare parts, overhaul and
maintenance services for rail transit.
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ATTACHMENT B

DEOD SUMMARY

RED LINE VEHICLE EVALUATION OF ON-BOARD MIST FIRE SUPPRESSION
SYSTEM PROTOTYPE / CONTRACT NO. OP3614100

. Small Business Participation

The Diversity & Economic Opportunity Department (DEOD) did not recommend a
Small Business Enterprise (SBE) participation goal for this procurement based on
the lack subcontracting opportunities. According to the Project Manager, this is a
pilot test system for an On Board Mist Fire Suppression System for Heavy Rail
Vehicles (OBVMFSS). To date, no transit agency has installed this type of fire
suppression in North America.

. Living Wage and Service Contract Worker Retention Policy Applicability

The Living Wage and Service Contract Worker Retention Policy is not applicable to
this Contract.

. Prevailing Wage Applicability

Prevailing wage is not applicable to this Contract.

. Project Labor Agreement/Construction Careers Policy

Project Labor Agreement/Construction Careers Policy is not applicable to this
Contract.
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FINANCE, BUDGET AND AUDIT COMMITTEE
APRIL 19, 2017

SUBJECT: PROPERTY INSURANCE PROGRAM
ACTION: PURCHASE ALL RISK PROPERTY AND BOILER AND MACHINERY INSURANCE

RECOMMENDATION

AUTHORIZE the Chief Executive Officer to negotiate and award All Risk Property and Boiler and
Machinery insurance policies for all property at the current policy limits at a not to exceed price of
$2.4 million for the 12-month period May 10, 2017 through May 10, 2018.

ISSUE

The All Risk Property and Boiler and Machinery insurance policies expire on May 10, 2017.

DISCUSSION

Property insurance protects against losses to our structures and improvements, which are valued at
approximately $11.9 billion up from last year’s $11.2 billion. The increase in total insured value is
primarily due to general replacement cost growth, acquisition of new light rail vehicles, revaluation of
existing rail vehicles and revaluation of some light rail station properties. Property insurance is
required by many contracts and agreements, such as our lease/leaseback deals involving a number
of our operating assets.

Our insurance broker, Wells Fargo Insurance Services (“Wells Fargo”), marketed the property
program to qualified insurance carriers to obtain final property insurance pricing with coverage limits
of $400 million. Quotations for our property insurance program were received from carriers with A.M.
Best ratings indicative of acceptable financial soundness and ability to pay claims.

The Recommended Program secures the All Risk deductible at $250,000 with no earthquake
coverage and a flood deductible at 5% per location subject to a $250,000 minimum. If a loss
exceeds the deductible, All Risk coverage is provided up to $400 million per occurrence for losses
except for flood related damages that are covered up to $150 million. The recommended program is
the same as the prior year program. Attachment A is a premium history. Attachment B shows the
outline of the recommended program structure.

The recommended program does not include earthquake coverage. We received quotes at $4.5
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million for $50 million in limits. LACMTA has not purchased earthquake coverage in previous years.
In the event of a major disaster, we believe funding would be available through Federal and State
sources to restore public transportation in Southern California. The lack of earthquake coverage is
consistent with decisions made by other large government agencies including most Los Angeles
County and City locations, Department of Water and Power and Metropolitan Water District.

We evaluated terrorism coverage options this renewal cycle and have not opted to purchase the
coverage. Terrorism coverage is available but does not appear to be cost effective at a quoted cost
of around $754,000. The Terrorism Risk Insurance Act (TRIA) which provides government support by
providing mechanisms for spreading losses across policyholders was reauthorized by Congress in
January 2015 after the program expired. In the past, we rejected this coverage because of the high
likelihood of federal and state funding to restore transportation services as a result of a serious
terrorism incident.

The current and recommended program of insurance are layered structures. Several insurance
carriers participate in the program with each contributing a portion of coverage which maintains a
diversified portfolio of insurance carriers. Continual monitoring through internal methods, as well as
updates provided by Wells Fargo, ensure that all carriers maintain the required financial ratings
indicated by financial reporting agencies and as determined by A.M. Best.

In February and March, Wells Fargo contacted multiple domestic and foreign insurance providers to
present our property risks and supplemental data. Wells Fargo provided an overview of the Metro
transit system during discussions with the underwriters, including our extensive security
infrastructure, fire protection, loss control and minimal risk of flood exposures. Wells Fargo provided
information and statistics on system operations, assets and our excellent loss history over the past
fifteen years with no fixed property insurable events (only two losses of rolling stock at $1.5 million
and two losses of non-revenue vehicles at $144,000).

The LACMTA property program continues to be well received by insurers due to our favorable loss
history, the growth of the account from $6.7 billion in values in 2007 to $11.9 billion for this renewal
and no earthquake insurance is purchased. As such, Wells Fargo presented the submission to
incumbent and competing insurers in order to create competition in the insurance program. The
marketing effort resulted in maintaining our incumbent carriers for the recommended program. Our
collaborative marketing effort through Wells Fargo in addition to our notable evidence of exceptional
loss experience resulted in less than one percent premium increase for the recommended program
even though Metro’s overall insurable value increased. Our rate per million dollars of insurable value
continues to reflect historic lows ($202 for the recommended program versus $214 for last year’s
program or a rate reduction of 5.9% per million dollars of insured value).

‘Insurance buyers will continue to see favorable pricing in 2017 as rates for property/casualty and
other lines of insurance decline or flatten”, according to the Willis Towers Watson 2017 Marketplace
Realities report. “Capacity appears to be a strong driver of market conditions. Buyers with
comprehensive strategic risk management and risk transfer strategies will be in an especially good
position”.

This year’s renewal reflects our continuing favorable insurability and ability to take full advantage of
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market trends irrespective of our increase in total insured value.

DETERMINATION OF SAFETY IMPACT

Approval of this procurement will not impact the safety of Metro's patrons or employees.

FINANCIAL IMPACT

The funding for two months of $400,000 for this action is included in the FY17 budget in cost center
0531, Risk Management - Non Departmental Costs, under projects 100001 - General Overhead,
300022 - Rail Operations - Blue Line, 300033 - Rail Operations - Green Line, 300044 - Rail
Operations - Red Line, 300055 - Gold Line, 300066 - Expo Line, 301012 - Metro Orange Line,
306001 - Operations Transportation, 306002 - Operations Maintenance, 320011 - Union Station, and
610061 - Owned Property in account 50601 (Ins Prem For Phys Damage). The remaining ten
months of premiums will be included in the FY18 budget, cost center 0531, Risk Management - Non
Departmental Costs, under projects 100001 - General Overhead, 300022 - Rail Operations - Blue
Line, 300033 - Rail Operations - Green Line, 300044 - Rail Operations - Red Line, 300055 - Gold
Line, 300066 - Expo Line, 301012 - Metro Orange Line, 306001 - Operations Transportation, 306002
- Operations Maintenance, 320011 - Union Station, and 610061 - Owned Property in account 50601
(Ins Prem For Phys Damage). In FY17, an estimated $2.3 million will be expensed for property
insurance.

Impact to Budget

There is no impact on the FY17 budget. The current fiscal year funding for this action will come from
the Enterprise, General and Internal Service funds. No other sources of funds were considered for
this activity because these are the funds that benefit from the insurance. This activity will result in a
negligible change to operating costs from the prior fiscal year.

ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED

The current program, the recommended program and an option with earthquake coverage are
summarized in Attachment C. Based upon our favorable renewal and loss histories, we recommend
continuing the current program of insurance as the most cost effective and prudent program. The
option adding earthquake coverage is not recommended because the high cost of the earthquake
premium does not justify the benefit of the coverage.

NEXT STEPS

Upon Board approval of this action, we will advise Wells Fargo to proceed with placement of the
property insurance program outlined herein effective May 10, 2017.

ATTACHMENTS

Attachment A - Premium History
Attachment B - Recommended Pricing and Carriers
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Attachment C - Alternatives Considered
Prepared by: Tim Rosevear, Manager, Risk Financing, (213) 922-6354

Reviewed by: Greg Kildare, Chief, Risk, Safety and Asset Management Officer, (213) 922-4971

R

Phillip A. Washington \
Chief Executive Officer '
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PREMIUM HISTORY

Premium History for Property and Boiler and Machinery Policies
For Property Insurance Policies in the Following Years

ATTACHMENT A

2010-2011  2011-2012  2012-2013  2013-2014 2014-2015  2015-2016  2016-2017 |2017-2018
All Risk $2.0 Mil $2.0 Mil $2.2 Mil $2.2 Mil $2.2 Mil $2.3 Mil $2.3 Mil $2.3 Mil
Boiler & Machinery $100,000 $100,000 $100,000 $100,000 $100,000 $100,000 $100,000 $100,000
Total Premium $2.1 Mil* $2.1 Mil* $2.3 Mil* $2.3 Mil* $2.3 Mil* $2.4 Mil* $2.4 Mil* $2.4 Mil*
TIV = Total Ins. Val. $7.8 Bl $8.6 Bil $9.3 BIl $9.4 Bl $9.6 Bl $10.0 BIl $11.2 Bl $11.9 BIl
Rate per Mil Ins. Val. $271 $245 $246 $245 $240 $239 $214 $202

* Excludes Earthquake and Terrorism Insurance




ATTACHMENT B

RECOMMENDED PROGRAM PRICING AND CARRIERS

Limit Coverage

Wells Fargo Insurance Services USA, Inc.
Proposed Property Insurance Summary 2017-2018
Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority

Carrier Participation Total
Scottsdale Indemnity Company - A+ XV $25,000,000 $25,800
International Ins. Co. of Hannover - A+ XV $25,000,000 $25,103
$50,000,000 $50,903
Hudson Specialty Ins. Co. A XV $50,000,000 $100,620
Lloyd's of London - A XV $100,000,000 $154,800
Starr Specialty Insurance Agency** $50,000,000 $99,549
$200,000,000 $354,969
Lexington Insurance Co - A XV $100,000,000 $1,279,680
Liberty Mutual Fire Insurance Co- A XV $15,000,000 $200,000
Starr Specialty Insurance Agency** $25,000,000 $322,498
Ironshore Specialty Ins Co - A XIV $10,000,000 $135,605
$150,000,000 $1,937,783
Estimated Program Total $2,343,655

**Starr Specialty Insurance Agency Consists of:

33.34% Starr Suplus Lines Insurance Company - A XV

33.33% Chubb Custom Insurance Company - A++ XV

33.33% General Security Indemnity Company of Arizona - A XV

Terrorism pricing is not included above
Earthquake pricing is not included above




ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED

ATTACHMENT C

Recommended Recommended

Current Program Program (Quota Program With
Share Primary) Earthquake
$250,000 All

$250,00 All Risk /

$250,00 All Risk /

Risk/5% of structure

Deductibles 5% of location value|5% of location value value for
for Flood for Flood Earthquake and
Flood
All Risk Limits $400 Million $400 Million $400 Million
Flood Limits $150 Million $150 Million $150 Million
$50 Million after first
Earthquake Limits None None 5% per location
deductible
Terrorism None None None
Total not to Exceed $2,324,627 $2,343,655 $6,843,655

or Actual Premium
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File #: 2017-0117, File Type: Contract Agenda Number: 14.

FINANCE, BUDGET AND AUDIT COMMITTEE
APRIL 19, 2017
SUBJECT: TAP CARD MANUFACTURING AND FULFILLMENT SERVICES
ACTION: AWARD CONTRACTS

RECOMMENDATION

AUTHORIZE the Chief Executive Officer to award indefinite delivery/indefinite quantity (IDIQ), firm
fixed unit price contracts for a three-year initial term, with two, one-year options for the following
contracts: 1) PS29117000 and PS29117001 to ASK-intTag, LLC. for Card Manufacturing & Adhesive
Stickers; 2) PS29117002, PS29117003, and PS29117004 to Oberthur Technologies of America Corp.
for Adhesive Stickers and Card Manufacturing and Fulfillment Services, and 3) PS29117005 to
Giesecke & Devrient Mobile Security America, Inc. for Fulfillment Services effective July 1, 2017, for
Metro and Municipal Operators. The total combined not-to-exceed amount for 3 base years and two
one year options is $26,915,910 (average cost per year $5.4M) inclusive of sales tax for TAP Card
Manufacturing and Fulfillment Services, as identified below:

. Card Manufacturing - Base: $9,272,563, Option 1: $3,090,854, Option 2: $3,090,854 in the
total NTE amount of $15,454,271

. Fulfillment & Distribution- Base: $6,858,983, Option 1: $2,286,328, Option 2: $2,286,328 in the
total NTE amount of $11,431,639

. Adhesive Stickers - Base: $18,000, Option 1: $6,000, Option 2: $6,000 in the total NTE
amount of $30,000

ISSUE

The TAP program now supports twenty-four agencies and award of these contracts is necessary for
the continuation of the program over the next five years. The current smart card contracts are set to
expire on June 30, 2017. Over 19 million TAP cards have been issued since the beginning of the
program in 2006. Due to the continued growth of this robust system, the region needs to procure
additional stock to continue the expansion of the TAP program and to replace expired, lost or stolen
TAP cards.

DISCUSSION
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TAP cards are the key component to the TAP regional system. TAP accounts for approximately 75%
of fares collected across the region. The last contract award for $16.2M for three years (average
cost per year $5.4M) was issued in November 2013 and ends June 30, 2017.

The cost for procuring TAP cards, providing personalization and warehousing is about $2 per card.
The purchase price of a TAP card from Metro TAP Vending Machines, Third-Party Vendors and on-
line sales will continue to offset the cost of the TAP card procurement and personalization costs.

With 24 transit agencies currently participating in the TAP regional program, card replenishment and
personalization will ensure seamless travel for customers. These Contracts will ensure that the TAP
system remains flexible in accommodating different fare policies, fare structures and tariff
regulations. Cards procured and fulfilled under these Contracts will help reduce the usage of cash
fares. The Contract also includes procurement of smart decals for the U-Pass program which
currently serves 10 campuses.

TAP anticipates that card manufacturing orders will be divided between Oberthur Technologies of
America Corp. and ASK-intTag, LLC as the costs for manufacturing are very comparable. Card
fulfillment prices for the different types of personalization vary significantly between Giesecke &
Devrient Mobile Security America, Inc and Oberthur Technologies of America Corp. The majority of
card fulfillment requests will be ordered from the lower priced Proposer. Based upon the current
contract performance, it is prudent that TAP maintains two card fulfillment contracts due to supply
chain and production issues.

The Request for Proposal was issued with the purpose of maximizing open competition within a large
field of smart card suppliers and card personalization services in order to get the best pricing over the
next five years. These indefinite delivery/indefinite quantity Contracts are prepared to be utilized on
an “as needed” basis in which Metro has no obligation or commitment to order a defined quantity of
TAP cards or personalization services. The projected quantities are estimates only, with deliveries to
be ordered and released as required.

DETERMINATION OF SAFETY IMPACT

Latched stations require patrons to use a TAP card to gain entrance to gated stations by
electronically releasing the turnstile or opening the leaf-barriers on Americans with Disability Act
(ADA) gates. Providing TAP cards for latched gated stations has a positive impact on the safety of
Metro rail riders by limiting access to paying customers, thus improving transit station security.

FINANCIAL IMPACT
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The funding for smart cards is included in the proposed FY2018 budget in Regional TAP operating
budget project 300016 under Line Item 50320: Contract Services account. Since this is a multi-year
contract, the cost center manager and the Executive Officer, TAP Operations are responsible for
budgeting future costs.

The cost of procured smart cards will be partially offset by card fees charged to customers for each
new or replacement TAP card.

IMPACT TO BUDGET

The funding sources for project 300016 in FY18 will continue to be a mix of Prop C 40%, TDA
Article 4 and fare revenues. These sources are eligible for operating and capital improvements for
both bus and rail.

ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED

The current procurement allows Metro to purchase the TAP cards and order
personalization/fulfillment services necessary to continue the expansion of the TAP program and to
replace expired, lost or stolen TAP cards. The alternatives considered are as follows:

1) Discontinue the purchase and use of TAP smart cards and revert back to the use of paper
fare media. This action is not recommended because:

a. TAP provides customers with the ability to travel seamlessly across LA County.

b. TAP allows Metro and our Regional Partners the ability to implement smart fare
collection practices such as 2 hour transfers, peak and off-peak pricing and rolling
passes.

c. TAP data provides accurate and meaningful information for in-depth ridership analysis
and service planning.

NEXT STEPS

Upon approval by the Board, staff will execute Contracts PS29117000 and PS 29117001 to ASK-
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intTag, LLC. for card manufacturing and adhesive stickers; PS29117002, PS29117003, and
PS29117004 to Oberthur Technologies of America Corp. for adhesive stickers and card
manufacturing and fulfillment services, and Contract No. PS29117005 to Giesecke & Devrient Mobile

Security America, Inc. for fulfillment services effective July 1, 2017.

ATTACHMENTS

Attachment A - Procurement Summary
Attachment B - DEOD Summary

Prepared by: Cary Stevens, Deputy Executive Officer, TAP (213) 922-2401

Reviewed by: David Sutton, Executive Officer, TAP (213) 922-5633

Debra Avila, Chief Vendor/Contract Management Officer, (213) 418-3051

R

Phillip A. Washington \
Chief Executive Officer '
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ATTACHMENT A

PROCUREMENT SUMMARY

TAP CARD MANUFACTURING AND FULFILLMENT SERVICES

1. Contract Number: ASK-intTag, LLC - PS29117000, PS29117001

Oberthur Technologies of America Corp. - PS29117002,
PS29117003, PS29117004

Giesecke & Devrient Mobile Security America, Inc. - PS29117005
2. Recommended Vendor:

ASK-intTag, LLC - Card Manufacturing and Adhesive Stickers;

Oberthur Technologies of America Corp — Adhesive Stickers, Card Manufacturing and
Fulfillment Services;

Giesecke & Devrient Mobile Security America, Inc. - Fulfillment Services

3. | Type of Procurement (check one): [ ]IFB [X] RFP [] RFP-A&E

[ ] Non-Competitive [ ] Modification [ ] Task Order

4. Procurement Dates:

A. Issued: September 6, 2016

B. Advertised/Publicized: September 7, 2016

C. Pre-Proposal Conference: September 14, 2016

D. Proposals Due: November 30, 2016

E. Pre-Qualification Completed: March 22, 2017

F. Conflict of Interest Form Submitted to Ethics: December 9, 2016

G. Protest Period End Date: April 22, 2017

5. Solicitations Picked up/Downloaded: Bids/Proposals Received:
18 5
6. Contract Administrator: Telephone Number:
Anush Beglaryan (213) 418-3047
7. Project Manager: Telephone Number:
Cary Stevens (213) 922-2401

A. Procurement Background

This Board Action is to approve contract awards in support of regional TAP cards
manufacturing and personalization/fulfillment services for Metro and municipal
operators. The Universal Fare System designed by Metro created the concept and
specifications for a region-wide smart card system using a single TAP smart card
that could be used for multimodal transportation, product purchases, and other
future uses. TAP cards are required to support the expansion of the TAP program
and for the replacements for expiring cards. Metro is responsible for ensuring that
all TAP enabled municipal operators in the region have an adequate supply of cards.
Board approval of contract awards are subject to resolution of any properly
submitted protest.

Request for Proposal (RFP) PS29117 was issued in accordance with Metro’s
Acquisition Policy and the contract type is an indefinite delivery/indefinite quantity
(IDIQ), firm fixed unit price.



Three amendments were issued during the solicitation phase of this RFP:

¢ Amendment No. 1, issued on September 30, 2016, updated the link provided
for the list of Current Projects;

e Amendment No. 2, issued on November 2, 2016, extended samples and
proposal due date from November 21, 2016 to November 28, 2016;

e Amendment No. 3, issued on November 14, 2016, extended samples and
proposal due date from November 28, 2016 to November 30, 2016;

A total of 5 proposals were received on November 30, 2016.

The Scope of Work for the RFP was divided into the three following functions As
stated in the Statement of Work Consideration Form of the RFP, proposers were
requested to submit separate proposals for each function they would like to be
considered for award.

1. Smart Card Manufacturing

2. Card Fulfillment and Distribution
3. Adhesive Stickers

. Evaluation of Proposals

A Proposal Evaluation Team (PET) consisting of staff from the TAP technical team
was convened and conducted a comprehensive technical evaluation of the
proposals received and testing of samples which were requested as part of the RFP.

As stated in the RFP, proposals were initially evaluated by using the minimum
gualifications requirements on a pass/fail basis. Proposers who met the minimum
gualification requirements were then evaluated further on the weighted criteria
described herein. All five proposing firms passed the minimum qualifications
requirements.

The proposals for Smart Card Manufacturing were evaluated based on the following
evaluation criteria and weights:

e Experience & Skills 10%

e Program Management Team Experience  10%

e Supply Chain Management 10%

e Physical & Electrical Smart card 35%
Characteristic

e Printing (Graphics)/Packaging 10%

e Cost Proposal 25%

Total: 100%



The proposals for Card Fulfillment & Distribution were evaluated based on the
following evaluation criteria and weights:

e Experience & Skills 15%
e Program Management Team Experience  15%
e Card Fulfillment/Personalization 20%
e Card Order Reporting & Processing 25%
e Cost Proposal 25%

Total: 100%

The proposals for Adhesive Stickers were evaluated based on the following
evaluation criteria and weights:

e Experience & Skills 10%
e Physical & Electrical Characteristics 35%
e Printing (Graphics)/Packaging 15%
e Durability 15%
e Cost Proposal 25%

Total: 100%

The five proposals that were received met all of the Minimum Qualifications
Requirements and were evaluated based on the evaluation criteria set forth in the
RFP. The firms are listed below in alphabetical order and the functions they
proposed:

1. Ask-intTag, LLC (Smart Card Manufacturing and Adhesive Stickers)

2. Gemalto, Inc. (Smart Card Manufacturing)

3. Giesecke & Devrient Mobile Security America, Inc. (Smart Card
Manufacturing and Card Fulfillment and Distribution)

4. Oberthur Technologies of America Corp. (Smart Card Manufacturing, Card
Fulfillment and Distribution, and Adhesive Stickers)

5. Valid USA, Inc. (Smart Card Manufacturing)

During the months of December, January, and February, the PET reviewed and
scored each of the proposals and tested sample cards. Proposers provided various
sample cards and adhesive stickers that were tested to ensure they met the required
specifications. All five proposers passed the physical and electrical smart card
characteristics testing.

Qualifications Summary of Firms

ASK-intTag, LLC.

ASK-intTag, LLC (ASK) designs and manufactures contactless smart cards,
contactless tickets, labels, stickers, and related products. ASK is an international



company, headquartered in Mougins, France. The company was founded in 1997 by
4 senior managers, all from the smart card industry. ASK currently employs over 250
people with 3 manufacturing locations in: Mougins, France, Beijing, China, and
Essex Junction, VT. ASK provides contactless cards for mass transit applications,
and has the unique ability to adapt its contactless technology expertise to both paper
and plastic. ASK can support transit agencies’ requirements for both extended use
and limited use of fare collection media.

ASK is a fully integrated contactless card and ticket manufacturer. All manufacturing
steps and sub-components are produced by ASK, thus providing optimized
turnaround time as well as a quality control that measures and analyzes all
components. Moreover, ASK offers a unique sticker encoding site located at their
highly secured site in Vermont.

ASK'’s project management team has over 50 years of experience in the industry.
ASK has also proposed to put together an entire team dedicated to Metro to assist in
all aspects of the project. ASK has also worked with Metro to provide adhesives
stickers for the Metro U-Pass program.

Gemalto, Inc.

Gemalto, Inc. (Gemalto) has more than 15 years of experience in providing transport
solutions and is a leader in digital security. Gemalto to date has had over 140 million
transit cards delivered and has been serving transit authorities for over 2 decades.
Its leadership has facilitated ambitious transit programs around the world in such
places as Paris, London, Netherlands, Santiago de Chile, Portugal, Malaysia, Italy,
Sao Paulo, and China.

Gemalto’s qualified staff has a combined experience over ninety years in the
payment card industry. Their experience encompasses program and product
development, industrialization of innovative card bodies, manufacturing techniques,
sales management, and operations.

Giesecke & Devrient Mobile Security America, Inc.

Giesecke & Devrient Mobile Security America, Inc. (G&D) is a globally operating
technology company that specializes in security and advanced card solutions. G&D
facilities with contactless smart card production and personalization capability
include Ohio, Canada, Mexico City, Brazil, Spain, China, and Slovakia.

To date, G&D has supplied over 300 million contactless cards for transit customers
across the globe. G&D also holds the earliest patents for smart card technology and
has developed the Eurocheque system together with the Deutsche Bundesbank in
1968 which fathered the credit and debit card systems we have today. In addition,
G&D also holds certification for manufacturing and personalization services for Visa,
Mastercard, Discover and American Express.



G&D has been working with Metro since 2005 when they began delivering cards and
providing services such as card stock and inventory management, card initialization
and personalization, card testing, card fulfillment, and card issuance. G&D’s
gualified staff combined has over 96 years of experience in the smart card and
services industry.

Oberthur Technologies of America Corp.

Oberthur Technologies of America Corp. (OT), the M Company, is a leader in digital
security solutions for the mobility space. OT has been at the heart of mobility, from
the first smart cards to the latest contactless payment technologies which equip
millions of smartphones. Present in the payment, telecommunications and identity
markets, OT offers end-to-end solutions in the smart transactions, mobile financial
services, machine-to-machine, digital identity and transport and access control
fields.

OT has been in the smart card industry for more than 20 years. The company
employs 6,500 people worldwide and has a presence with facilities including seven
manufacturing plants in the US, Latin America, Europe, Middle-East and Asia, 39
personalization and fulfillment centers, 12 research and development centers and 50
sales offices.

OT developed a market leading setup to support customers with one manufacturing
hub in Exton, PA, two service centers in Los Angeles, CA and Chantilly, VA and two
R&D centers in Los Angeles and Boston. The project management team at OT has
a cumulative experience of 262 years in the smart card industry. OT has set up a
dedicated project team which will oversee all aspects of the project.

Valid USA, Inc.

Valid USA, Inc. (Valid) is a publicly traded Brazilian company with over 5,000
employees worldwide. Valid has been providing security printing and card solutions
for over 59 years and is expanding operations around the world. Valid has
developed strong smart card manufacturing capacities in North America, Brazil,
Latin America, and Europe. Over the last three years, Valid has shipped more than
16.9 million contactless smart cards. Valid’s qualified staff has a combined
experience of over 90 years in the smart card industry.

Contract award is recommended to the two highest scoring firms for the various
functions. The following is the summary of scores for each function and firm:

Smart Card Manufacturing

Weighted
Average | Factor Average
Firm Score Weight Score Rank

Oberthur Technologies




Experience & Skills 100.00 10% 10.00
Program Management Team Experience 100.00 10% 10.00
Supply Chain Management 100.00 10% 10.00
Physical & Electrical Smart card
Characteristic 100.00 35% 35.00
Printing (Graphics)/Packaging 100.00 10% 10.00
Cost Proposal 89.60 25% 22.40
Total 100% 97.40
ASK-intTag, LLC
Experience & Skills 100.00 10% 10.00
Program Management Team Experience 93.30 10% 9.33
Supply Chain Management 73.33 10% 7.33
Physical & Electrical Smart card
Characteristic 100.00 35% 35.00
Printing (Graphics)/Packaging 66.60 10% 6.66
Cost Proposal 100.00 25% 25.00
Total 100% 93.32
Valid USA, Inc.
Experience & Skills 93.33 10% 9.33
Program Management Team Experience 100.00 10% 10.00
Supply Chain Management 80.00 10% 8.00
Physical & Electrlcal Smart card 100.00 3506 35.00
Characteristic
Printing (Graphics)/Packaging 93.33 10% 9.33
Cost Proposal 81.52 25% 20.38
Total 100% 92.04
Giesecke & Devrient Mobile Security
America, Inc.
Experience & Skills 96.66 10% 9.66
Program Management Team Experience 96.66 10% 9.66
Supply Chain Management 83.33 10% 8.33
Physical & Electrlcal Smart card 100.00 350 35.00
Characteristic
Printing (Graphics)/Packaging 100.00 10% 10.00
Cost Proposal 67.96 25% 16.99
100% 89.64

Total

Gemalto, Inc.




Experience & Skills 90.00 10% 9.00
Program Management Team Experience 80.00 10% 8.00
Supply Chain Management 40.00 10% 4.00
Physical & Electrical Smart card

Characteristic 100.00 35% 35.00
Printing (Graphics)/Packaging 93.33 10% 9.33

Cost Proposal 85.08 25% 21.27
Total 100% 86.60 5

The two firms recommended for Smart Card Manufacturing proposed the lowest
prices for the various TAP cards included in the Statement of Work.

Card Fulfillment and Distribution

Weighted
Average | Factor Average
Firm Score Weight Score Rank
Oberthur Technologies
Experience & Skills 96.67 15% 14.50
Program Management Team Experience 100.00 15% 15.00
Card Fulfillment/Personalization 80.00 20% 16.00
Card Order Reporting & Processing 93.32 25% 23.33
Cost Proposal 100.00 25% 25.00
Total 100% 93.83 1
Giesecke & Devrient Mobile Security
America, Inc.
Experience & Skills 100.00 15% 15.00
Program Management Team Experience 100.00 15% 15.00
Card Fulfillment/Personalization 80.00 20% 16.00
Card Order Reporting & Processing 93.32 25% 23.33
Cost Proposal 35.44 25% 8.86
Total 100% 78.19 2
Adhesive Stickers
Weighted
Average | Factor Average
Firm Score Weight Score Rank

Oberthur Technologies
Experience & Skills 100.00 10% 10.00
Physical & Electrical Characteristics 93.34 35% 32.67
Printing (Graphics)/Packaging 86.67 15% 13.00
Durability 93.33 15% 14.00
Cost Proposal 100.00 25% 25.00
Total 100% 94.67 1
ASK-intTag, LLC
Experience & Skills 100.00 10% 10.00
Physical & Electrical Characteristics 86.66 35% 30.33




Printing (Graphics)/Packaging 86.67 15% 13.00
Durability 76.67 15% 11.50
Cost Proposal 69.44 25% 17.36
Total 100% 82.19




C. Cost/Price Analysis

The recommended price has been determined to be fair and reasonable based upon
price analysis, technical evaluation, and adequate price competition. The
recommended not-to-exceed amount of $26,915,910 for 5 years is based on the highest
NTE amount for each of the services below. The NTE amount for 3 base years with two
one-year options as identified below:

e Card Manufacturing — Base: $9,272,563, Option 1: $3,090,854, Option 2: $3,090,854
in the total NTE amount of $15,454,271

¢ Fulfilment & Distribution- Base: $6,858,983, Option 1: $2,286,328, Option 2:
$2,286,328 in the total NTE amount of $11,431,639

e Adhesive Stickers — Base: $18,000 Option 1: $6,000, Option 2: $6,000 in the total
NTE amount of $30,000

As these are indefinite delivery/indefinite quantity contracts, Metro will place orders
based on need for the various services.

Card Manufacturing

Proposer Name Proposal Metro ICE NTE Amount*
Amount
1. | Oberthur Technologies $15,454,271.00 | $22,120,500.00 $15,454,271.00
2. | ASK-intTag, LLC $13,846,050.00 | $22,120,500.00 $13,846,050.00

*Prices received are for evaluation purposes and are based on estimated quantities
provided by Metro
Fulfilment & Distribution

Proposer Name Proposal Metro ICE NTE Amount*
Amount
1. | Oberthur Technologies $10,569,300.00 | $9,619,513.00 $4,437,300.00

2. | Giesecke & Devrient Mobile $12,516,324.00 | $9,619,513.00 | $11,431,639.00
Security America, Inc.

*Prices received are for evaluation purposes and are based on estimated quantities
provided by Metro

Adhesive Stickers

Proposer Name Proposal Metro ICE NTE Amount*
Amount

1. | Oberthur Technologies $20,835.00 $42,400.00 $20,835.00




2. | ASK-intTag, LLC $30,000.00 $42,400.00 $30,000.00

*Prices received are for evaluation purposes and are based on estimated quantities
provided by Metro

. Background on Recommended Contractors

ASK-intTag, LLC. (ASK)

ASK was founded in 1997 by 4 senior managers, all from the smart card industry.
ASK currently employs over 250 people with 3 manufacturing locations in: Mougins,
France, Beijing, China, and Essex Junction, VT. ASK has acquired a worldwide
leadership position in contactless cards for mass transit applications. ASK has the
unique ability to adapt its contactless technology expertise to both paper and plastic.

Oberthur Technologies

Oberthur Technologies is a leader in the smart card industry for more than 20 years.
The company employs 6,500 people worldwide and has a presence with facilities
including 7 manufacturing plants (in the US, Latin America, Europe, Middle-East and
Asia), 39 personalization and fulfillment centers, 12 Research & Development
centers and 50 sales offices. The project management team at OT is highly qualified
with a cumulative experience of 262 years in the smart card industry.

Giesecke & Devrient Mobile Security America, Inc.

Giesecke & Devrient Mobile Security America, Inc. (G&D) is a globally operating
technology company that specializes in security and advanced card solutions. G&D
has been the leader in contactless technology for over 20 years. G&D has been
working with Metro since 2005 when they began delivering cards and providing
services such as card stock and inventory management, card initialization and
personalization, card testing, card fulfilment, and card issuance. G&D’s qualified
staff combined has over 96 years of experience in the smart card and services
industry.



A.

ATTACHMENT B

DEOD SUMMARY
TAP CARD MANUFACTURING AND FULFILLMENT / CONTRACT NO. PS29117

Small Business Participation

The Diversity and Economic Opportunity Department (DEOD) did not recommend a
Small Business Enterprise/Disabled Veteran Business Enterprise goal for this
solicitation due to lack of subcontracting opportunities. This procurement involves
the manufacture and delivery of TAP cards which are proprietary in nature.

. Living Wage and Service Contract Worker Retention Policy Applicability

The Living Wage and Service Contract Worker Retention Policy is not applicable to
this Contract.

Prevailing Wage Applicability

Prevailing wage is not applicable to Contract.

Project Labor Agreement/Construction Careers Policy

Project Labor Agreement/Construction Careers Policy is not applicable to this
Contract.

No. 1.0.10
Revised 01-29-15
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FINANCE, BUDGET AND AUDIT COMMITTEE
APRIL 19, 2017

PLANNING AND PROGRAMMING COMMITTEE
APRIL 19, 2017

SUBJECT: METRO BIKE SHARE PROGRAM

ACTION: APPROVE RECOMMENDATIONS FOR METRO BIKE SHARE PHASE II
EXPANSION

RECOMMENDATION

CONSIDER:

A. ADOPTING the Phase Il Metro Bike Share Expansion (Phase Il Expansion) Environmental
Analysis findings that the expansion qualifies for a Categorical Exemption under Section 15303
(Class 3) New Construction or Conversion of Small Structures (Attachment A);

B. AUTHORIZING staff to file the Notice of Exemption for the Phase Il Expansion;

C. ADOPTING the Phase Il Expansion Title VI and Environmental Justice Analysis findings that
there is no Disparate Impact and no Disproportionate Burden associated with the expansion
(Attachment B); and

D. AUGMENTING the Life of Project budget for Phase Il Expansion by $1,713,000 to $4,499,000
to include previously Board approved pre-launch related costs.

ISSUE

At the October 2016 meeting, the Board authorized the CEO to exercise options within the Bicycle
Transit Systems (BTS) contract for provision of the equipment, installation, and operations and
maintenance (O&M) of the Phase Il Expansion to Venice, Pasadena, and the Port of Los Angeles
(Attachment C).

Environmental Analysis

An Environmental Analysis has been completed in compliance with the California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA). Metro serves as the CEQA Lead Agency and has final approval of all plans and
environmental documents. Board adoption of the findings of the Environmental Analysis and Board
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authorization to file the Notice of Exemption for the Phase Il Expansion to Venice, Pasadena, and the
Port of Los Angeles is being requested.

Title VI and Environmental Justice Analysis

A Title VI and Environmental Justice equity evaluation has been completed consistent with the
requirements set forth in Executive Order 12890 and 49CFR Section 21.5. While thresholds have
not been established for non-transit programs, such as bike share, this equity evaluation seeks to
determine whether or not there is reason to believe that the siting of bike share facilities might cause
a Disparate Impact or Disproportionate Burden. Board adoption of the Title VI Analysis for the Phase
Il Expansion to Venice, Pasadena, and the Port of Los Angeles is being requested. The analyses
found that there is no Disparate Impact and no Disproportionate Burden associated with the
expansion

Bike Share Phase |l Life of Project (LOP)

At the October 2016 Board Meeting, the Board approved the expansion of the Bike Share program
including $4.499 million project cost in FY2017. It includes $2.751 million one-time capital cost,
$1.713 million for pre-launch O&M cost and $35K for bicycle GPS regional modeling. Life of Project
(LOP) budget for Phase Il Expansion was then established for $2.786 million, excluding pre-launch
O&M cost of $1.713 million. Pre-launch costs were envisioned as an operations expense.
Subsequently, the project team met with Accounting Department and OMB to discuss pre-launch
O&M expenses, and both departments requested to include the pre-launch cost as part of the LOP in
order to comply with the Metro capital project policy. This is a reallocation of costs from operating to
capital and does not represent an increase to the total Phase Il Expansion project cost.

DISCUSSION

Metro launched the Countywide Bike Share Program in July 2016, serving the Downtown Los
Angeles area and currently operating 61 stations. The Phase Il Expansion will add up to 15 stations
in Venice, 34 stations in Pasadena, and 11 stations in the Port of Los Angeles by summer 2017.
Stations will be installed in accordance with local regulations and considerations regarding locations
of fire hydrants, crosswalks, driveways, standpipes, street furniture, bus stops/shelters and impact on
sight lines.

While a preliminary list of bike share station locations was used to perform the Environmental
Analysis and the Title VI and Environmental Justice Analysis, final locations will be determined based
on several factors including space availability, accessibility, and safety.

Environmental Analysis Findings

The expansion qualifies for a CEQA Categorical Exemption under the Section 15303 (Class 3) New
Construction or Conversion of Small Structures exemption because it involves a limited number of
new, small structures. The Phase Il Expansion in Venice, Pasadena, and the Port of Los Angeles will
add up to 60 stations with limited disturbance since the station has a weighted base and most
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stations will be placed on existing paved rights-of-way such as sidewalks and streets. Small concrete
pads and electrical connection work may be installed/performed on up to 5 stations.

None of the exceptions to Categorical Exemptions apply to this project. The project area does not
contain important farmland, wetlands, wild and scenic rivers, floodplains or critical habitats. Stations
will be located near historic structures but they are congruent with the existing urban fabric and as
such would not impact any archeological or paleontological sites. The project sites will not be located
on sites identified as containing hazardous materials.

Title VI and Environmental Justice Analysis Findings

A Title VI and Environmental Justice equity evaluation has been completed consistent with the
requirements set forth in Executive Order 12890 and 49CFR Section 21.5. While thresholds have
not been established for non-transit programs such as bike share, this equity evaluation seeks to
determine whether or not there is reason to believe that the siting of bike share facilities might cause
a Disparate Impact or Disproportional Burden. Two separate analyses were performed: one taking
into consideration the minority population share, the other taking into consideration the poverty
population share within one-half mile area around the existing and proposed stations and comparing
both demographic characteristics with that of the Los Angeles County population.

The analyses found that there is no Disparate Impact and no Disproportionate Burden associated
with the expansion. Although the minority share of the population benefitting from the proposed
program is less than for the County as a whole, the difference is less than 5% and presumed to be no
Disparate Impact. The poverty share of the proposed program is greater than for the County as a
whole and therefore has no Disproportionate Burden.

DETERMINATION OF SAFETY IMPACT

Adoption of the findings of the Environmental Analysis for the Phase Il Expansion, authorization for
staff to file the Notice of Exemption for the Phase |l Expansion, adoption of the findings of the Title VI
and Environmental Justice Analysis, and the increase of Life of Project will not have any adverse
safety impacts on Metro employees and patrons.

FINANCIAL IMPACT

Upon approval of recommendation 4, the life of project budget will be augmented to $4,499,000 for
project number 210118 - Metro Bike Share Project Phase Il Expansion. The FY17 budget will also
include $2,964,000 for expansion efforts in Cost Center 4320. Since this is a multi-year project, the
cost center manager and the Chief Planning Officer will be responsible for budgeting the cost in
future years, including any phase(s) the Board authorized to be exercised.

There is no financial impact for the LOP increase as it is a reallocation of pre-launch cost from
operating to capital funds. There is no change in the total project cost for Phase |l Expansion
approved by the Board in October 2016.

Impact to Budget
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The sources of funds are a Call for Projects grant, cities’ reimbursements, and other eligible and
available local funds or general funds. No other fund impacts will occur with the LOP adjustment to
this project.

ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED

The Board may choose not to adopt the findings of the Environmental Analysis for the Phase |l
Expansion, not to authorize staff to file the Notice of Exemption for the Phase Il Expansion, not to
adopt the findings of the Title VI and Environmental Justice Analysis for the Phase Il Expansion, and
not augment the LOP for Phase Il Expansion by $1.713 million which was the Board-approved pre-
launch cost. This alternative is not recommended as it is not in line with previous Board direction.

NEXT STEPS

Upon Board adoption and authorization, the Notice of Exemption for the Phase Il Expansion will be
filed.

ATTACHMENTS

Attachment A - Categorical Exemption Analysis
Attachment B - Equity Analysis Methodology & Results
Attachment C - October 2016 Board Report

Prepared by: Basilia Yim, Manager, Transportation Planning, (213) 922-4063
Avital Shavit, Senior Manager, Transportation Planning, (213) 922-7518
Laura Cornejo, DEO, Countywide Planning & Development, (213) 922-2885
Calvin E. Hollis, SEO, Countywide Planning & Development, (213) 922-7319

Reviewed by: Therese W. McMillan, Chief Planning Officer, (213) 922-7077
(LA
4
Phillip A. Washington
Chief Executive Officer '
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Attachment A

CATEGORICAL EXEMPTION ANALYSIS

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority (Metro) is proposing to implement a
Countywide Bike Share system. Phase Il of the proposed system would expand the bike share network
outside of downtown Los Angeles and add approximately 60 new stations in Los Angeles (Port of Los
Angeles and Venice) and Pasadena. Metro would own and manage the system’s equipment and would
contribute up to 50 percent of the system’s capital costs.

The project includes the following actions: site plan approval by the City of Los Angeles Department of
Transportation; site plan approval by the City of Pasadena Department of Transportation; approval by the
Port of Los Angeles Engineering Division, approval of a Coastal Development Permit for the Port of Los
Angeles and Venice locations; environmental compliance under the California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA); and placement of bike sharing stations.

Metro serves as the CEQA lead agency and would have final approval of all plans and environmental
documents. The project includes up to 60 locations in the Port of Los Angeles, the community of Venice,
and the City of Pasadena. While the locations listed below in Tables 1, 2, and 3 represent the general
locations of each bike share station, in each city, final locations would be determined during the construction
phase. Specific kiosk locations, such as intersection corners, nearby intersections, or midblock locations,
would be determined based on factors like visibility and safety.

Although different bike share equipment and technologies are available, the project would include Third
Generation—type equipment, with the option to upgrade equipment and technology as needed. For a Third
Generation configuration, docks are wired together via plates or a top bar, and a cell/satellite connection is
placed at each station kiosk. The bikes would be locked at each dock and solar power would be located at
the kiosk to enable bike share operations. There are different types of configurations, and the exact
configuration of each docking station would be selected during construction to best accommodate space
and accessibility needs. Considerations, as outlined in the Regional Bike Share Implementation Plan,
include space, safety, access, visibility, property ownership, solar access, route planning, bike share
network, and street design and guidelines. Docking stations would be installed in accordance with local
regulations regarding fire hydrants, crosswalks, driveways, standpipes, doorways, sidewalk widths, and
effective widths.

LA Metro Bike Share Categorical Exemption Analysis
Page 1
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Table 1

Potential Phase 11 Project Station Locations in Port of Los Angeles

Station Intersection/Point of Interest

Station Intersection/Point of Interest

Fanfare Fountain Cruise Terminal: Swinford & N.
Front Street

Catalina Express site

USS lowa

Downtown Harbor: 6th Street & Sampson

Crafted & E. 22nd Street

Ports O’Call & Nagoya Way

Doubletree Hotel: Via Cabrillo-Marina & Doubletree
driveway

Cabrillo Beach

Wilmington Waterfront Park (West): Harry Bridges
Blvd./John S. Gibson Blvd.

Wilmington Waterfront Park (East)

Banning Landing: S Avalon Blvd. & Water Street

Source: Metro 2017

Table 2

Potential Phase 11 Project Station Locations in Venice

Station Intersection

Station Intersection

N. Venice Blvd. & Abbot Kinney Blvd.

Abbot Kinney Blvd. & Cadiz Street

N. Venice Blvd. & Pisani Place

Washington Blvd. & Pacific Avenue

Abbot Kinney Blvd. & California Avenue

Washington Blvd. & Dell Avenue

Abbot Kinney Blvd. & Westminster Avenue

S. Venice Blvd. & Walgrove Avenue

Washington Blvd. & Strongs Avenue

California Avenue & Lincoln Blvd.

Washington Blvd. & Abbot Kinney Blvd.

Rose Avenue & Rennie Avenue

N. Venice Blvd. & Lincoln Blvd.

Ocean Front Walk & N. Venice Blvd.

Rose Avenue & 7th Avenue

Windward Avenue & Windward Circle

Rose Avenue & Main Street

7th Avenue & San Juan Avenue

17th Street/SMC Expo Station

Downtown/4th Street Expo Station

N. Venice Avenue & Pacific Avenue

Ocean Front Walk & N. Venice Blvd.

Main Street & Windward Circle

Windward Avenue & Windward Circle

Ocean Front Walk & Navy Street

Source: Metro 2017

Table 3

Potential Phase Il Project Station Locations in Pasadena

Station Intersection

Station Intersection

Huntington Hospital

Marengo Avenue & Green Street (southeast side
along Marengo Avenue)

Colorado Blvd. & Garfield Avenue (Paseo Colorado)
(south side of E. Colorado Blvd, opposite Garfield
Avenue)

Garfield Avenue & Holly Street (northwest corner
along Holly Street)

Pasadena Library & E. Walnut (Walnut north side)

Euclid Avenue & Villa Street (north side along
Villa Street)

Orange Grove Blvd. & Walnut Street (south side along
Walnut Street)

Fair Oaks Avenue & Peoria Street (northeast corner
along Peoria Street)

E. Union Street & N. Lake Avenue (north side of E.
Union Avenue, just east of Lake Avenue)

S. Lake Avenue & E. Del Mar Blvd. (southwest
corner along Del Mar Blvd.)

LA Metro Bike Share

Categorical Exemption Analysis
Page 2
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Station Intersection

Station Intersection

S. Lake Avenue & E California Blvd. (west side of
S. Lake Avenue, south of E California Blvd.)

S. Chester Avenue & Cordova Avenue (south side
along Cordova Avenue)

E. Colorado Avenue & Bonnie Avenue (south side of
E. Colorado Blvd., west of Bonnie Avenue)

S. Raymond Avenue & Fillmore Street (northeast
side)

MTA Right-of-Way — City Maintenance (Holly Street)

N. Lake Avenue & E. Maple Avenue (southbound
Foothill Transit 690 stop — west side of N. Lake
Avenue, south of E. Maple Street)

Allen Avenue & Corson Street (west side of Allen
Avenue, north of Corson Street)

S. Raymond Avenue & E. Del Mar Blvd. (west side
of S. Raymond Avenue, opposite Del Mar Metro
Station)

E. Green Street & S. Hill Avenue (north side of
E. Green, west of S. Hill Avenue)

S. Pasadena Avenue & W. Dayton Street (east side
of S Pasadena Avenue, north of W. Dayton Street)

S. Oakland Avenue & E. Union Street (southwest
corner)

N. Lake Avenue & Merrett Drive (east side of
N. Lake Avenue, opposite Merrett Drive)

N. Madison Avenue & E. Green Street (Playhouse lot)

S. Wilson Avenue & San Pasqual Street (northeast
corner along Wilson Avenue)

S. Oak Knoll Avenue & E. Colorado Blvd. (northeast
corner on Oak Knoll Avenue)

Wilson Avenue & Colorado Blvd. (north side)

MTA Right-of-Way — City Maintenance (Colorado
Blvd.)

Fair Oaks Avenue & Mountain Street (Jackie
Robinson Community Center)

S. Lake Avenue & Cordova Street (south side on
Cordova Street)

Mercantile Alley (south side next to the parking
structure)

E. Bellevue Drive at S. Arroyo Pkwy. (northeast corner)

Cordova & S. Los Robles (northwest corner)

Rose Bowl (near bus stop)

Caltech East (north side of street)

Source: Metro 2017

CITY OF LOS ANGELES (VENICE AND PORT OF LOS ANGELES)

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING

The City of Los Angeles General Plan land use designation where the docking stations would be located is
Open Space/Commercial/Industrial/Multifamily Residential in both the Port of Los Angeles and the
community of Venice. Project sites are located in urban areas adjacent to surface parking lots and paved
rights-of-way. The project sites are typically surrounded by commercial sites, with high foot traffic and
served by public transit. The majority of docking sites would be located on paved rights-of-way such as
sidewalks and parking lots, in areas that do not contain native vegetation and are characterized by an urban
type visual character. One docking site in the Port of Los Angeles is located on what is currently turf, and
would require a concrete pad to be poured. The project sites both in the Port of Los Angeles and the
community of Venice are located within the Coastal Zones, which is subject to the provisions of the Coastal
Act of 1976.

Per Figure CR 4 in the City of Los Angeles General Plan Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR), the
project area in the Port of Los Angeles contains historic cultural monuments, while the project area in
Venice does not contain historic cultural monuments (Los Angeles 1995). Docking stations would be
located near historic cultural monuments, but the stations would be on sidewalks and be congruent with the
existing urban fabric. The City of Los Angeles General Plan identifies the project area as largely devoid of
any natural habitat that could contain any protected or endangered species (Los Angeles 1995).

LA Metro Bike Share Categorical Exemption Analysis
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Project components are described in Table 4.

Table 4
LA Metro Bike Share Project Components

Component Description

Construction of Docking stations would be dropped into place. Docking stations would be

Docking Station held down with a weighted base, avoiding the need for bolting. One station
would require the pouring of a concrete base.

Construction Lift gate, pallet jack, trucks.

Equipment

Construction Duration | Installation of docking station would take approximately four hours.

Project Operation Docking stations would be operated by users with a pass card or a single-use
permit. Bikes would be used and exchanged between stations. Solar stations
would power all docking and payment stations in Venice and Port of Los
Angeles.

Source: Metro 2015

A. EXEMPT STATUS

The LA Metro Countywide Bike Share system project qualifies for a CEQA Categorical Exemption under
CEQA Guidelines Section 15303, New Construction or Conversion of Small Structures (Class 3).

B. REASON WHY THE PROJECT IS EXEMPT

Avrticle 19 (Categorical Exemptions) of the CEQA Guidelines lists classes of projects that are exempt from
the requirements of CEQA. This section analyzes why this project meets the conditions for a Class 3 — New
Construction or Conversion of Small Structures exemption and includes the reasons why none of the
possible exceptions to Categorical Exemptions, found in Section 15300.2, Exceptions, apply to this project.
The statutory language of each condition and possible exception is printed in bold italics below, followed
by the project-related analysis for each condition and exception.

Categorical Exemption Analysis
15303 New Construction or Conversion of Small Structures

Class 3 consists of construction and location or limited numbers of new, small facilities or structures,
installation of small new equipment and facilities in small structures...

The proposed project meets this condition. The proposed project is categorically exempt from
environmental review under CEQA because the project involves the installation of a limited number of new
small structures. The project would install up to 26 bike share stations in the city of Los Angeles (up to 15
in Venice and up to 11 in or near the Port of Los Angeles), as shown in Tables 1 and 2. The new structures
would contain Third Generation bike docking stations, as stated above in the project description, and each
docking station would be sized based on ridership expectations as outlined in the Regional Bike Share
Implementation Plan. Most docking station installation would not require digging or pavement disturbance,
as the stations would have a weighted base. They would be placed on existing paved surfaces, such as
parking lots, or in existing rights-of-way, such as sidewalks. One docking station in Port of Los Angeles

LA Metro Bike Share Categorical Exemption Analysis
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would require that a concrete pad be poured over existing turf. Nonetheless, this disturbance would be
minimal and as analyzed below would not impact environmental resources.

Conclusion

As outlined above, the proposed project qualifies for the Section 15303, New Construction or Conversion
of Small Structures (Class 3), exemption category under CEQA.

C. EXCEPTIONS TO CATEGORICAL EXEMPTION ANALYSIS

The analysis is based on the City of Los Angeles General Plan Draft EIR, published on January 19, 1995.

15300.2 Exceptions

(a) Location. Classes 3, 4, 5, 6, and 11 are qualified by consideration of where the project is to be
located—a project that is ordinarily insignificant in its impact on the environment may in a particularly
sensitive environment be significant. Therefore, these classes are considered to apply all instances,
except where the project may impact on an environmental resource of hazardous or critical concern
where designated, precisely mapped, and officially adopted pursuant to law by federal, state, or local
agencies.

This exception does not apply to the proposed project. The project area contains no important farmland,
wetlands, wild and scenic rivers, floodplains, or critical habitat (Los Angeles 1995). The project would
require a small patch of turf removal to install one docking station ion the Port of Los Angeles, but no
important farmland, wetlands, wild and scenic rivers, floodplains, or critical habitat would be impacted.
Ground disturbance would be minimal and would not impact sensitive resources. The project sites are
located in the Coastal Zones for both the Port of Los Angeles and the community of Venice. Nonetheless,
the project would comply with policies included in the Venice Local Coastal Program (2001) and the Port
of Los Angles Master Plan (2014). For example, the project would comply with polices aimed at protecting
scenic qualities (Section 30251) and enhancing public access to the coast (Section 30252) in the City of
Venice Local Coastal Program. As such, the project would not impact resources in the Coastal Zones and
exception (a) would not apply to the proposed project.

Docking stations would be located near historic structures, but the stations would be congruent with the
existing urban fabric and as such would not impact historic resources.

The project would involve only minimal ground disturbance, in areas previously disturbed for turf
installation and maintenance. As such, the project would not impact any archaeological or paleontological
sites.

The project would not be located on sites identified as containing hazardous materials (DTSC 2017a,
2017b).

Natural Habitat and Endangered Species

The proposed project area is located in a developed urban area that does not contain substantial areas of
natural habitat for plants and animals (Los Angeles 1995). Project installation would require a small amount
of ground disturbance for the installation of one concrete pad for one docking station. No natural habitat or

LA Metro Bike Share Categorical Exemption Analysis
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endangered species would be impacted. No other docking stations would require any ground disturbance.
The project area has no native wild vegetation, and existing vegetation is ornamental. As such, the project
would not impact sensitive environments and this exception would not apply to the proposed project.

Historic Resources

Los Angeles contains numerous historic buildings and historic districts as shown in Figure CR 4 in the City
of Los Angeles General Plan Draft EIR (Los Angeles 1995). Docking stations would be located in the
vicinity of historic places and structures such as the Los Angeles Maritime Museum. Nonetheless, the
stations would be visually congruent with the historic structures’ existing urban setting and would not
damage the quality of historic structures. The docking stations would not create new visual barriers that
would change the historic character of an area or break up the continuity of a historic district. They would
be placed on existing sidewalks, in existing parking spaces, or in parking lots and would not constitute a
substantial visual change in the character of an area or contribute to a decline in a resource’s importance.
Further, due to their location in pre-established urban areas and their size, the docking stations would not
impact the historic resources’ integrity. As such, the project would not impact historic resources.

Hazardous Site
See item (e) below.
Conclusion

The project site is not located on a hazardous site that is included on any list compiled pursuant to Section
65962.5 of the Government Code. There are no wetlands, endangered species, wildlife habitats, and
cultural, historical, and archaeological resources on the site; therefore, this exception is not applicable.

(b) Cumulative Impact. All exemptions for these classes are inapplicable when the cumulative impact of
successive projects of the same type in the same place, over time is significant.

This exception does not apply to the proposed project. The project would construct new small structures.
The project would require a small amount of ground disturbance to remove a small patch of turf to pour in
a pad of concrete for the installation of one docking station in the Port of Los Angeles. No other docking
station would require any ground disturbance activities or vegetation removal. Because ground disturbance
would be minimal, the project would not result in any significant impacts and therefore would not contribute
to any cumulative biological or cultural resources impacts. Therefore, this exception would not apply to the
proposed project.

(c) Significant Effect. A categorical exemption shall not be used for an activity where there is a
reasonable possibility that the activity will have a significant effect on the environment due to unusual
circumstances.

This exception does not apply to the proposed project. There are no unusual circumstances at the project
sites or planned project operations that would create a reasonable possibility of significant effects to the
environment. The project would not have a significant effect on any biological or cultural resources. In
addition, project implementation would follow all City of Los Angeles regulations as they relate to the
installation of new small structures. The project would be compatible with the areas’ land use and would

LA Metro Bike Share Categorical Exemption Analysis
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not change their functions. Therefore, there would be no potential for significant effects and this exception
does not apply to the proposed project.

(d) Scenic Highways. A categorical exemption shall not be used for a project which may result in damage
to scenic resources, including but not limited to, trees, historic buildings, rock outcroppings, or similar
resources, within a highway officially designated as a state scenic highway. This does not apply to
improvements which are required as mitigation by an adopted negative declaration or certified EIR.

This exception does not apply to the proposed project. There are no designated scenic highways in the
project area. As such, the project would not impact any scenic resources within an officially designated
state scenic highway.

(e) Hazardous Waste Sites. A categorical exemption shall not be used for a project located on a site which
is included on any list compiled pursuant to Section 65962.5 of the Government Code.

This exception does not apply to the proposed project. A search of the GeoTracker and EnviroStor
environmental databases was conducted. The records review showed that the project would not be located
on a site which is included on any list compiled pursuant to Section 65962.5 of the Government Code in
Los Angeles (DTSC 2017a, 2017b; SWRCB 2017).

(f) Historical Resources. A categorical exemption shall not be used for a project which may cause a
substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource.

This exception does not apply to the proposed project. The project would involve a small amount of
ground-disturbing activities to remove a patch of turf and pour in a concrete pad for one docking station.
All other docking stations would be placed on previously disturbed paved areas via lift gate or pallet jack,
and they would be held down by a weighted base. Because ground disturbance would be minimal the project
would not impact any archaeological or paleontological resources. As discussed above, historical buildings
are located throughout the project area and some docking stations would be located on adjacent corner
streets. Nonetheless, the docking stations would not modify the historical resources, nor would they modify
the structures’ integrity or eligibility. Therefore, there would be no impact on cultural resources and this
exception would not apply.

LA Metro Bike Share Categorical Exemption Analysis
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CITY OF PASADENA

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING

The City of Pasadena General Plan land use plan designations where the docking stations would be located
is Open Space/Commercial/Industrial/Multifamily Residential. All project sites are located in urban areas
adjacent to surface parking lots and paved rights-of-way. The project sites are typically surrounded by
commercial sites, with high foot traffic and served by public transit. The docking sites would be located on
paved rights-of-way such as sidewalks and parking lots, areas that do not contain native vegetation and with
a low degree of visual character. Per Figure 5.4-1 of the Pasadena General Plan Draft EIR, the project area
contains several historic resources. Docking stations would be located near historic cultural monuments,
but they would be on sidewalks and would be congruent with the existing urban fabric. Cultural and historic
resources sites are protected under federal, state, and local regulations, depending on their listing status.

The City of Pasadena Draft EIR identifies the project area as largely devoid of any natural habitat that could
contain any protected or endangered species (Pasadena 2015).

Project components are described in Table 5.

Table 5
LA Metro Bike Share Project Components
Component Description
Construction of Docking stations would be dropped into place. Docking stations would be
Docking Station held down with a weighted base, avoiding the need for bolting. Minimal
ground disturbance would take place at two stations.
Construction Lift gate, pallet jack, trucks.
Equipment
Construction Duration | Installation of docking station would take approximately four hours.
Project Operation Docking stations would be operated by users with a pass card or a single-use
permit. Bikes would be used and exchanged between stations. Solar stations
would power most docking and payment stations. Up to 2 docking stations
will be hardwired with electricity that is not solar in origin in Pasadena.
Source: Metro 2015

A. EXEMPT STATUS

The LA Metro Countywide Bike Share system project qualifies for a CEQA Categorical Exemption under
CEQA Guidelines Section 15303, New Construction or Conversion of Small Structures (Class 3).

B. REASON WHY THE PROJECT IS EXEMPT

Article 19 (Categorical Exemptions) of the CEQA Guidelines lists classes of projects that are exempt from
the requirements of CEQA. This section analyzes why this project meets the conditions for a Class 3 — New
Construction or Conversion of Small Structures exemption and includes the reasons why none of the
possible exceptions to Categorical Exemptions, found in Section 15300.2, Exceptions, apply to this project.
The statutory language of each condition and possible exception is printed in bold italics below, followed
by the project-related analysis for each condition and exception.

LA Metro Bike Share Categorical Exemption Analysis
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Categorical Exemption Analysis
15303 New Construction or Conversion of Small Structures

Class 3 consists of construction and location or limited numbers of new, small facilities or structures,
installation of small new equipment and facilities in small structures...

The proposed project meets this condition. The proposed project is categorically exempt from
environmental review under CEQA because the project involves the installation of a limited number of new
small structures. The project would install 34 bike share stations in Pasadena, as shown in Table 3 above.
The new structures would contain Third Generation bike docking stations, as stated above in the project
description, and each docking station would be sized based on ridership expectations as outlined in the
Regional Bike Share Implementation Plan. Docking station installation would require a small amount of
digging and pouring of concrete for up to two docking stations that will be located on what is existing turf.
Other docking stations will not require digging or pavement disturbance, as the stations would have a
weighted base. They would be placed on existing paved surfaces, such as parking lots, or in existing rights-
of-way, such as sidewalks.

Conclusion

As outlined above, the proposed project qualifies for the Section 15303, New Construction or Conversion
of Small Structures (Class 3), exemption category under CEQA.

C. EXCEPTIONS TO CATEGORICAL EXEMPTION ANALYSIS

The analysis is based on the City of Pasadena’s General Plan EIR, published on January 14, 2015.

15300.2 Exceptions

(a) Location. Classes 3, 4, 5, 6, and 11 are qualified by consideration of where the project is to be
located—a project that is ordinarily insignificant in its impact on the environment may in a particularly
sensitive environment be significant. Therefore, these classes are considered to apply all instances,
except where the project may impact on an environmental resource of hazardous or critical concern
where designated, precisely mapped, and officially adopted pursuant to law by federal, state, or local
agencies.

This exception does not apply to the proposed project. The project area contains no important farmland,
wetlands, wild and scenic rivers, floodplains, or critical habitat (Pasadena 2015). The project would involve
minor ground disturbance for a small amount of turf removal at up to two docking stations. As such,
vegetation removal and ground disturbance would be minimal.

Docking stations would be located near historic structures, but the stations would be congruent with the
existing urban fabric and as such would not impact historic resources. Because ground disturbance would
be minimal and the station would be congruent with surrounding areas, the project would not impact any
archaeological or paleontological sites. The project sites are not identified as containing hazardous materials
(DTSC 20173, 2017D).

LA Metro Bike Share Categorical Exemption Analysis
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Natural Habitat and Endangered Species

The proposed project area is located in a developed urban area that does not contain substantial areas of
natural habitat for plants and animals (Pasadena 2015). Project installation would require a small amount
of ground disturbance for the installation of concrete pads for up to two docking station. Because the two
stations are located on existing turf in previously disturbed areas natural habitat or endangered species
would not be impacted. No other docking stations will require any ground disturbance. The project area has
no native wild vegetation, and existing vegetation is ornamental. As such, the project would not impact
sensitive environments and this exception would not apply to the proposed project.

Historic Resources

Pasadena contains numerous historic buildings and historic districts as shown in Figure 5.4-1 of the
Pasadena General Plan Draft EIR (Pasadena 2015). Docking stations would be located in the vicinity of
historic places and structures like the Rose Bowl. Nonetheless, the stations would be visually congruent
with the historic structures’ existing urban setting and would not damage the quality of historic structures.
The docking stations would not create new visual barriers that would change the historic character of an
area or break up the continuity of a historic district. They would be placed on existing sidewalks, in existing
parking spaces, or in parking lots and would not constitute a substantial visual change in the character of
an area or contribute to a decline in a resource’s importance. Further, due to their location in pre-established
urban areas and their size, the docking stations would not impact the historic resources’ integrity. As such,
the project would not impact historic resources.

Hazardous Site
See item (e) below.
Conclusion

The project site is not located on a hazardous site that is included on any list compiled pursuant to Section
65962.5 of the Government Code. There are no wetlands, endangered species, wildlife habitats, and
cultural, historical, and archaeological resources on the site; therefore, this exception is not applicable.

(b) Cumulative Impact. All exemptions for these classes are inapplicable when the cumulative impact of
successive projects of the same type in the same place, over time is significant.

This exception does not apply to the proposed project. The project would construct new small structures.
The project would require a small amount of ground disturbance and turf removal for up to 2 docking
stations. The project would not result in any significant impacts and therefore would not contribute to any
cumulative biological or cultural resources impacts. Therefore, this exception would not apply to the
proposed project.

(c) Significant Effect. A categorical exemption shall not be used for an activity where there is a
reasonable possibility that the activity will have a significant effect on the environment due to unusual
circumstances.

This exception does not apply to the proposed project. There are no unusual circumstances at the project
sites or planned project operations that would create a reasonable possibility of significant effects to the

LA Metro Bike Share Categorical Exemption Analysis
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environment. The project would not have a significant effect on any biological or cultural resources. In
addition, project implementation would follow all City of Pasadena regulations as they relate to the
installation of new small structures. The project would be compatible with the current usage of the project
areas and would not change current project site functions. Therefore, there would be no potential for
significant effects and this exception does not apply to the proposed project.

(d) Scenic Highways. A categorical exemption shall not be used for a project which may result in damage
to scenic resources, including but not limited to, trees, historic buildings, rock outcroppings, or similar
resources, within a highway officially designated as a state scenic highway. This does not apply to
improvements which are required as mitigation by an adopted negative declaration or certified EIR.

This exception does not apply to the proposed project. Although Highway 110 has a small segment in
Pasadena that is an eligible state scenic highway, no bike stations are proposed on this stretch of highway.
As such, the project would not impact scenic resources within an officially designated state scenic highway.

(e) Hazardous Waste Sites. A categorical exemption shall not be used for a project located on a site which
is included on any list compiled pursuant to Section 65962.5 of the Government Code.

This exception does not apply to the proposed project. A search of the GeoTracker and EnviroStor
environmental databases was conducted. The records review showed that the project would not be located
on a site that is included on any list compiled pursuant to Section 65962.5 of the Government Code in
(DTSC 2017a, 2017b; SWRCB 2017).

(f) Historical Resources. A categorical exemption shall not be used for a project which may cause a
substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource.

This exception does not apply to the proposed project. The project would involve a small amount of
ground-disturbing activities to remove turf and pour in a concrete pad for up to two docking stations. All
other docking stations would be placed on previously disturbed paved areas via lift gate or pallet jack, and
they would be held down by a weighted base. Because ground disturbance would be minimal, the project
would not impact any archaeological or paleontological resources. As discussed above, historical buildings
are located throughout the project area and some docking stations would be located on adjacent corner
streets. Nonetheless, the docking stations would not modify the historical resources, nor would they modify
the structures’ integrity or eligibility. Therefore, there would be no impact on cultural resources and this
exception would not apply.

LA Metro Bike Share Categorical Exemption Analysis
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1. PROPOSAL OVERVIEW

Metro’s countywide bike share program is being expanded into Pasadena, Port of Los
Angeles and Venice. Participants would be able to rent and return a bicycle from any of
the program'’s self service locations. This equity evaluation considers the expansion
program that would establish rental locations in and around these expansion areas.
Only the siting of these locations is being evaluated.

2. METHODOLOGICAL APPROACH

Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 (42 U.S.C. 2000d et seq.) prohibits discrimination
on the basis of race, color, or national origin in any program or activity that receives
Federal funds or other Federal financial assistance. Programs that receive Federal
funds cannot distinguish among individuals on the basis of race, color or national origin,
either directly or indirectly, in the types, quantity, quality or timeliness of program
services, aids or benefits that they provide or the manner in which they provide them.
This prohibition applies to intentional discrimination as well as to procedures, criteria or
methods of administration that appear neutral but have a discriminatory effect on
individuals because of their race, color, or national origin.

If policies and practices have a potential discriminatory effect a recipient must modify
the proposed changes in order to avoid, minimize, or mitigate potential disparate
impacts, and then reanalyze the proposed changes in order to determine whether the
modifications actually removed the potential disparate impacts. If the recipient chooses
not to alter the proposed policy or practice despite the potential disparate impact, they
may implement the policy or practice if they can show that it was necessary to achieve a
substantial legitimate objective and that there were no alternatives that would have a
less disparate impact on minority populations.

Additionally, Persons with limited English proficiency must be afforded a meaningful
opportunity to participate in programs that receive Federal funds. Policies and practices
may not deny or have the effect of denying persons with limited English proficiency
equal access to Federally-funded programs for which such persons qualify. This aspect
of Title VI is not evaluated with regard to the placement of program facilities.

Environmental justice was first identified as a national policy in 1994 when President
Clinton signed Executive Order 12898 (E.O. 12898), Federal Actions to Address
Environmental Justice in Minority Populations and Low-Income Populations. This order
requires that each federal agency shall, to the greatest extent allowed by law,
administer and implement its programs, policies, and activities that affect human health
or the environment so as to identify and avoid “disproportionately high and adverse”
effects on minority and low-income populations. E.O. 12898 thus applies to a wider
population than Title VI, which does not cover low-income populations.

A Title VI and Environmental Justice equity evaluation has been completed consistent
with the requirements set forth in Executive Order 12890 and 49CFR Section 21.5. One
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of the primary purposes of a bike share network is to provide first and last mile
connectivity for the transit system. As such a bike share system can be considered as a
transit amenity and a similar methodology can be used to determine the Title VI and
Environmental Justice Impacts. This equity evaluation is based on the analysis of this
amenity in the context of the entire system and uses the same thresholds that are
applied to other transit amenities. *-

The basic approach to this analysis is to compare the demographics of the population
within one-half mile of the proposed bicycle share facilities to the demographics of Los
Angeles County. This distance was chosen on the presumption that the vast majority of
bike share users would walk to/from the facilities. Since the availability of a bike share
facility is considered a benefit, then the benefiting population should not be significantly
less minority or significantly less poor than the county population. If this is so, then there
is a presumption of no Disparate Impact on minorities and no Disproportionate Burden
on poverty level persons.

Data Sources

Data on the ethnicity and household income levels of the population of Los Angeles
County was obtained from the 2010 US Census. Population ethnicity is available at the
block group level. The poverty classification of households, and therefore members of
those households, was obtained from the 2006-2010 American Community Survey
(another US Census data product) and is available at the census tract level.

Step By Step Methodology

A list of the existing and proposed demonstration bicycle share facility locations was
obtained and linked to a geographic database containing census data (Tables 1 and 2).
Two separate analyses were performed: (1) the minority and total populations of all
block groups within one-half mile of the combined bicycle share facilities were
aggregated with the resulting minority population shares being compared to the minority
share of the Los Angeles county population, and (2) the poverty and total populations of
all census tracts within one-half mile of the combined bicycle share facilities were
aggregated with the resulting poverty population shares being compared to the poverty
share of the Los Angeles county population.

Proposed Bike Share Demonstration Program Evaluation Page 2



Existing Bicycle Shared Facility Locations

11th St. at Maple Ave.
11th St. at Santee St.
12th St. at Hill St.

18th St. at Figueroa St.
18th St. at San Pedro St.
1st St. at Judge John Aiso
2nd St. at Figueroa St.
2nd St. at Hill St.

3rd St. at San Pedro St.
3rd St. at Santa Fe Ave.
5" St. at Grand Ave.

5th St. at Hewitt St.

7th St. at Bixel St.

7" St. at Broadway

7" St. at Main St.

7" St. at Spring St.

8th St. at Wall St.

9th St. at Los Angeles St.
Broadway at 3™ St.
Broadway at 9" St.
Factory Place at Alameda
Figueroa St. at 8" St.
Figueroa St. at 9" St.
Figueroa St. at Chavez Ave.
Figueroa St. at Pico BI.
Flower St. at 7™ St.
Grand Ave at 14" St.
Grand Ave at 3™ St.
Grand Ave at 7" St.
Grand Ave at Olympic BI.
Grand Ave at Temple St.

Grand Ave at Washington BI.

Hill St. at College St.

Hill St. at Washington BI.
Hope St. at 11" St.

Hope St. at 1% St.

Hope St. at 6" St.

Hope St. at Olympic BI.
Imperial at 7 St.

Industrial St at Mateo St.
Los Angeles at Temple St.
Main St. at 1*

Main St. at 4th St.

Main St. at 5" St.

Main St. at 6™ St.

Main St. at 9" St.

New High St. at Ord St.
Olive St. at 5"

Olive St. at 8"

Pico BI. at Flower St.

Pico BI. at Maple St.

San Julian St. at 12" St.
Spring St. at 3™ St.

Spring St. at College St.
Stanford St.at 12" St.
Temple St. at Vignes St.
Traction Ave. at Rose St.
Union Station West Portal
Willow St. at Mateo St.
Wilshire Bl. at Witmer St.

Proposed Bike Share Demonstration Program Evaluation
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Table 2

Proposed Bicycle Shared Facility Locations

Pasadena (Proposed)

Huntington Hospital

Marengo Ave at Green St

Colorado BI. at Garfield Ave (Paseo Colorado)
Garfield Ave at Holly St

Pasadena Library at Walnut

Orange Grove Blvd at Walnut St

Fair Oaks Ave at Peoria St
E Union St at Lake Ave

Lake Ave at Del Mar BI.

Lake Ave at California BI.
Chester Ave at Cordova Ave
Colorado BI. at Bonnie Ave
Raymond Ave at Fillmore St
MTA ROW at Holly St.

Lake Ave at Maple Ave

Allen Ave at Corson St

Raymond Ave at Del Mar BI.
Green St at Hill Ave
Pasadena Ave at Dayton St
Oakland Ave at Union St

Lake Ave at Merrett Dr
Madison Ave at Green St
Wilson Ave at San Pasqual St
Oak Knoll Ave at Colorado BI.
Wilson Ave at Colorado BI.
MTA ROW at Colorado BI.

Fair Oaks Ave at Mountain St
Lake Ave at Cordova St
Mercantile Alley

Bellevue at Arroyo Parkway

Cordova at Los Robles
Rose Bowl

Caltech East

Proposed Bike Share Demonstration Program Evaluation

Port of Los Angeles (Proposed)
Swinford and N Front Street
Catalina Express site

USS lowa

6th street and Sampson
Crafted at 22nd St.

Ports O'Call at Nagoya Way
Cabrillo-Marina/ Doubletree
driveway

Cabrillo Beach

Wilmington Waterfront Park
(West)

Wilmington Waterfront Park
(East)

S Avalon Blvd and Water Street
Venice (Proposed)

Venice Blvd at Abbott Kinney BI.
Venice Blvd at Pisani PI.

Abott Kinney BI. at California Ave.

Abott Kinney BI. at Cadiz Ct.
Abott Kinney Bl. at Westminister
Ave.

Washington BI. at Pacific Ave.
Washington BI. at Strongs Ave.

Washington BI. at Dell Ave.
Washington BI. at Abbot Kinney
BI.

Venice Bl. At Walgrove Ave.
Venice BI. At Lincoln BI.
California Ave at Lincoln BI.
Rose Ave at 7th Ave.

Rose Ave at Rennie Ave.

Rose Ave at Main St.

Main St at Rose Ave.

Ocean Front Walk at N Venice BI.

N Venice BI. at Pacific Ave.
Windward Ave at Windward
Circle

Main St at Winward Circle
7th Ave at San Juan Ave.
Ocean Front Walk at Navy St.
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3. RESULTS

The comparison of minority shares of the Los Angeles county population and those
within block groups within one-half mile of proposed bike share facilities is depicted in
Table 3.

Table 3
Minority Population Shares

Total Minority Minority
Population Population Share
LA County 9,181,605 6,869,996 70.0%
Population
Within 1/2 mile of 387,303 255,199 65.9%

combined Bicycle
Share Facilities

Similarly, the comparison of poverty shares of the Los Angeles county population and
those within census tracts within one-half mile of proposed bike share facilities is
depicted in Table 4.

Table 4
Poverty Population Shares

Total Minority Minority
Population Population Share
LA County 9,604,871 1,508,618 15.7%
Population
Within 1/2 mile of 404,310 98,452 24.4%

combined Bicycle
Share Facilities

The minority share of the population benefitting from the proposed wexpanded program
is greater than that of the County, so there is no Disparate Impact from the expanded
program.

The proposed expanded bike share program will not cause a Disproportionate Burden

on poverty populations as the poverty share of impacted persons is greater than the
County’s poverty share.
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File #:2016-0614, File Type:Contract Agenda Number:10.

PLANNING AND PROGRAMMING COMMITTEE
OCTOBER 19, 2016

SUBJECT: METRO COUNTYWIDE BIKE SHARE
ACTION: AUTHORIZE CONTRACT OPTIONS TO EXPAND BIKE SHARE

RECOMMENDATIONS

APPROVE:
A. EXTENDING the Downtown Los Angeles Pilot for a period of 5 years.

B. AUTHORIZING the Chief Executive Officer (CEO) to exercise options and execute
Modification No. 4 to Contract No. PS272680011357 with Bicycle Transit Systems, Inc. to
account for an accelerated schedule for the implementation and operation of the Metro
Countywide Bike Share expansion in Downtown Los Angeles for an additional 5 years
and in Venice, Pasadena, and the Port of Los Angeles for 6 years in the firm fixed amount of
$42,618,583, increasing the total contract value from $11,174,329 to $53,792,912 as follows:

. Extending Downtown Los Angeles Pilot in the amount of $19,658,911

Expansion to Venice in the amount of $5,069,606

Expansion to Pasadena in the amount of $12,908,510 (inclusive of an initial two-year
pilot for $4,731,689 plus options for four additional years)

4. Expansion to the Port of Los Angeles in the amount of $4,907,529

5. Implementing GPS equipment in bicycles to support Countywide modeling efforts in the
amount of $74,027

Wn =

C. AUTHORIZING the Life of Project budget (LOP) including the following capital costs:
1. $2.072M for Pasadena
2. $670K for Port of LA
3. $10K for Venice

D. CHANGING the project sponsor for Call for Project Grant Number F9515 (Pasadena Bike
Share Start Up Capital Costs) from Pasadena to Metro in order to utilize funding toward Metro
Bike Share implementation in Pasadena.

E. AUTHORIZING the CEO to take the following actions to expand the Metro Countywide Bike
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Share program:

1. Negotiating and executing an amendment to the MOU between City of Los Angeles and
Metro to expand bike share to Venice and extend DTLA MOU timeframe;

2. Negotiating and executing a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) between
Pasadena and Metro to set the terms of fiscal and administrative responsibility as
described in the January 2015 Receive and File (Attachment C); and

3. Negotiating and executing a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) between the Port
of Los Angeles and Metro to set the terms of fiscal and administrative responsibility as
described in the January 2015 Receive and File (Attachment C).

ISSUE

At the June 2015 meeting, the Board awarded a two-year contract to Bicycle Transit Systems (BTS)
for the provision of the equipment, installation, maintenance and operation of the Metro Countywide
Bike Share Phase 1 Pilot in downtown Los Angeles (DTLA Pilot). The contract includes phases for
expanding bike share to other cities throughout the county, to be exercised upon Board authorization.
Board authorization is needed to exercise phases within the contract to expand bike share to the
communities of Pasadena, the Port of Los Angeles (POLA) and Venice, to modify the contract in
order to allow for an accelerated expansion of the system, and to extend the operation period of
DTLA.

DISCUSSION

DTLA Pilot

Metro, in partnership with the City of Los Angeles, launched the Countywide Bike Share program in
DTLA on July 7, 2016. On August 1, 2016, the system opened to walk up users. The first months of
the Metro Bike Share program have shown steady growth and success. September 30, 2016 will
mark the end of the first quarter of Metro Bike Share operations. In the first quarter, the program
surpassed 50,000 total rides and 2,000 annual flex or monthly pass-holders. As another measure of
performance, we also track number of rides per bike per day. The system goal is to reach two rides
per bike per day by the 12 month mark of operations. We are at one ride per bike per day and
showing steady growth in this metric. The Metro Bike Share program continues to work towards
increasing program awareness, growing ridership and increasing pass sales.

In tandem with our outreach efforts and per the Board’s direction, we are also working with the City of
Los Angeles and community partners Los Angeles Bicycle Coalition (LACBC) and Multicultural
Communities for Mobility (MCM) to make the bike share program equitable and accessible to all.

This work is being funded through a grant provided by the Better Bike Share Partnership. We will
continue to report on this work and the outcomes of the grant funded outreach.

Extending the DTLA period of performance will allow us to continue to grow and strengthen bike
share as a first and last mile solution to access Metro rail and bus stops and encourage bicycling as
a mode of transportation for short trips.
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Bike Share Expansion

The current contract with BTS allows for a regional bike share system with up to five phases
including approximately nine different bike share ready communities in Los Angeles County, as
identified in the Implementation Plan. The scope was tailored to be inclusive of all the regional needs
for bike share since the best way to ensure regional interoperability is to use one vendor for all of Los
Angeles County.

Since the award of contract, staff has continued to meet with the Bike Share Working Group and
provided presentations at each of the Council of Governments, sharing updates on the DTLA Pilot,
and providing information that would better inform potential participation in Metro’s Bike Share
program. Through this effort, three communities have confirmed that they are ready to have bike
share launched within their jurisdiction: Pasadena, POLA and Venice within the City of Los Angeles.

City of Los Angeles Expansion to Venice

Expansion to the community of Venice was identified through the 2015 Board adopted
Implementation Plan as phase five of the Metro Countywide Bike Share program. Indicators for
success such as density, existing bikeway network, and support have contributed to moving up the
Venice expansion. In line with Board direction and in an effort to address system interoperability, the
Venice expansion will also explore siting station within the City of Santa Monica.

The City of Los Angeles and City of Santa Monica have an established MOU allowing for up to five
bike share station locations to be located in the other’s right-of-way in order to facilitate inter-
jurisdictional trips. Five Hulu stations are already located in the City of Los Angeles’ Venice
neighborhood. The two cities and Metro will collaborate in efforts to work toward interoperability and
user-friendliness. Per Metro’s MOU with the City of Los Angeles, locations within the City of Santa
Monica be delivered by the City of Los Angeles ready for station installation.

An accelerated launch to Venice is being accomplished by exercising a portion of Phase Ill in BTS’
contract. Expansion to Venice and the Santa Monica area would include up to 15 stations with a
summer 2017 launch date. Due to economies of scale, 82 stations were purchased as part of the
DTLA Pilot, with 65 implemented and 17 stations available for expansion in other areas of the City of
Los Angeles. The City of Los Angeles has indicated they would like to allocate 15 of these stations to
Venice and Santa Monica. The summer 2017 launch date reflects a two-year acceleration of a
portion of Phase Ill in BTS’s contract. The costs of the Venice expansion will be shared between
Metro and the City of Los Angeles as directed by the Board in the January 2014 Motion 58
(Attachment E) and Received and Filed by the Board in January 2015 (Attachment C). Attachment D
reflects each agency’s financial responsibility.

Pasadena Expansion

The City of Pasadena was identified through the 2015 Board adopted Implementation Plan as Phase
Il of the Metro Countywide Bike Share program. Expansion to Pasadena would include
approximately 34 stations with a scheduled launch for summer 2017. This launch date reflects a one
-year acceleration over what was included in BTS’s contract. The cost of the Pasadena expansion
will be shared between Metro and the City of Pasadena as directed by the Board in the January 2014
Motion 58 (Attachment E) and Received and Filed by the Board in January 2015 (Attachment C).
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Attachment D reflects each agency’s financial responsibility.

In anticipation of launching bike share, the City of Pasadena applied for and was awarded Call for
Project funding in 2015 for the Pasadena Bike Share Capital Cost. As Metro is the lead agency in
implementing the Countywide Bike Share program, the City of Pasadena has requested that
sponsorship of the Call for Project (F9515) be transferred to Metro. The grant award amount shall be
applied towards the City’s 50% contribution of capital cost. The City of Pasadena shall fulfill its
financial commitment of the 50% local match, with a minimum 20% hard match and minimum 30% in-
kind match towards the grant amount.

Port of Los Angeles Expansion

POLA has expressed interest in joining Metro’s Countywide Bike Share program to provide visitors
and residents with improved connectivity between key waterfront attractions. Expansion to POLA
would include approximately 11 stations with a scheduled launch for summer 2017. The cost of
POLA expansion will be shared between Metro and POLA as directed by the Board in the January
2014 Motion 58 (Attachment E) and Received and Filed by the Board in January 2015 (Attachment
C). Attachment D reflects each agency’s financial responsibility.

Memorandum of Understanding

The execution of an MOU between Metro and each expansion jurisdiction is necessary to implement
a bike share system where Metro is acting as the lead agency administering the contract to install
bike share stations on each jurisdiction’s right-of-way. The MOUs set terms of fiscal and
administrative responsibility for the expansions. The financial participation is set at 50/50 split for
capital and 35/65 split for operating and maintenance (O&M) per the direction of Metro Board Motion
58 (Attachment E) and the Receive and File report in January 2015 (Attachment C). The agreement
outlines the roles and responsibilities of Metro and each jurisdiction by setting the procedures for
reimbursement of the capital and O&M costs, the rights of advertisement/sponsorship, and the
delivery of bike share station locations.

Based on lessons learned from the DTLA Pilot and input from the expansion cities, the MOU will also
address early termination provisions, cost overruns and revenue reconciliation splits between cities.
Included is a provision to offer the participating city first right of refusal to take ownership of the
equipment should the program be terminated. The MOUs also clarify that any cost overruns incurred
due to the participating city’s inability to deliver station locations on a timely manner, will be borne by
the city.

DETERMINATION OF SAFETY IMPACT

The Metro Countywide Bike Share expansion will not have any adverse safety impacts on Metro
employees and patrons.

FINANCIAL IMPACT

The proposed FY17 project cost is $4.499M. Of this, $2.751M is a one-time capital cost, $1.713M for
pre-launch O&M costs and $35K for bicycle GPS for regional modelling. Since the expansions will be
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launched at the end of FY 17, the majority of the costs for the fiscal year will be capital. Attachment D
reflects the funding plan for the continuation of the DTLA pilot and the proposed expansion phases.

The FY17 budget only includes $2.7M for expansion phases’ capital costs in Cost Center 4320 (Bike
Programs), under Project 200015 (Metro Bike Share Phase Il Implementation in Pasadena) and no
pre-launch O&M costs have been included. The proposed action will require an additional $51K for
capital and $1.713M for pre-launch O&M for a total of $1.764M to Cost Center 4320 under Project
405305 (Bikeshare Prelaunch and Plan), for expansion phases to be redistributed to the appropriate
newly developed project numbers upon the Board approval. The $35K needed for bicycle GPS for alll
cities are included in the FY17 budget under Cost Center 4320, Project 405302 (Complete Streets).

Since this is a multi-year contract, the cost center manager and Chief Planning Officer will be
responsible for budgeting the cost in future years, including any phase(s) the Board authorized to be
exercised.

Impact to Budget

For contracting purposes, $2.735M is already included in the FY17 budget. Countywide Planning
and OMB staff will identify available and eligible funding in the mid-year budget process to cover the
additional $1.764M capital and pre-launch costs. This funding will be partially or wholly restored
(depending on revenues) to the general funds with cities’ reimbursements and 2015 Call for Projects
fund assignment to ensure revenue neutrality and no impact to other programs supported through the
general fund. Anticipated cities’ reimbursements and Metro contributions are outlined in Attachment
D.

ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED

The Board may choose not to exercise the contract options or modify the contract to allow for an
accelerated expansion. This alternative is not recommended, as it is not in line with previous Board
direction.

NEXT STEPS

Bike Share Marketing and Outreach

Since the DTLA Pilot launch, Metro has continued to conduct outreach and marketing activities with
an emphasis on educating the public about bike share, increasing bike share sales passes, and
encouraging ridership. The Bike Metro program has participated in over a dozen community events,
hosted bike share pass sales, and provided briefings to community-based organizations and elected
officials.

In coordination with Metro, the City of Los Angeles has hosted and organized over a dozen bike
share rides. They have also continued to keep the Business Improvement Districts informed of bike
share activities.

As a new mode of transportation for the DTLA area, employers and hotels have inquired about how
bike share can be offered as a benefit to their employees and guests. In response to this interest
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and as part of our ongoing outreach, marketing and bike share education efforts, we will be launching
a pilot Bulk Pass and Single Ride program. Outreach for the program will be a coordinated effort led
by the Active Transportation group and will include Metro’s Communications Department and the
Shared Use Mobility and Implementation group, the City of Los Angeles, and Bicycle Transit
Systems.

Bike Share Title Sponsor

We continue to work with BTS and Comcast Spectator in securing a title sponsor. We have had
several meetings with prospective sponsors and continue to reach out to others. We will continue to
keep the Board apprised of progress.

Feasibility Study and Preliminary Station Siting

In response to the July 2015 Board Motion 22.1 (Attachment F) directing staff to conduct additional
feasibility studies and preliminary station siting for potential expansion communities, staff issued a
request for proposals (RFP) on June 13, 2016. Proposals are currently under review.

Upon approval by the Board, staff will execute Modification No. 4 to Contract No. PS272680011357
with Bicycle Transit Systems, Inc.

ATTACHMENTS

Attachment A - Procurement Summary

Attachment B - Contract Modification/Change Order Log
Attachment C - January 2015 Bike Share Program Receive and File
Attachment D - Bike Share Funding/Expenditure Plan

Attachment E - January 2014 Metro Board Motion 58

Attachment F - July 2015 Metro Board Motion 22.1

Attachment G - DEOD Summary

Prepared by: Avital Shavit, Senior Manager, Transportation Planning, (213) 922-7518
Laura Cornejo, Deputy Executive Officer, (213) 922-2885
Calvin E. Hollis, Senior Executive Officer, (213) 922-7319

Reviewed by: Debra Avila, Chief Vendor/Contract Management Officer, (213) 418-3051
Therese McMillan, Chief Planning Officer, (213) 922-7077
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Phillip A. Washington \
Chief Executive Officer '
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FINANCE BUDGET & AUDIT COMMITTEE
APRIL 19, 2017

SUBJECT: FUNDING RECOMMENDATION FOR METROLINK TRACK AND STRUCTURE
REHABILITATION WORK

ACTION: APPROVE PROGRAMMING OF MEASURE R FUNDS

RECOMMENDATION

CONSIDER:

A. APPROVING the SCRRA'’s request for additional funding for urgent structure and rail tie
rehabilitation work up to $18,381,025.

B. PROGRAMMING up to $18,381,025 in Measure R 3% funds.

C. AUTHORIZING the Chief Executive Officer, or his designee, to negotiate and execute all
necessary agreements between LACMTA and the SCRRA for the approved funding.

ISSUE

On December 1, 2016 Board of Director’s meeting, the Board authorized the CEO to provide
Metrolink with “pre-contract award authority” action plan that authorizes Metrolink to proceed with the
development of the necessary scope(s) of work, advertise the contract opportunities, and structure
the procurements with a series of options to provide flexibility with respect to the amount of funding
available. Metrolink’s actual award of contracts would not be authorized until such time as Metro’s
Board approves an appropriation by April 30, 2017 (refer to Attachment A).

Since then, staff in collaboration with SCRRA has performed several due diligence reviews between
November 23, 2016 and February 28, 2017 inspecting 29 “Priority A” bridges, culverts and rail ties.
Staff has completed the first round of due diligence review of Metrolink’s “Priority A” urgent structure
and rail tie rehabilitation work. Staff intends to work with SCRRA on a multi-phase approach and
recommending an approval of up to $18,381,025 of additional funding for Metrolink’s urgent structure
and rail tie rehabilitation work for the first phase. Metro along with the other SCRRA Joint Power
Authority members have committed to working with SCRRA to fund the urgent structure and rail tie

rehabilitation work to prevent slow orders.
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DISCUSSION

Background
On November 18, 2016, Metrolink staff provided its Board of Directors with a report for track and

structure rehabilitation funding that will be required in the next 18 months for track and within 36
months for bridges and culverts totaling approximately $45,357,800 that were divided into two sets of
priority groupings, A and B. Priority A is comprised of a total of $29,417,000 and is regarded as a
higher priority than Priority B projects totaling $15,940,300. However, Metrolink indicated that both A
& B projects are necessary to prevent the imposition of slow orders and service disruptions on the
impacted segments beginning as early as June 2017. Metrolink staff has indicated that if funding is
not made available by the Member Agencies, Metrolink will need to develop a plan for operations with
deferred rehabilitation that will likely result in “slow orders” and service disruptions on the impacted
segments beginning June 2017 (refer to Attachment B). A slow order is generally initiated when the
railroad agency believes that conditions on or about the Rights of Way (ROW) prevent trains from
operating at normally designated speeds which could result in substantial delays to riders or a
reduction in service. Metrolink has estimated that Metro’s share of this appropriation is up to
$26,855,000 for Priority A and up to $5,009,316 for Priority B for a total of $31,864,316 million.

Due Diligence Review

In order to provide assurance to the Metro Board, prior to any multi-million dollar commitment of
funding, that the highest priority rehabilitation projects are addressed in the most expeditious manner,
particularly in the event of a risk to the operational safety of our passengers, staff performed due
diligence review of Metrolink’s “Priority A” urgent structure and rail tie rehabilitation work from
November 23, 2016 through March 27, 2017. Staff inspected as many ties, bridges, turnouts and
culverts within the aforementioned time period to corroborate and validate Metrolink’s priority list so
that it can be used to provide guidance for programming of funds for urgent structure and rail tie
rehabilitation work (refer to Attachment C). Staff has also hired a consultant, WSP, to review and
validate SCRRA'’s state of good repair projects including performing a condition risk assessment to
be used as a diagnostic tool for budget allocation.

Staff is working with SCRRA on a multi-phasing approach to Metrolink’s urgent structure and rail tie
rehabilitation work totaling up to $31,864,316, beginning with “Priority A” projects and followed by
“Priority B” projects. Staff has inspected 29 bridges and culverts and over 10 miles of rail ties in the
Valley, Ventura, San Gabriel and River Subdivisions under the “Priority A” projects. For the 29 bridges
and culverts under “Phase A” projects inspected as part of phase 1, staff concurs with SCRRA that at
least 10 bridges and culverts including ties and turnouts need to be replaced immediately within the
next three years. The remaining 19 bridges and culverts under “Phase A” projects inspected as part
of phase 1 appear to be in “fair to satisfactory” conditions and do not require immediate replacement
within the next 3 years even though these structures are at least over 29 years old and older.
However, since these structures are old and approaching their service life, staff is recommending that
it be programmed for replacement within the next ten (10) years with continuous annual inspections.
SCRRA staff concurs with Metro’s inspection report and has agreed to work with Metro to reprioritize
their urgent structure rehabilitation work based on Metro’s due diligence review (refer to Attachment
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F). Staff is recommending approval of up to $18,381,025 of additional funding for Metrolink’s urgent
structure and rail tie rehabilitation work (refer to Attachment D). The list in Attachment D is meant to
be used as a diagnostic tool for allocation of funds only. It is SCRRA’s responsibility to provide an
independent condition risk assessment to determine which structures should be replaced and in
which order. In addition, staff included rehabilitation work on Los Angeles Union Station canopies,
Sierra and Juniper crossing improvements on the San Gabriel Subdivision and East Bank
improvements under “Priority B” on the River Subdivision as part of the $18,381,025 since Union
Pacific Railroad and other Joint Powers Authority (JPA) members have all committed to their share of
the costs for the work.

SCRRA indicated that if the funding has been secured by all the JPA members by April 2017, they will
award the contract in May 2017 and complete construction by May 2019 (refer to Attachment E).

Staff has asked SCRRA for a more detailed project delivery and schedule including cash flow
forecast on the urgent structure and rail tie rehabilitation work for the four Metrolink subdivisions on
the Valley, Ventura, River and San Gabriel. Metro along with the other SCRRA Joint Power Authority
members have committed to working with SCRRA to fund the urgent structure and rail tie
rehabilitation work to prevent slow orders.

DETERMINATION OF SAFETY IMPACT

Maintaining Metro owned assets and infrastructure in a state of good repair will eliminate system
failures which could result in additional cost to LACMTA or exposure to liability.

FINANCIAL IMPACT

Metro staff is requesting the programming of up to $18,381,025 of Measure R 3%. Metro staff will
appropriate additional funding on an annual basis in correlation to Metrolink’s work plan and cash
flow to complete the slow order projects.

ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED

The Board could chose not to approve funding the Metrolink rehabilitation work of Metro owned
ROW. This is not recommended since passenger safety and operational efficiency are among our
agency'’s highest priorities. Further, if this rehabilitation work is not funded slow orders could be
imposed.

NEXT STEPS

1. Continue to perform the due diligence review on the remaining balance of Metrolink’s urgent
structure and rail tie rehabilitation work totaling up to $31,864,316.

2. Report back to the board with staff's assessment and a funding plan of the remaining urgent
track and structure rehabilitation work as part of phase 2 by December 2017.

ATTACHMENTS

Attachment A - Metro Board Report, November 16, 2016
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Attachment B - SCRRA Board Report, November 18, 2016
Attachment C- Metrolink Asset Inspection Summary, March 23, 2017

Attachment D- Funding Request for Metrolink’s Urgent Structure and Rail Tie Rehabilitation (Slow
Order) Work

Attachment E- SCRRA Proposed Project Delivery Schedule for Urgent Structure and Rail Tie
Rehabilitation (Slow Order) Work
Attachment F- MTA/SCRRA Joint Review on Valley Subdivision

Prepared by: Yvette Reeves, Principle Transportation Planner, (213) 922-4612
Jeanet Owens, Senior Executive Officer, (213) 922-6877

Reviewed by: Greg Kildare, Chief Risk, Safety & Asset Management Officer
(213)922-4971

Richard Clarke, Chief Program Management Officer,
(213) 922-7557

.

Phillip A. Washington \
Chief Executive Officer '
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SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA REGIONAL RAIL AUTHORITY

TRANSMITTAL DATE: November 11, 2016

MEETING DATE: November 18, 2016 ITEM 11
TO: Board of Directors

FROM: Arthur T. Leahy /?74

SUBJECT: Preliminary FY2016-17 Budget Amendment for Additional

Rehabilitation Funding

Issue

At the September 23, 2016 and October 28, 2016 Board Meetings, staff provided reports on the
need for additional rehabilitation funding and the strategy for completing the track and structures
projects throughout the system. In those reports, the Board was advised that certain track
segments would require rehabilitation to be completed within the next eighteen months, and that
certain bridges and culverts would require rehabilitation to be completed within the next thirty-
six months. Funding commitments for these track and structures rehabilitation projects are
required to allow work to be completed within those time frames. If additional funding is not
approved, safety considerations would recommend slow orders and weight restrictions to be
applied to the affected areas, principally along line segments operating on the Valley, Ventura,
River and San Gabriel Subdivisions.

Recommendations

It is recommended that the Board approve a preliminary FY2016-17 budget amendment totaling
$49,202,650, including:

1) An amount of $45,357,800 to allow the initiation of projects required to bring the track,
bridges, and culverts to a sufficient condition to preclude the necessity for slow orders or
weight restrictions;

2) An amount of $3,351,500 to provide additional required funding for the Los Angeles Union
Station Canopy Rehabilitation Project, a portion of which was approved in the FY2016-17
(FY17) capital budget; and

3) An amount of $493,350 to provide funds covering the rehabilitation portion of crossing
improvements at Sierra and Juniper on the San Bernardino Line.

Alternatives

The Board could:

1) Choose to reduce the amounts of any or all of the proposed spending authority, which may
necessitate slow orders and/or weight restrictions in those areas for which projects are
unfunded; or

2) Not approve any or all of the proposed spending authority, which would result in slow orders
and/or weight restrictions within the next six to eighteen months.
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Strateqic Goal Alignment

This report aligns with the strategic goal to ensure a safe operating environment.

Backqground
Rehabilitation to Avoid Slow Orders

The Authority is responsible for maintaining rail network assets including nearly 400 miles of
track in a state of good repair. The breakdown of key track and structure assets includes 3.8
million feet of rail, 1.1 million concrete or wood ties with fasteners, 285 crossing surfaces, 442
turnouts, 261 bridges, 580 culverts and 6 tunnels. In addition to track and structure assets,
various system assets including signals, communications, train control centers, Positive Train
Control (PTC) and specialized Maintenance-of-Way (MOW) equipment must be maintained to a
State of Good Repair.

As shown on Attachment A, funding for overall rehabilitation and replacement has fluctuated
between $18 million (M) and $47M per year during the past 10 years, and has increasingly
become inadequate to sustain necessary rehabilitation of track, bridges and culverts, specifically
for the Valley, Ventura, San Gabriel and River line segments.

For FY2015-16 (FY16), there was no funding for rehabilitation of track assets on the Ventura
(Los Angeles), Valley, River, or Pasadena subdivisions. As a consequence of the lack of funding,
the condition of the track, bridge, tunnel and culvert assets continues to steadily degrade, and
in some cases will reach an unsafe condition for normal operation within the next eighteen to
thirty-six months. With the recent levels of funding obtained, the Authority is only able to address
projects on a “worst-first” basis, and therefore assets that require rehabilitation but are not in the
very worst condition, have been deferred. Attachment B provides the historic funding for track
and structures over the past five years.

The FY 2016-17 Preliminary Budget included approximately $103 million for rehabilitation
projects, but this amount was reduced to $30 million in the FY 2016-17 Adopted Budget. Staff
has continued to monitor and assess the condition of track and structures, and additional funding
is required to address immediate needs for rehabilitation or replacement. Attachments C and D
provide a table and corresponding maps listing the locations and work that is recommended.

A prioritized list of the individual projects by subdivision is provided in Attachment E. The
amounts requested are in addition to any previously programmed amounts, but were requested
in the Preliminary FY 2016-17 budget. The table and maps are also divided into an “A” and “B”
list. The “A” list is for the highest priority and the “B” list is for the next-highest priority work
necessary. The lists do not include separately programmed or yet-to-be programmed
rehabilitation work such as signal, communication, train control system work and work on other
line segments.

If funding is not made available, staff would need to develop a plan for operations on the track
segments with deferred rehabilitation. This would result in slow orders on the impacted segments
and cause significant service impacts. Slow orders would be imposed beginning in June 2017.
The corresponding typical increase in run-times for a Valley, Ventura or San Bernardino Line
train trip could be 10 to 15 minutes. Weight limits on bridges may also need to be impg&ed,
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restricting the gross weight for freight cars from 315,000 down to 286,000 pounds. The freight
railroads would be very concerned about this course of action and likely reduce their freight
revenue contributions to the Authority or take other action.

Los Angeles Union Station Canopies

During the FY17 Budget Process, a letter from the Los Angeles County Metropolitan
Transportation Authority (Metro) was provided to the Authority describing an urgent need for the
Rehabilitation of the Los Angeles Union Station (LAUS) Canopies as shown on Attachment F.
As a result of reduced funding for rehabilitation in the FY17 adopted budget, this project was cut
from the original five platforms to only two. In the course of bid solicitation, it has been found
that original estimates did not take into account railroad specific requirements, and that
performing rehabilitation work on only two platforms, instead of all five at the same time, will be
far more expensive per platform. Therefore, staff is requesting the funding to rehabilitate all
platform canopies at the same time. Member shares for additional platform canopy funding are
as shown on Attachment G.

Grade Crossings at Sierra and Juniper Avenues

The City of Fontana and San Bernardino Line Bernardino Associated Governments (SANBAG)
are undertaking a project to improve the Sierra Avenue and Juniper Avenue highway-rail
crossings on the San Bernardino Line. Funding is requested in order to complete the Authority’s
rehabilitation portion of the project concurrently with the crossing improvement work being
undertaken by SANBAG. This rehabilitation project requires an amount of $493,350, which
would be shared by SANBAG and Metro.

Total Member Agency Shares

Total Member Agency shares associated with this preliminary budget amendment are as shown
on Attachment H. This request has been discussed multiple times with the Technical Advisory
Committee (TAC) and the Member Agencies. Staff will continue to work with the TAC with
Member Agencies regarding rehabilitation project delivery timelines and cash flow requirements.
Budget amendments would be brought before the Member Agencies’ Boards to request amounts
for specific projects as those projects are agreed to by Member Agencies, with the timing based
on budget authorization necessary to make contract awards. For the all-share projects for LAUS
and the East Bank on the River Subdivision, all Member Agencies’ contributions are required,
otherwise the projects cannot proceed.

Budget Impact

Board approval of these recommended actions would not increase the amount of the FY 2016-
17 Budget — Capital Rehabilitation until such time as amendments to the FY 2016-17 Budget
covering specific projects are presented to and approved by the Board, which may total up to
$49,202,650. Staff will return to the Board with requested amendments to the FY 2016-17
Adopted Budget as funding amounts and timing of Member Agency approvals are finalized.
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Prepared by: Christine Wilson, Manager, Budgets and Financial Analysis

Z é/,’; sesikat %@HW
Elissa K. Konove

Ronnie Campbell Deputy Chief Executive Officer
Chief Financial Officer
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ATTACHMENT A

HISTORICAL REHABILITATION PROGRAM BUDGET (Excluding Rotem Settlement):

{000's)
2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017
$ 32,441|$ 28542 |S 45165|% 46,728|% 25086|$ 17954|S 27836 |5 33837|5 25796|S5 21,054 |5 29,779
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ATTACHMENT B

Historic Metrolink Rehabilitation Funding for Track and Structures

Row Labels 2012-13 2013-14 2014-15 2015-16 201617 | Grand Total | Average mm nmw.m Qﬂwﬁa ?ﬂnm_m ﬁumm
Structures | $1,986,786 | $545,000 | $11,563,594 | $3,466,107 | $4,060,460 | $21,621,947 | $4,324,389 | 261 580 6

Olive $693,362 $693,362 | $138,672 6 13

Orange $1,242,000 | $75,000 | $7,074,482 | $2,725,000 | $485,000 | $11,601,482 | $2,320,296 | 54 108

River $155,250 $76,976 $232,226 | $46,445 14 i

San Gabriel $80,000 | $112,000 | $168,000 | $360,000 | $72,000 wmww\%\ mwﬁﬁ_.mww\

Valley $372,600 | $350,000 | $2,086,056 $867,860 | $3,676,516 | $735,303 | 57 207 3

Ventura (LA) | $197,032 $497,941 $694,973 | $138,995 | 25 19 3

Ventura (VC) | $19,904 | $120,000 | $1,054,777 | $629,107 | $2,539,600 | $4,363,388 | $872,678 | 18 35

Track $5,449,694 | $10,310,233 | $7,132,621 | $4,910,650 | $14,849,853 | $42,653,050 | $8,530,610 400
Olive $397,936 6,638 | $318,000 $722,574 | $144,515 5.98
Orange $3,245,916 | $3,643,416 | $462,300 | $2,137,750 | $6,912,120 | $16,401,502 | $3,280,300 78.93
Pasadena $745,531 | $375,000 $1,120,531 | $224,106 16.52
Redlands $300,000 $300,000 | $60,000

River $310,501 | $200,000 | $3,623,024 $4,899,216 | $9,032,741 | $1,806,548 32.53
San Gabriel | $496,800 | $1,340,000 | $1,438,000 | $1,640,200 | $1,305,300 | $6,220,300 | $1,244,060 Mwmmﬁmv\
System $310,500 | $1,677,000 | $800,000 $2,787,500 | $557,500

Valley $335,603 | $1,375,000 | $82,228 $1,400,000 | $3,192,831 | $638,566 98.73
Ventura (LA) | $543,2375 | $178350 | $25,896 $747,621 | $149,524 32.85
Ventura (VC) | $207,000 | $753,000 | $319,535 | $514,700 | $333,217 | $2,127,452 | $425490 20.06
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ATTACHMENT C

Rehabilitation Projects to Avoid Slow Orders

4 Quan| b
Subdivision Location . _ ‘Subtotal Total Track and Speed | Advertise | Award
Rail! Ties Crossing: Tutnouts Track Bridge Culvert idges/Culverts |  Structures  jReduction/Weight Limit]  Prejel Typa: ‘Contract Contract_JConstr il
A: Santa Claritato 10 MPH Speed 4f30/2017 | &/1/2017 | 12/31/2017
Patmdale Reduction Track Piojects | 2/28/2017 | yor3017 | 1712007 | 11172018
8450 | $2,112,500 | 1] 5400000 | 1 { 5500000 | $3,012,500 |13 59,160,000| 15 | $5,320,000§  $14,480,000 $17,492,500  |*+Reduce Gross Weight Bridge Projects | 8/1/2017 | ar3pf2017 | 6172017 | 1273172017
Valley from 315,000 10 286,000 | Culvert Projects | 2/28/2017
5
B: Glendale to _.m.o MPH Speed Track Projects | 2/28/2017 | 4/30/2017 | e/1/2017 | 13/31/2017
Burbank 8000 | 52,000,000 52,000,000 | 2 | 51,760,000| O S0 $1,760,000 $3,760,000 Reduction Bridge Projects 8/1/2017 | 10/1/2007 | 117172007 | 11/1/2018
**{See above) Culvert Projects | 2/28/2017 | 4/30/2017 | s/12007 | 12/31/2017
A: Chatsworth to 10 MPH Speed Track Piojects 2/2812017 | 473072017 | &/1/2017 | 12/31/2017
Burbank Airport 12000| $3,000,000 1| s3ars00 | $3,375000 | 2 | 52,800,000 O ] $2,800,000 $5,175,000  |Reduction Bridge Projects | 8/1/2007 | 10/1/2017 | 11/1/2017 | 11/1/2018
Vartura **(See above) Culvert Projects § 2/28/2017 | 4/30/2017 | &/1/2007 | 12/31/2017
B: Moorpark to 10 MPH Speed Track Projects 2/2872017 | 4730/2017 | 6/1/2017 | 12/31/2017
Simi Valley 3150*] $412,500 | 7600 | $1,900,000 | 2| $eo0,000 | 1 | 5375000 | $3,487,500 | 2 | $1.310,400| 1 | $150,000 $1,460,400 $4,947,900  |Reduction Bridge Projects | 8/1/2017 | 10/1/2017 | 11/1/2017 | 11/1/2018
**(See ahove) Culvert Projects | 2/28/2017 | 4/30/2017 | 6/1/2017 | 12/31/2017
A: Montclair to 10 MPH Speed Track Projects 2/2872017 | 4/30f2017 | G/1/2017 | 12/31/2017
Rialto 9000 | $2,250,000 52,250,000 | 1 | $1.400000| D s0 $1,400,000 63,650,000  |Reduction Bridge Projects | 8/172017 | 107172017 | 11/1/2017 | 11/1/2018
tan Eakelal **{See abave) Culvert Projects | 2/28/2017 { 4/30/2017 | 6/1/2017 | 12/31/2017
B: Baldwin Park to 10 MPH Speed Track Projects | 2/28/2017 | 4/30/2017 | 6/1/2017 | 12/31/2007
Covina 1| s400,000 $400,000 | 0 50 i} 50 S0 $400,000 Reduction Beidge Projects | 8/1/2017 | 10/1/2017 | 11/172007 | 11/1/2018
Culvert Projects | 2/28/2017 | 4/30/2017 § 6/1/2017 | 12/31/2017
A: LAUS S MPH Speed Reduction |  Track Projects 2/28/2017 | 4/30/2017 } &/1/2017 | 12/31/2017
1800 | 225,000 | 5300 | 51,325,000 1| 5550000 | $2,100,000 | O S0 0 50 50 52,100,000 Bridge Projects 8/1/2017 | 10/1/2017 | 11/1/2017 | 11/1/2018
i Culvert Projects | 2/28/2017 | 4/30/2017 | €/1/2017 | 12/31/2m17
B: East Bank 10 WiPH Speed Track Projects | 2/28/2017 | 4/30/2017 | 6/1/2017 | 12/31/2017
31680]$3,960,000| 5000 | $1,250,000 3*|$1,622,400| 56,832,400 | © 50 0 50 $0 56,832,400  [Reduction Bridge Projects | 8/1/2017 | 10/1/2017 | 11/1/2017 | 11/1/2018
Culvert Projects | 2/28/2017 | 4/30/2017 | 6/1/2017 | 12/31/2017
*Reduced from Previous Totals TOTAL FUNDING NEED TO AVOID 5SLOW ORDERS  $45,357,800
Summary Table By Member Agency
bdivision Location | TOTAL METRO OCTA RCTC SANBAG VCTC UPRR
Valley Al5CR to PMD $17,492,500 $17,492,500
Valley B|GDLto BUR 53,760,000 53,760,000
Jventura Alcwr-BBa $6,175,000 $6,175,000
Ventura B |MPK-5!M 54,947,900 54,947,300
5an Gabriel | A|MCL-RIA 53,650,000 $2,190,000 51,460,000
San Gabriel | B {BWP-COV $400,000 $240,000 5160,000
River AlLAUS 52,100,000 $997,500 5415,800 5233,100 $302.400 $151,200
[River £8° B |East Bank $6,832,400 $1,009.316 5420726 £235,861 $305,982 5152.991 54,707,524
sub-Total (A} [ A $29,417,500 526,855,000 $415,800 $233,100 $1,762.400 5151,200 S0
Sub-Total {B) | B 515,940,300 55,009,316 5420,726 $235,851 $465,982 55,100,891 54,707,524
Grand Total $45,357,800 $31,864,316 $836,526 468,961 $2,228,382 $5,252,091 54,707,524
*Far Costing Pusposes, East Bank assumes Zone 2 locztion and UPRR Share of 68.9%
11/11/201
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ATTACHMENT E _ _ | | h
Track and Structures Rehab Projects Priority List
: .l.,”.,."..- : ...__ il i ngineer's |inspector's | | AR Sy ...T., 3 1
fpriociey | com lsope e |Ratiog - pste  |[Pasjr) |contrct |contract _|construton [consruction
1 $840,000 [50.64; Replace rail lop 1909 3z 5 714016 35130 812017 | 1012017 | 11172017 2172018
2 $840,000 |50.51: Replace rail lop 1909 33 5 THAME 35/30 8AR0T | 10M2017 | 11172017 21172018
3 $840,000 [46.91: Replace rail lop 1938 33 5 712216 44/30 an2o17 | 1012017 | 1112017 2172018
4 $840,000 |50.77: Replace rail lop 1906 3.4 5 TH3NG 35/30 8/1/2017 | 10172017 | 21172018 5/1/2018
5 $500,000 [47.45; Replace rail top 1938 34 5 7120016 35/30 8/1/2017 | 10M/2017 | 2M/2018 5/1/2018
6 $840,000 |50.46: Replaca rail top 1909 as g 715116 35/30 8/1/2017 | 101/2017 | 2M/2018 5112018
.Uaa:_@__} T 5500,000 |52.66: Replace rail top 1830 a5 5 712116 2B8/25 82017 | 1012017 212018 5M/2018
. -] $500,000 [44.38; Replace rail lop 1944 a5 5 Bl4MG6 34/30 82017 | 1012017 5/1/2018 8M1/2018
Bridges 9 $500,000 |55.19: Replace rail top 1944 35 5 716 50135 872017 | 10/1/2017 | 5/1/2018 B1/2018
10 5840,000 |47.03: Replace rail top 1938 a6 5 7121116 44/30 anfz2o17 | 101207 5M1/2018 8/1/2018
11 51,120,000 [47.33; Replace rail top 1938 36 5 721116 35/30 ar/2017 | 10//2017 | 5M/2018 8/1/2018
12 %500,000 |48.08; Replace rail top 1938 36 4 719716 35/30 812017 | 10/1/2017 5M1/2018 8/1/2018
13 $500,000 |54.05: Replace rail top 1946 a6 5 7216 50035 BH/2017 | 1041/2017 |  5M/2018 8/1/2018
Subtotal | $8,160,000
1 S500,000 |8.41: Replace rail top 1906 3.0 5 9/20M6 79/55 BA/2017 | 101/2017 | &/1/2018 11/1/2018
Priority B 2 $1,260,000 |10.63; Replace rail top 1906 3g 5 9/18/16 79/55 BM/2017 | 10/1/2017 | 8/1/2018 11/1/2018
Bridges
Subtotal | 1,760,000
1 $350,000 |55.91: Replace clay pipe - collapsed 1922 3.2 4 BM3M5 58/45 27282017 | 4302017 |  6/1/2017 81112017
2 $350,000 |53.84: Replace timber box 1904 3.3 4 BA75 39/25 212802017 | 4/30/2017 | 6/1/2017 8/1/2017
3 $280,000 |49.99: Replace timber box 1922 34 4 11/915 2925 2282017 | 4130742017 6172017 8112017
4 $280,000 [44.16: Replace timber box 1939 3.4 4 /516 39/30 272872017 | 47302017 | 71172017 o/1/2017
5 $280,000 |50.57: Replace timber box 1850 3.4 4 10/30/15 3530 22812017 | 4730/2017 TAR201T 8172017
B $280,000 |55.75: Replace timber box 1927 3.5 5 [REGRE 47135 21282017 | 473072017 | 77172017 9/1/2017
48.74: Replace clay pipe - joint
> Priority A 7 5280,000 |displacement 1900 3.5 4 11117115 29125 21282017 | 473072017 |  BM/2017 10/1/2017
= | Cculverts B $280,000 |[displacement 1922 36 5 BA7MS 50735 2/2B/2017 | 4/30/2017 |  BM/2017 107112017
w.a g 5350,000 [displacement 1922 36 4 [RERE 50735 2/28/2017 | 4/30/2017 |  BA/2017 107172017
10 5420,000 |66.78: Replace RCP - separated joints  |1921 arT 4 81415 79760 21282017 | 413072017 an2017 1112017
11 $700,000 |52.99: Replace aged cast iron pipe 1800 3.7 3 10426/15 39/25 20282017 | 4730/2017 anr2017 11172017
12 $280,000 |added 1988 3B 4 11/815 28725 20282017 | 473072017 | 9M/2017 117172017
13 $420,000 |49.53: Replace aged cast iron pipe 1800 iB 5 111015 29125 2/28/2017 | 43072017 | 10172017 1213172017
14 $350,000 |52.32: Replace aged cast iron pipe 1900 3.9 5 1002715 35030 21282017 | 430/2017 | 10172017 1213172017
15 $420,000 |52.38: Replace aged cast iron pipe 18900 a8 5 127115 35730 21282017 | 43072017 | 10172017 1231207
Sublotal | 55,320,000
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Track and Structures Rehab Projects Priority List
Condition of Asset
~ Engineer's |Inspector's .
. e Fee . Year |Assessment |Condition |(Inspection [TrackSpeed |Advertise |Award  |Begin End
Sub |Category  |Priority | Cost Scope Built {Rating Rating |Date {Pass/Frt)  iContract |Contract |Construction |Construction
Priority| Cost  |Scope Condition Notes i Speed Timeline
2500 Ties between MP 46 - MP 48, MP  |Over 30% of the wood ties in this segment
1 $500,000 63 - MP 64 need to be replaced. 49/35 212812017 | 4/30/2017 6/1/2017 dm\wA\mn.v,_.\ |
: Approximately 25% of the wood ties in this
2 $825,000 |3000 Ties between MP 52 - MP 54 segment need to be replaced. 40/30 212812017 | 413012017 6/1/2017 1213172017
2 . Crossing and track structure need to be
_uzo_.=< A 3 $400,000 |Lang Station Rd Crossing replaced.(Main Track and Siding) 39/30 212812017 | 4/30/2017 6/1/2017 12/31/2017
Track . Up to 20% of the waod ties in this segment
4 §787,500 2950 Ties between MP 54 - MP 59 need to be replaced. 59/45 2/2812017 | 4/30/2017 6/1/2017 12/31/2017
Spur was constructed in 1966. Speed in siding
5 $500,000 |Acton Spur Turnout was just raised due to Acton Project. Tumout 49/35 2/28/2017 | 4/30/12017 6/1/2017 12/31/2017
needs to be replaced.
Sublotal $3,012,500
Over 30% of the wood ties in this segment
1 $1,000,000 |4000 Ties Between MP 9 - MP 11 need to be replaced. 79155 2/28/2017 | 4/30/2017 6172017 12/31/2017
Priority B : Approximately 25% of the wood ties in this
Track 2 $1,000,000 |4000 Ties Between MP 6 - MP 8 segment need 1o be replaced. 79/55 2/28/2017 | 4/30/2017 6/172017 12/31/2017
Subtotal $2,000,000
458.71: Replace Timber Trestle - major
| 1 $1,960,000 |cracking 1925 3.0 4 3/8/16 79/40 8/1/2017 | 10/1/2017 11/1/2017 2/1/2018
Priority A 2 $840,000 }452.1: Replace rail top 1916 33 S 3/14/16 70/40 8/1/2017 | 10/1/2017 | 11/1/2017 2/1/2018
Bridges
Subtotal $2,800,000
1 $655,200 |436.96: Replace rail top 1939 39 5 4/1/16 79/60 8/1/2017 | 10/1/2017 8/1/2018 11/1/2018
Priority B 2 $655,200 [434.12: Replace rail top 1901 39 5 a/a/16 73/60 8/1/2017 | 10/1/2017 | 8/1/2018 11/1/2018
Bridges
Subtotal $1,310,400
vlozq B 1 $150,000 {436.46: Replace culvert - part rail top 1925 39 4 10/16/14 79/60 2/28/2017 | 4/30/2017 10/1/2017 12/31/2017
Culverts [ o | $150,000
“Priority |  Cost  |Scope ‘Condition Notes Speed Timeline
1 $675,000 |2700 Ties between MP 447 - MP 450 muﬂwmww the wood tles in this segment needto) o | 2/28/2017 | 4302017 | 612017 | 127322017
Approximately 25% of the wood ties in this
2 $325,000 [1300 Ties between MP 444 - MP 446 sagcriant s 16 be teplaced: 70740 2/28/2017 | 4/30/2017 6/1/2017 12/31/2017

OWH\“_.“—\NE.Q



Track and Structures Rehab Projects Priority List
Condition of Asset
_ : Engineer's |inspector's | | . . :
i Year |Assessment |Condition |inspection [TrackSpeed |Advertise |Award  |Begin |End ”
Sub |Category  |Priority Cost  |Scope Built |Rating Rating  |Date {(Pass/Frt)  |Contract [Contract |[Construction |Construction
Priority A 3 $375,000 |Turnout at MP 460 Turnout needs to be replaced. 79/40 2/28/2017 | 4/30/2017 | 6/1/2017 12/31/2017
riori Up to 20% of the wood ties in this segment need
Track 4 $200,000 |BOD Ties Between MP 451 - MP 452 b Bl 70/40 2/28/2017 | 4/30/2017 | 6/1/2017 12/31/2017
i - Ty
a 5 $900,000 [3600 Ties Between MP 458 - MP 462 e copnutaly TSN of thvs venest 1 fy Kl 79/40 | 2/28/2017 | a/30/2017 | 671/2017 | 12/31/2017
5 segment need to be replaced.
j 10% - fth d ties i
€ 6 $500,000 |3600 Ties Between MP 454 - MP 458 Appraiimatiely 10523 of Hie wacd fesf bk 79/40 | 2/28/2017 | aj3072017 | 6/1/2017 | 12/31/2017
W segment need to be replaced.
|Subtotal | $3,375,000
Oov in thi t
1 $850,000 [3400 Ties between MP 434 - MP 439 umﬂwmﬂmﬁsm woad ties In this segment need to) o, | 5 og0017 | 43072017 | 67172017 | 1273172017
A i in thi
2 $600,000 |2400 Ties Between MP 430 - MP433 PR Etaly Z)E of Fin senon fa ot 73/60 | 2/28/2017 | ar3072017 | 67172017 | 12/31/2017
segment need to be replaced.
Curve needs to be transposed from high side to
|low side, with new rail on the high side. Low Rall
\ has already been transposed and was originally
3 $247,500 |Rail Replacement - Curve 439.24 (1650') olaced in 1966. Hizh Ral is experfencing some 70/40 2/28/2017 | 4/30/2017 6/1/2017 12/31/2017
|gauge and head wear and still has some lifein it.
Head-Free rail to be replaced as well.
Priority B — =
Approximately 20% of the wood ties in this
Track 4 $300,000 |1200 Ties Between MP 427 - MP 429 segment nead to ba repiaced. 70/40 2/28/2017 | 4/30/2017 6/1/2017 12/31/2017
5 $375,000 |Turnout at CP Santa Susana Turnout needs to be replaced. 70/40 2/28/2017 | 4/30/2017 6/1/2017 12/31/2017
Crossing and track structure need to be replaced
6 $400,000 |Katherine Rd Crossing (Main Track and Siding) 70/40 2/28/2017 | 4/30/2017 6/1/2017 12/31/2017
7 $165,000 |Rail Replacement - Curve 433.1 (1100') Curve needs to be transposed. 73/60 2/28/2017 | 4/30/2017 6/1/2017 12/31/2017
Cri ds to b
8 $400,000 |Hidden Ranch Drive Crossing am“w_m.ﬁ”mww kol nd nescs 70/40 | 2/28/2017 | af3072017 | 67172017 | 12/31/2017
A i i
g $150,000 600 Ties Between MP 433 - MP 434 PYEEAmmRETy S50 8 tha winock S I This 73/60 | 2/28/2017 | 473072017 | 67172017 | 12/31/2017
segment need to be replaced.
Subtotal $3,487,500 |Note: 1350 of rail on another project was removed from the list resulting In a reduction for the Subdivision of $150,000.
1 $1,400,000 |40.12: Replace rail top - Under xing 1930 3.4 5 6/29/16 79/55 8/1/2017 | 10/1/2017 2/1/2018 5/1/2018
Priority A
Bridges
Subtotal $1,400,000 =12
“Priority | Cost  |Scope e ! ‘Condition Notes | Speed | Timeline
Ov i t t
1 $875,000 (3500 Ties between MP 34 - MP 38 e Mwm Hmmmzzm wood tiesin this segment need to) .o |ooapan1y | agor017 | eas2017 | 12/31/2017
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Track and Structures Rehab Projects Priority List
Conditlon of Asset
| _ k : |Engineer's | Inspector's |
| 1 _ Year |Assessment |Condition [inspection [Track Speed |Advertise |Award Begin End
Sub |Category wf-__._ﬂ._n_.. | Cost Scope Built |Rating Rating Date 'l{Pass/Frt) Contract |Contract |Construction [Construction
1]
— imately 25 d ties in thi
= 2 $700,000 2800 Ties Between MP 47 - MP 51 b ma< w oz._.m zwo B 79/ss  |2/28/2017 | a/30/2017 | 67172017 | 12/31/2017
@ | Priority A segment need to be replaced.
(U
Approximately 20% of the wood ties in this
Track =
m 3 $300,000 |1200 Ties Between MP 52 - MP 54 segment need to be replaced. 79/55 2/28/2017 | 4/30/2017 6/1/2017 12/31/2017
Approximately 15% of the Wood Ties in this
4 $375,000 |1500 Ties Between MP 42 - MP 45 segment need to be replaced. 79/55 2/28/2017 | 4/30/2017 6/1/2017 12/31/2017
Subtotal | $2,250,000
vlc-.mq B 1 $400,000 |Lark Ellen Crossing Crossing needs rehabilitation. 60/30 2/28/2017 | 4/30/2017 6/1/2017 12/31/2017
Track  [sipiora | sa00,000
priority |  Cost  |Scope . Condition Notes 1 Speed Timeline
t i d
1 $225,000 |Replace Leads into Union Station Mwuﬂ“%m“___o: BCARO R CLRVE Wiy 25/5 2/28/2017 | 4/30/2017 | 6712017 | 12/31/2017
£ tely 21
Priority A | > $1,325,000 |Replace 5300 Ties on West Bank f%_uax_am ly 21% of the wood tieson the West | o0y | ) oer017 | 43072007 | 67172007 | 1273172007
Bank need to be replaced.
Track 2 Turnouts at CP Taylor already replaced, 2 more
3 $550,000 |Replace Turnouts at CP Taylor et e peplatat, 50/40 2/28/2017 | 4/30/2017 6/1/2017 12/31/2017
Subtotal | $2,100,000
MT2 several areas that are susceptible for rail
defects due to the high density of train traffic, the
amount of plugged rail through the years, and the
age of the existing 133 Ib rail which does not meet
SCRRA standards. This project was Initially
a proposed as rail and ties separately, and the
.\Uu agency only received funding for 2/3's of the ties
R needed and none of the rail. Ideally we would
nV.. 1 $5,210,000 |[Replace 3 miles of Rail and 25% Tles camplete these projects together, along with the 70/30 2/28/2017 | 4/30/2017 6/1/2017 12/31/2017
oc funding for FY15, where we are doing the same
scope of work for MT1. Funding for this project is
Priority B efficient use of member agency funds due to high
Track UPRR contribution percentages. However, it does
take longer to obtain funds from UPRR and plan
the work due to their contributions and funding
agreements.
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Track and Structures Rehab Projects Priority List

Condition of Asset

Inspection [Track Speed

|Begin

funding for these would be lined up with the rail
and ties, so projects can be completed
concurrently.

_ * | i Year |Asses Advertise |Award . End
Sub |Category _|Priority Cost  |Scope e s ol __|Built [Rating  |Rating  |Date  |[Pass/Frt) |Contract |Contract |Construction |Construction
Turnouts on the East Bank are heavily used, and
some are aver 50 years, while others haven't been
laced since Metrolink b rvice. Ideally,
2 $1,622,400 |Replace 3 turn outs on East Bank i T ARy e i 70/30 | 272872017 | aj30/2017 | 67172017 | 1273172017

Subtotal 46,832,400 |Note: 2 turnouts were removed from the list resulting in a reduction for the Subdivision of $1,000,000.

Bridge Condition Code _ _ _ [ _ _ [

Condition 1: Failed, immediately stop trains, detailed inspection may be necessary.

Condition 2: Imminent fallure, failure could occur at any time, take appropriate action to protect trains, detailed inspection is necessary.

Condition 3: Poar, condition is sound but with serious or advancing problems, take appropriate action to protect trains, detailed inspection may be necessary or note requirement for interim inspections.

Condition 4: Fair, defect is sound with minor problems, interim inspections may be necessary.

Condition 5: Satisfactory, minor exceptions or developing problem noted, monitor for next Periodic Maintenance (General) Inspection.

Condition 6: Good, no problems are detected.

1 _ I _ [ 1 _ _
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Attachment F

Los Angeles County One Gateway Plaza, Phillip A. Washington

Metropolitan Transportation Authority Los Angeles, CA goo12-2952 Chief Executive Officer
213.922.7%5;5 Tel
213.922.7447 Fax

5 washingtonp @metro.net
Metro

January 15, 2016

RECEIVED
Mr. Arthur Leahy ;
Chief Executive Officer JAN1 9 2016
Metrolink -
One Gateway Plaza, 12" Floor OFFICE OF THE CEO
Los Angeles, CA 90012

Dear MT. Lx.faiygaLL

| am writing as a follow-up to our meeting to recap the serious state of good repair issue at Union
Station (“"LAUS") that requires your attention. Under the terms of the easement agreement under
which Metrolink operates the rail yard at Union Station, Metrolink is required to maintain
improvements in the yard, including the platforms (attached). Over the last three years, Metro
staff has brought to the attention of Metrolink staff the continuing deterioration of the canopies
and surface area of the platforms. Metrolink staff, while not disputing Metrolink's obligation with
respect to maintenance, has failed to budget for or make the needed improvements.

The canopies that shade the platforms are seriously deteriorated. In addition to the canopies being
part of the historic designation of LAUS on the Natlonal Registry of Historic Places and thus
require protection, the failure to maintaln has created a potentially serious safety condition. The
lead based paint has not been appropriately cared for and now is flaking and peeling. Rust of the
canopies is in some areas so serious that sections of steel are in danger of failing and falling, One
-+ in particular is being held up by a “C" clamp. The canopies are designed with a drain system that
runs through the center of the structures. The steel has rusted through and rain water is now
entering the electrical light system. Water is draining out of energized light fixtures onto the center
of the ramps raising concern of potential electrocution. This draining water has caused slip and
fall Incidents. Some of the eroded drains now deposit water on the platforms causing slick
conditions. Concrete spalling on the platforms have created uneven surfaces and trip hazards.

With the looming prospect of El Nifio, we agreed it is time for Metrolink to meet their obligations
and correct these conditions. | respectfully request that you include in Metrolink's 2017 budget for
consideration by the member agencies, sufficient capital funding for these needed improvements,
including repairs to the canopies in accordance with Secretary of the Interior's Guidelines for listed
properties. My staff is prepared to work with you to develop a work plan and scope such that the
improvements can be implemented early in the coming fiscal year,

| appreciate your attention to these issues,
Sincerely,

illip A. Washington
Chief Executive Officer

Attachment: Easement
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SCOPE OF WORK - LAUS Platforms 2 thru 6
{1) Remove loose paint from underside of canopies

(2) Repair damaged sheet metal and gutter, seal gutter
(3) Encapsulate lead paint on underside of canopies

ATTACHMENT G

Quantity Unit Est Unit Cost Total Est Cost

Protective enclosure (rented for ane year) 1lea S 200,000 (S 200,000
Enclosure installation/dismantle/relocation 5D|ea S 15,000 | § 750,000
Lift rental (3 total) 6000|hr S 50|5S 300,000
Light plant 2)ea S 10,000 | 20,000
Environmental equipment (decontamination trailer & supplies) 12|mo S 20,000 | 240,000
Remove loose paint {assumed 33% of total sq ft) 50000|sf S 15§ 750,000
Encapsulation 152000|sf 5 518§ 760,000
Sheet metal/gutter repair {assumed 20% of total sq ft) 30000|sf S 15|58 450,000
Subtotal $ 3,470,000
Contingency (15%) S 520,500
Permits and insurance 1lls S 75,000 | S 75,000
Flagging 240|day S 1,500 | § 360,000
Safety & project management 240|day S 800 | S 192,000
Total S 4,617,500
Approved in FY17 Capital m:ammn_ S 1,266,000

Additional funding required| $ 3,351,500

e~
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Member Shares:

TOTAL

LACMTA

OCTA

RCTC

SANBAG

VCTC

OTHER

$ 3,351,500

$ 1,225,811

$ 510,970

$ 286,453

$ 371,614

$ 185,807

$ 770,845
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ATTACHMENT H

TOTAL MEMBER AGENCY SHARES

REHABILITATION TO AVOID SLOW ORDERS

Subdivision Location TOTAL METRO OCTA RCTC SANBAG VCTC UPRR AMTRAK
Valley A SCR to PMD $17,492,500 $17,492,500

Valley B GDL to BUR $3,760,000 $3,760,000

[Ventura A CWT-BBA $6,175,000 $6,175,000

Ventura B MPK-SIM $4,947,900 $4,947,900

San Gabriel A MCL-RIA 43,650,000 $2,190,000 $1,460,000

San Gabriel B BWP-COV $400,000 $240,000 $160,000

River A LAUS $2,100,000 $997,500 $415,800 $233,100 $302,400 $151,200

River EB* B East Bank $6,832,400 $1,009,316 $420,726 $235,861 $305,982 $152,991 $4,707,524

Sub-Total (A) A $29,417,500 $26,855,000 $415,800 $233,100 $1,762,400 $151,200 $0

Sub-Total (B) B 415,940,300 $5,009,316 $420,726 $235,861 $465,982 45,100,891 $4,707,524
ﬁxmzbm_:._s:oz TO AVOID SLOW ORDERS TOTAL $45,357,800 $31,864,316 $836,526 $468,961 $2,228,382 $5,252,091 $4,707,524

Union Station Platform Rehabilitation $3,351,500 $1,225,811 $510,970 $286,453 4371,614 $185,807 $770,845
Juniper- Sierra Crossing Rehabilitation $493,350 $296,010 $197,340

TOTAL $49,202,650 $33,386,137 $1,347,496 $755,414 $2,797,336 $5,437,898 $4,707,524 $770,845
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M t Los Angeles County
e rO Metropolitan Transportation
Authority
One Gateway Plaza

@ 3rd Floor Board Room
) B r R Los Angeles, CA
Metro oard Report

File #:2016-0891, File Type:Policy Agenda Number:39.

FINANCE, BUDGET & AUDIT COMMITTEE
NOVEMBER 16, 2016

SUBJECT: METROLINK REQUEST FOR ADDITIONAL FUNDING FOR TRACK AND
STRUCTURE REHABILITATION WORK

ACTION:  APPROVE LIMITED PRE-CONTRACT AWARD AUTHORITY TO METROLINK TO
INITIATE PROCUREMENT ACTIVITIES

RECOMMENDATION

AUTHORIZE the Chief Executive Officer to provide Metrolink with “pre-contract award authority”
to procure the contracts required for the urgent track and structure rehabilitation work
reported by Metrolink at its Board Meeting on September 23, 2016.

ISSUE

On September 23, 2016, Metrolink staff provided its Board of Directors with a report for track and
structure rehabilitation funding that will be required in the next 18 months for track and within 36
months for bridges and culverts totaling approximately $46.5 million. Metrolink staff has indicated that
if funding is not made available by the Member Agencies, Metrolink will need to develop a plan for
operations with deferred rehabilitation that will likely result in “slow orders” and service disruptions on
the impacted segments beginning June 2017 (Please See Attachment A). A slow order is generally
initiated when the railroad agency believes that conditions on or about the Rights of Way (ROW)
prevent trains from operating at normally designated speeds which could result in substantial delays
to riders or a reduction in service. Metrolink has estimated that Metro’s share of this appropriation is
$32.0 million.

DISCUSSION

In October, Metrolink staff provided the Member Agencies with a report for track and structure
rehabilitation funding that will be required in the next 18 months for track and within 36 months for
bridges and culverts totaling approximately $46.5 million that were divided into two sets of priority
groupings, A and B. Priority A is comprised of a total of $29.4 million and is regarded as a higher
priority than Priority B projects totaling $17.1 million. However, Metrolink indicated that both A & B
projects are necessary to prevent the imposition of slow orders and service disruptions on the
impacted segments beginning as early as June 2017.

While staff agrees that some level of state of good repair is required on the ROW, the prudent
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approach is to provide assurance to the Metro Board, prior to any multi-million dollar commitment of
funding, that the highest priority rehabilitation projects are addressed in the most expeditious manner,
particularly in the event of a risk to the operational safety of our passengers. Therefore, staff has
requested Metrolink to provide a prioritized list that identifies the most critical track and structure
rehabilitation projects along with a condition assessment rating and provide a detailed project
delivery work plan and corresponding cash flow expenditure plan.

Simultaneously, in cooperation with Metrolink, Metro staff is also performing a due diligence review
and intends to secure the services of a qualified professional railroad engineering firm from the
Regional Rail engineering bench by December 2016 with specialized staffing in railroad track &
structures engineering to assist in the verification of project requirements, priorities, current ROW
conditions, and validate the estimated costs. However, in the meantime to ensure there is no delay in
addressing these potential operational efficiencies or passenger safety issues, staff is proposing a
“pre-contract award authority” action plan that authorizes Metrolink to proceed with the development
of the necessary scope(s) of work, advertise the contract opportunities, and structure the
procurements with a series of options to provide flexibility with respect to the amount of funding
available. Metrolink’s actual award of contracts would not be authorized until such time as Metro’s
Board approves an appropriation, which is anticipated to occur prior to April 30, 2017.

As reported to the Board previously, Metro continues to work with Metrolink staff to provide an
accounting and reconciliation of previously appropriated funding of approximately $40 million for state
of good repair projects dating back to FY11. Finally, in an effort to improve the communication and
collaboration between the agencies, a Metrolink/Metro collaborative working group began in May
2016 meeting on a bi-weekly basis to discuss capital project status, agency agreements, risk
management, community outreach, funding, operations, planning and performance.

DETERMINATION OF SAFETY IMPACT

The adoption of this recommendation has no safety impact.

FINANCIAL IMPACT

Staff anticipates that an appropriation request with a corresponding work plan could be brought to the
Board by April 2017. Funding for the bench consultant is Measure R 3%. These funds are restricted
for commuter rail related capital/rehabilitation projects.

ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED

The Board could chose to not grant “pre-contract award authority” to Metrolink or not engage a
consultant to analyze Metrolink’s rehabilitation needs of Metro owned ROW. This is not
recommended especially since passenger safety and operational efficiency are among the agency’s
highest priorities. The Board could also instruct staff to defer this request until the consideration of the
FY18 Budget. This is not recommended as the process outlined above allows Metrolink to proceed
with the procurement of the necessary scope(s) of work, advertise the contract opportunities, and
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structure the procurements to lead a more efficient and informed FY18 budget development process.

NEXT STEPS

Upon approval of the Board, staff will:

1. Notify Metrolink of the Board’s actions.

2. Continue to perform the due diligence review and secure specialized railroad engineering
consultant services from the established Regional Rail bench by December 2016 to evaluate
Metrolink’s track and structure rehabilitation and SOGR projects.

3. Report back to the Board with an appropriate funding recommendation for track and structures
rehabilitation work by April 2017 or sooner.

ATTACHMENTS

Attachment A- Metrolink Board Item #22 dated September 23, 2016

Prepared by: Yvette Reeves, Principal Transportation Planner (213) 922-4612
Drew Phillips, Director of Budget (213) 922-2109
Jeanet Owens, Sr. Executive Officer, Program Management
(213) 922-6877

Reviewed by: Nalini Ahuja, Chief Financial Officer (213) 922-3088
Rick Clark, Chief Program Management Officer (213) 922-7557

7

Phillip A. Washington \
Chief Executive Officer '
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Los Angeles County One Gateway Plaza 213.922.2000 Tel
Metropolitan Transportation Authority Los Angeles, CA 9oo12-2952 metro.net

Metro

March 24, 2017
ATTACHMENT C

SUBJECT: METROLINK ASSET INSPECTION SUMMARY:
VALLEY, VENTURA & SAN GABRIEL LINES - SUMMARY FINDINGS

Metrolink is responsible for maintaining approximately 400 miles of track in a State of Good Repair.
This includes among other assets, the maintenance of 1.1 million rail ties and fasteners, 261 bridges and
580 culverts. In September 2016, Metrolink informed the Board of their intent to implement slow orders
predicated on a request for track and structure rehabilitation funding. At that time, Metrolink produced a
list of the structures which they had evaluated were in need of immediate repair (Refer to Attachment A:
“Priority List”).

In response, Metro Engineering staff was directed to inspect as many ties, bridges and culverts to as
possible to corroborate and validate the Metrolink Priority List. It was not possible for Metro staff to
visit and inspect each asset listed on the Priority List produced by Metrolink due to the urgent nature of
the request. Instead, between November 23, 2016 and February 28, 2017 Metro staff inspected twenty
nine (29) “Priority A” bridges or culverts from the Metrolink provided Valley, Ventura and San Gabriel
Subdivision Line Lists as well as rail ties within the locations visited. In addition to this summary, staff
produced individual inspection & observation reports for each of these twenty nine assets inspected.

The following two tables present Metro’s independently derived Condition Ratings and
Recommendations for each of the inspected assets. Table 1 below, presents the list of inspected
structures which Metro Engineering staff have rated as being in ‘Poor” structural condition. These ten
(10) structures have been identified by Metro staff as requiring replacement within the next 3 years and
should be programmed for replacement in the next fiscal cycle. Table 2 below, provides the assessed
structural conditions of the remaining 19 structures which were inspected. The structures listed in Table
2 were determined, at the time of inspection, to be in fair to satisfactory condition. (Individual inspection
reports for these 29 structures are available separately upon request):

Table 1: Subdivision Structures — Identified for Replacement within 3 years:

Line: | Mile Point: Name: Age: Metro Condition Rating: Metro Recommendation:
Valley 47.45 Bridge 5 79 yrs. 3 (POOR) Replace.
Valley 50.46 Bridge 6 108 yrs. 3 (POOR) Replace.
Valley 50.51 Bridge 2 107 yrs. 3 (POOR) Replace.
Valley 50.64 Bridge 1 107 yrs. 3 (POOR) Replace.
Valley 50.77 Bridge 4 107 yrs. 3 (POOR) Replace.




Valley 53.84 Culvert2 | 113 yrs. 3 (POOR) Replace.
Valley 54.13 Culvert 8 95 yrs. 3 (POOR) Replace.
Valley 55.91 Culvert 1 94 yrs. 3 (POOR) Replace.
Valley 66.78 Culvert 10 | 96 yrs. 3 (POOR) Replace.
Ventura 458.71 Bridge 1 91 yrs. 3 (POOR) Replace.

Table 2: Subdivision Structures — Which do not Require Immediate Replacement:

Line: | Mile Point: Name: Age: Metro Condition Rating: Metro Recommendation:
Valley Replace or reinforce timber ballast &
44.16 Culvert 4 78 yrs. 4 (FAIR) headwalls. Recondition downstream
channel.
Valley 4438 Bridge 8 73 yrs. 5 (SATISFACTORY) Reconditio_n ba_IIast over bridg_e due to
excessive fine soils deposited.
Valley . Continue monitoring.
46.91 Bridge 3 9 yrs. 4 (FAIR) Consider replacement within ten years.
Valle . Continue monitoring.

g 47.03 Bridge 10 9 yrs. 4 (FAIR) Consider replacement withingten years.
Valle . Continue monitoring.

g 47.33 Bridge 11 9 yrs. 4 (FAIR) Consider replacement withingten years.
Valley 48.08 Bridge 12 79 yrs. 5 (SATISFACTORY) Maintain bridge approach and channel.
Valley 49.53 Culvert 13 | 117 yrs. 4 (FAIR) Maintain north bridge approach.
Valley 49.69 Culvert12 | 29yrs. 4 (FAIR) Maintain bridge approach and channel.
Valley 49.99 Culvert 3 95 yrs. N/A Could not inspect — culvert buried.
Valley 50.57 Culvert 5 66 yrs. 4 (FAIR) No specific recommendation.
Valley 52.32 Culvert 14 | 117 yrs. 5 (SATISFACTORY) No specific recommendation.
Valley 52.38 Culvert 15 | 117 yrs. 4 (FAIR) Remove downstream excessive

vegetation.
Valley 52.66 Bridge 7 86 yrs. 4 (FAIR) Maintain approach channel.
Valley 52.99 Culvert 11 | 117 yrs. 5 (SATISFACTORY) No specific recommendation.
Valley 54.05 Bridge 13 71 yrs. 4 (FAIR) Maintain bridge approach and channel.
Valley 55.19 Bridge 9 72 yrs. 5 (SATISFACTORY) No specific recommendation.
Valley 55.42 Culvert 9 95 yrs. 4 (FAIR) Clear culvert debris within 1 year.
Valley 55.75 Culvert 6 90 yrs. 4 (FAIR) No specific recommendation.
Ventura 452.1 Bridge 2 100 yrs. 4 (FAIR) Clear debris within channel and

approach.

ANALYSIS: BRIDGES & CULVERTS

For the twenty-nine (29) ‘Priority A’ assets inspected, Metro believes that ten (10) of these structures
(Table 1) are candidates for near term replacement (within 3 years). The remaining 19 structures (Table
2) were, in Metro’s opinion of “fair to satisfactory” condition and do not require immediate replacement
within the next three years. Appropriate recommendations for the structures in Table 2 are presented in

the right hand column.

Of the ten (10) structures identified for replacement in Table 1, six (6) of these structures are bridges and
four (4) are culverts. Metro Cost Estimating Staff has contributed their experience in developing a
Rough Order of Magnitude (ROM) cost estimate required to replace these ten assets. Once Design,




Construction and Administrative (Soft) Costs are factored in, Metro’s cost estimate did not significantly
differ from the amounts requested by Metrolink on a per asset basis. Therefore, Metro agrees with the
estimated Life of Project costs for replacement of these 10 structures which are presented in Table 3
below.

Table 3: Estimated Replacement Cost for Structures Identified for Near Term Replacement:

Line: Mile Point: Name: Metrolink’s Total: (Dollars)
Valley 47.45 Bridge 5 $ 500,000
Valley 50.46 Bridge 6 $ 840,000
Valley 50.51 Bridge 2 $ 840,000
Valley 50.64 Bridge 1 $ 840,000
Valley 50.77 Bridge 4 $ 840,000
Valley 53.84 Culvert 2 $ 350,000
Valley 54.13 Culvert 8 $ 280,000
Valley 55.91 Culvert 1 $ 350,000
Valley 66.78 Culvert 10 $ 420,000
Ventura 458.71 Bridge 1 $ 1,960,000
Total: $ 7,220,000

ANALYSIS: RAIL TIES, RAIL, RAIL TURNOUTS, CROSSINGS & COMPONENTS

Metro’s Director of Track Work Engineering, Zoric Sheynman, observed the condition of the ties along
the Valley Subdivision and agrees that the ties within the zones indicated by Metrolink in Attachment A,
do require replacement. This would include the 8,450 ‘Group A’ ties and 8,000 Group B Ties identified.
The ties are spaced at approximately 20 inches on center; therefore this would result in a total of 5 miles
of replacement on the Valley Subdivision. Replacement of these ties would be in compliance with FRA
Track Safety Standards Compliance Manual. Therefore, Metro agrees with the estimated costs for
replacement of the rail ties for Priority A projects as shown in Attachment A. Staff will work with
Metrolink as part of the second phase due diligence review for rail ties on Priority B projects. Elements
not inspected by Metro staff during the site visits include track turnouts, crossings, rail tie replacement.
Metro staff did not generate independent cost estimates for these components or for the requested new
rail spikes, tie plugs, anchors, surfacing and stabilizing procedures required during installation of the ties.
These amounts are listed in the Metrolink report.

CONCLUSION:

In conclusion, Metro Engineering’s Assessment of Metrolink’s provided “Rehabilitation Project Priority
List” of ‘Priority A’ structures (bridges and culverts) is in Metro’s opinion, that approximately one-third
(33%) of the structures inspected are in “poor” structural condition and should be programmed for
replacement (within 3 years). However, it should be noted that despite the observed condition ratings,
the majority of the inspected structures presented in both Tables 1 and 2 are approaching or exceeding a
service life of 100 years and should be programed for replacement within the next ten years (10).



Metro does not intend the list of 10 structures (Table 1) recommended for replacement to be a binding
requirement for Metrolink. Instead, this list is meant to provide guidance for programing of funds for the
replacement of these assets. Metrolink shall provide an independent assessment to determine which
structures should be replaced and in which order. Metro’s Independent Cost Estimates (ICE) for these
elements did not significantly vary with the estimates provided by Metrolink and Metro agrees with the
amounts requested by Metrolink on an asset by asset basis.

Metro agrees that an investment is required to achieve a state of good repair for the areas inspected. As a
first investment in a multiyear state of good repair program, Metro recommends the initial allocation of
funds to replace the highest priority structures and rail ties requiring remediation. Additional funding can
be allocated in future fiscal cycles as needed. The specific assets requiring replacement shall be
determined and managed by Metrolink.

Metro has recently contacted (as of early March 2017) a Consultant (WSP/Parsons Brinkerhoff) who will
provide a separate independent assessment to further validate the amount of requested structure
rehabilitation funding. In the coming months, their effort will further refine the scope required for this
SOGR issue.

Regards,

Craig Remley P.E.

Metro Senior Structural Engineer
(213) 922-3981
remleyc@metro.net

Attachments:
Attachment A:

Bridge & Rail Tie Rehabilitation Project Priority List (As Provided by Metrolink, November 2016).
Attachment B:

SCRRA: Bridge and Safety Management Condition and Priority Defect Rating System.
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Bridge & Culvert - Rehabilitation Project Priority List (As Provided by Metrolink, November 2016):

[Bridge Rehab Projects Priority List | T | [ I | N | | 1 [ | [ |
[ 1
1 50.64]  $840,000|Replace rail t 1909 .2 5 7/14/16] 1312016 732017 8/y/2017|  10/3/2017]  13/3/2017 21
2 5051]  $840,000|Replace rail top 1509 E 5 7/18/16| _11/1/2016] 7372007 &/i/2017] 10/3/2 11/3/2017 2/1/2018]
3 4591 $840,000|Replace rail top 1938 X 7/22/16] _ 13/1/2016|  7/1/2007|  8/1/2017] 10/3/201 11/3/2017 /1/2018|
4 50.7 $840,000|Replace rail top 1909 7/3/18]_13/1/2016] _7/1/2017|  8/1/2007]  10/3/20%;
47.45|__$500,000Replace rail top 1538 i 7/20/16| 11/1/2006  7/1/2017|  8/1/2007] 103201
504 584,000 Replace rail top 1509 5 7/15/16] _13/1/2016|  7/1/2017| _ 8/1/2017| 10/3/2017]
52, 5500,000|Replace rail top 1931 3 7/12/16] 13/1/2016| _ 7/1/2017|  8/1/2017] 10/3/2017]
Priority A Bridges 4438 $500,000|Replace reil top 1944 E 8/4/16] _11/1/2016 _ 7/1/2017| _ 8/1/2017] _10/3/201
5 5519  $500,000[Replace rail to 1944 E 7/11/16]_11/1/2008]  7/1/2007] _ &/1/2017 _10/3/201
10 47.03] $840,000|Replace rail 1934 . 7/21/16]  11/1/2016| 7/12017] 8/1/2017| lg!]Egl
E 47.33|_$1,120,000|Replace rail top 1938 X 7/21/16| _11/1/2016| _ 7/32017|  &/1/2017) 10/1/2017]
12 4808 $500,000|Replace rail 1538 X 7/19/38] _11/3/2016 _ 7/1/2017|  8/1/2017| 10/1/2017
13 5405 $500,000|Replace rail top 198 .6 5 7/32/38] 11/1/2016| _ 7/1/2017|  8/1/2017| 10/1/2017
Subtotal $9,160,000 il | |
1 841 $500,000[Replace rail 1506 33 5 9/20/16 11/1/2006]  7/1/2013| 8/1/2017| 10j3/2017) 8/1/2018| _ 11/1/200
3 | priority 8 Bridges 2 1063]  $1,260,000|Replace rail to 1506 39 3 9/19/16] 11/3/2016]  7/3/2017]  8/1/2017| _10/1/2017) 8/1/2018| 11/1/2018
§ Subtotal $1,760,000) |
1 55.91| _ $350,000|Replace clay pipe - collapsed 1522 4 8/13/15] 1/31/2017| _ 2/28/2007| 43072017 6/1/2017 172017
2 53.84|  $350,000|Replace timber box 1504 4 1/31/2017|  2/28/2017| _4/30/2017] 6/1/2017 /1/2017]
3 49, $280,000|Replace timber box 1922 4 11/1/2016 2/28/2017|  4/30/2017| b 6/1/2017] 3/1/2017|
4.1 5280,000|Replace timber box o 1939 .4 4 '1/2016) 2/28/2017|  4/30/2017] 7/3/201. 3/1/2017]
505 5280,000|Replace timber box 1950 ¥ a 2/28/2017| _4/30/2017) 7272013 /2017
55. $280,000(Replace timber box 1527 X 5 2/28/2017| /302017 7//2017 172017
457 5280, e ~joint displacement 1900 X 4 2/28/2017|__4/30/2017 82017 10/1/2017]
A 54.13] 5280,000|Replace clay pipe - crushing, displscement 1922 3. 5 2/28/2017| _4/30/2017 8/1/2017] 1012017
Priority A Culverts [ 55.42 350,000|Replace cast iron pipe - cracking, displacement 1522 a 2/28/2017] 43072017 8/1/2017]  10/1/2017
10 56,71 $420,000(Replace RCP - d Joints 1921 2 2/28/2017) _4/30/2017 9/1/2013| 114242017
1 5 $700,000 & aged cast Iron pipe 1500 3 2/28/2017| _a/30/2017) 9/1j2017| 11172017
12 49.69] 5280,000|Repiace CMP - deflected; strut added 1988 4 | 11/172016| 2/28/2017|  4/30/2017| 9/1/2017| 11/1/2017]
13 4953 $420,000|Replace cast Iron pipe 1900 5 2/28/2017|  4/30/2017| 10/1/2017] 12/31/2017}
14 5232|  $350,000(Replace cast iron pipe 1900 5 10/27/15|  11/1/2018] 2/28/2017|  430/2017| 10/1/2007]  12/33/2017]
15 52.38] __$420,000|Replace oged cast iron pi 1900 5 10/27/35] _ 11/3/2016] 2/28/2007] _4/30/2087]  30/1/2017]__12/31/2017]
| 202802007 /302017 302017 12/31/2007)
Subtotal ssa0000] | |
1 45871 51,960,000|Replace Timber Trestle - major cracking 1525 3.0 3 s/s/xgl 11372006 7/2/2007| _8/3/2017] _10/1/2087| 137172007 22018}
Priority A Bridges |2 4521 $840,000|Replace rall 1916 33 5 3/14/11 u/moxsl 7//2007(  8/1/2007] 10/3/2007| 13/1/2017] 2/1/200
= subtotal $2,800,000 | |
.5 1 43596 $655,200|Replace rail top 1539 39 5 471716 _11/1/2016| _ 7/1/2017| _ s/i/2007] 10/3/2017] 8/1/2018|  11/1/2018
2 -
E Priority B Bridges 2 1 43412 655,200 Replace rail 1901 3.9 s 4j4/16| _13/1/2016|  7/1/2017] _ sf1/2007]  10/1/2017) 8/1/2018) 12/1/2018|
> Subtotal $1,310,400| |
1 436 $150,000[Replace culvert - part rail to 1525 39 4 10/16/14 xwzoxsl 1/31/2017] _ 2/28/2007( _ 4/30/2017 WA/ 12332017
Priority B Culverts
Subtotal $150,000 :&
T 1 4012 $1,400,000|Replace rai top - Under 1530 34 5 6/29/16] _11/1/2016| _ 7/1/2017| _ 8/1/2017| _ 10/1/2017] /172019 5/1/2018
g2R] L.
& 5| Priority A Bridges | | [ 1
© Subtotal 51,400,000 | [ | |

Rail Tie - Rehabilitation Project Priority List (As Provided by Metrolink, November 2016):

Track Projects Priority List
De: T Ilonl I Priority A Projects I Value l Condition Notes ] Timeline
2500 Tles between MP 46 - MP 48, MP 63 Advertisa Contract - 2/2017; Award Contract/NTP - 4/2017;
1 MPE4 A $500,000 |Over 30% of the wood tes In this segment need ta be replaced. segin -6/2017: End Cons - 122017
|Approxi f the Wood Ties In this segment need to be d Contract - 2/2017; Award Contract/NTP - 4/2017;
% DOThstReAMPSL- WSS | ST [ ".mm R Bagin Construction - 6/2017; End Construction - 12/2017
Crossing and track structure need to be replaced (Maln Track and | Advertise Contract - 2/2017; Award Contract/NTP - 4/2017;
s # Loea Statlon h’ Croaog $400.000 | i Construction - 6/2017; End Construction - 12/2017
Advertise Contract - 2/2017; Award Contract/NTP - 4/2017;
g 4 2950 Ties between MP 54 - MP 59 $787,500 |Up to 20% of the wood tes In this segment need to be replaced. st : End Construclion - 1 7
3 Spur was constructed in 1966, Speed in siding was just raised due to Advertise Contract - 2/2017; Award Contract/NTP - 4/2017;
a s Actonspwn 500/ Acton Project. Turnout needs to be replaced. : Construction - 7; End Construction - 12/2017
5 Total Priority A Track Projects: $3,012,500
© =
>
Priority B Projects
|Advertise Contract - 2/2017; Award Contract/NTP - 4/2017;
1 4000 Ties Betwoen MP 9 - MP 11 $1,000,000| Over 30% of the wood ties In this segment need to be replaced. Sk Constracton 2017" End Construction - 12/2017 ,
Approximately 25% of the Wood Ties In this segment need to be Contract - 2/2017; Award Contract/NTP - 4/2017;
4 4000 Ties Betwazn MPE-MPS | 51000000y rpy, Begin Construction - 6/2017; End Canstruction - 12/2017
Total Priority B Track Projects: 2,000,000] { .
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Priority 9 N
Designation Priority A Projects Value Condition Notes Timeline
= Advertise Contract - 2/2017; Award Contract/NTP - 4/2017;
(] - MP 4! 675,000 . i 4 &
= 1 2700 Ties between MP 447 50 $875, Over 30% of the wood ties in this segment need to be replaced. Begin Cons -6/2017: End ction - 12/2017
>
- Approximately 25% of the Wood Ties in this segment need to be Advertise Contract - 2/2017; Award Contract/NTP - 4/2017;
between =
=] % XTSI MR AGAXMITRSE, || oIl |l Begin Construction - 6/2017; End Construction - 12/2017
w Advertise Contract - 2/2017; Award Contract/NTP - 4/2017;
g 3 Tumoaut at MP 460 $375,000 |Tumout needs to be replaced. Begin Construction - 6/2017: End Con lon- 12/2017
& Advertise Contract - 2/2017; Award Contract/NTP - 4/2017;
- MP 4! .
E 4 800 Ties Between MP 451 - MP 452 $200,000 |Up to 20% of the wood ties in this segment need to be replaced Be, truction - 6/2017: End Cons lon - 12/2017
Approximately 15% of the Wood Ties in this segment need to be Advertise Contract - 2/2017; Award Contract/NTP - 4/2017;
etween MP 458 - MP 462 900,000
= i $S00,000 | epiaced. Begin Construction - 6/2017; End Construction - 12/2017
Approximately 10% -15% of the Wood Ties in this segment need to be Contract - 2/2017; Award Contract/NTP - 4/2017;
tween MP 454 - ,000 gin 6/2017; sl
8 e rdans il $500, replaced. Begin Construction - 6/2017; End Construction - 12/2017
Total Priority A Track Projects: $3,375.000|
Fragly Priority B Projects Value Condition Notes Timeline
Advertise Contract - 2/2017; Award Contract/NTP - 4/2017; ;
1 3400 Ties between MP 434 - MP 439 $830,000 |Over 30% of the wood ties in this segment need to be replaced. Construction - 6/2017; Ed Const ruction - 12/2017
X lApproximately 25% of the Wood Ties in this segment need to be Advertise Contract - 2/2017; Award Contract/NTP - 4/2017;
2 2400 Ties Between MP 430 - MP433 $600,000 ceilaced, 17 End Con: o -2,
c Curve needs to be transposed from high side to low side, with new rail
o on the high side. Low Rall has already been and was Contract - 2/2017; Award Contract/NTP - 4/2017;
acement - » 47,500 % 5 X
§ L Rakapl me- e 42024 (1650 | 47,5 originally placed in 1966. High Rail is experiencing some gauge and head|Begin Construction - 6/2017; End Construction - 12/2017
g wear and still has some life in It. Head-Free rail to be replaced as well.
=1 = Approximately 20% of the Wood Tles In this segment need to be Advertise Contract - 2/2017; Award Contract/NTP - 4/2017;
. 4 00T Betwon MR AT -NEA2D. | 300000, | ke, in Construction - 6/2017; End Canstruction - 12/2017
Advertise Contract - 2/2017; Award Contract/NTP - 4/2017;
‘2 5 Turnout at CP Santa Susana $375,000 |Tumout needs to be replaced. in roction - 6/2017; End Son-12/2017
(7]
> Crossing and track structure need to be replaced (Main Track and Advertise Contract - 2/2017; Award Contract/NTP - 4/2017;
¢ ¥altieri i Crovsion $400.000 i ing) Begin Construction - 6/2017; End Construction - 12/2017
7 Rail Replacement - Curve 433.1 (1100 $165,000 |Curve needs to be transposed.
o . |Advertise Contract - 2/2017; Award Contract/NTP - 4/2017;
B Hidden Ranch Drive Crossing $400,000 |Crossing is 33 years old and needs to be rehabilitated. Begin Construction - 6/2017: End roction-12/2017
ly 15% of the Wood Ties in this segment need to be dh Contract - 2/2017; Award Contract/NTP - 4/2017;
g bl M MP S0 e NE0Y 250000 replaced. Begin Construction - 6/2017; End Construction - 12/2017
Total Priority B Yrack Projects: $3,487,500
Note: 2350 of rail on another project was removed from the list
|resulting In o reduction for the Subdivislon of $150,000.
Priority ] Timeli
rio 9
A Projects Value l Condition Notes r imeline
_S_ Designation Portiy AProle l
w
2 Advertise Contract - 2/2017; Award Contract/NTP - 4/2017;
'_g ¥ 3500 Ties between MP 34 - MP 38 $875,000 |Over 30% of the wood ties In this segment need to be replaced. Begin Construction - 6/2017; End Construction - 12/2017
I?'D | Approximately 25% of the Wood Ties in this segment need to be Advertise Contract - 2/2017; Award Contract/NTP - 4/2017;
- 2 2800 Ties Between MP 47 - MP 51 $700000 | L ed In Construction - 6/2017; End Construction - 12/2017
T |replaced.
= Approximately 20% of the Waod Ties in this segment need to be Advertise Contract -2/2017; Award Contract/NTP - 4/2017;
< 3 1200 Ties Between MP52-MP 54 | $300,000 | ) Begin Construction - 6/2017; End Construction - 12/2017
© Approximately 15% of the Wood Ties in this segment need to be Advertise Cantract - 2/2017; Award Contract/NTP - 4/2017;
= 4 1500 Ties Between MP 42 - MP 45 $375,000 replaced. Begin Construction - 6/2017; End Construction - 12/2017
- Tota ririty ATrack Projects: | 5250.00]
@ 5 P?”'"&' Priority B Projects Value Conditlon Notes Timelina
‘= signation
8 g s eneren T Advertise Contract - 2/2017; Award Contract/NTP - 4/2017;
,3 -g 1 Lark Ellen Crossing $400,000 |Crossing needs rehabilitation. Bealn Construction - 6/2017; End Construction - 12/2017
= i Tota Priority B Track Projects: $400,000 i
(]
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Priority

Designation Priority A Projects Value Condition Notes Timeline
n d Contract - 2/2017; Award Contract/NTP - 4/2017;
Replace Lead u 225,000 L . B
_g : 3 eplace Leads into nlqn Station $: Leads into union station have curve wear and need new rail. Begin Construction - 6/2017: End Cons lon - 12/2017
n " -
Approximately 21% of the wood ties on the West Bank need to be Advertise Contract - 2/2017; Award Contract/NTP - 4/2017;
-
3 z Replacs SI00Ties on WastBank 513250000 0 o Begin Construction - 6/2017; End Construction - 12/2017
= 3 Advertise Contract - 2/2017; Award Contract/NTP - 4/2017;
[~ i
3 Replace Turnouts at CP Taylor $550,000 |2 Turnouts at CP Taylor already replaced, 2 more need to be replaced. Begin Construction - 6/2017: End Construction - 12/2017
TJotal Priority A Track Projects: $2,100,000!
Priority g
iatlon Priority B Projects Value Condition Notes Timeline
MT2 several areas that are susceptible for rail defects due to the high
= density of train lrafﬂs, t'he amount 'f' plu-gged rail through the years, rtise Contract - 2/2017; Award Contract/NTP - 4/2017;
= and the age of the existing 133 Ib rail which does not meet SCRRA v 3 5
K} Begin Construction - 6/2017; End Canstruction - 12/2017
= |standards. This project was Initially proposed as rail and ties separately, f funding is not approved on this project It delays progress with UPRR
= i Replace 3 miles of Rall and 25% Ties | $5,210,000|and the agency only received funding for 2/3's of the ties needed and B ekl P Vs prog!
o v for obtaining funds. It takes 1-2 years to get an agreement from UP for
= none of the rail. Ideally we would complete these projects together, Z 2 5
0 < this rehabilitation work. Slow orders or weight restrictions will be
i along with the funding for FY15, where we are doing the same scope of implemented on MT2 by June 30, 2019 f project remains unfunded.
g work for MT1. Funding for this project is efficient use of member agency| P " L e
< funds due to high UPRR contribution percentages. However, it does take
l w m 4‘; ! ? Advertise Contract - 2/2017; Award Contract/NTP - 4/2017;
) Tam on the East Bank are heavily used, and some are over 50 years,|Begin Canstruction - 6/2017; End Construction - 12/2017
2 2,622,400 while others haven't been replaced since Metralink began service. |If funding is not approved on this project It delays progress with UPRR

Replace 5 turn outs on East Bank *

Ideally, funding for these would be lined up with the rail and ties, so
projects can be completed concurrently.

for obtaining funds. It takes 1-2 years to get an agreement from UP for
this rehabilitation work. Slow orders or welght restrictions will be
implemented on MT2 by June 30, 2019 if project remains unfunded.

Total Priority B Track Projects:

$7,832,400
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SCRRA: Bridge and Safety Management Policy 7.4.1 Condition and Priority Defect Rating System:

Condition Codes:

1 Failed, Stop Trains.
2 Imminent Failure, Take appropriate action. Provide detailed inspection.
3 Poor, Defects are sound with serious or advancing defects. Interim inspections warranted.
4 Fair, Defects are sound with minor problems. Interim inspections warranted.
5 Satisfactory, Minor defects or exceptions.
6 Good, No defects or exceptions noted.
Priority Codes:
Code: | Correction Period: | Description:
A 15 days Imminent safety issue (non-redundant failure or failure of direct load path)
B 1 year Early or Pre-failure (redundant systems or indirect load path)
C 3 years Non-critical defects (not immediate safety concern).
D 5 years Monitor Defects.




ATTACHMENT D
FUNDING REQUEST FOR METROLINK'S URGENT STRUCTURE & RAIL TIE REHAB (SLOW ORDER) WORK

P"o_"ty ) Track Priority A Projects Value Condition Notes
Designation
2500 Ties between M 46-MP48, MP63-
1 MP64 S 500,000 [Replace
> 2 3000 Ties between MP52-MP54 S 825,000 |Replace
g 4 2950 Ties between MP54-MP59 $ 787,500 [Replace
S 1 Bridge MP50.64 S 840,000 |Replace
2 2 Bridge MP50.51 S 840,000 |Replace
2 4 Bridge MP50.77 $ 840,000 |Replace
& 5 Bridge MP47.45 S 500,000 |Replace
I 6 Bridge MP50.46 $ 840,000 |Replace
> 1 |Culvert MP55.91 $ 350,000 |Replace
2 Culvert MP53.84 S 350,000 [Replace
8 Culvert MP54.13 S 280,000 [Replace
10 Culvert MP66.78 S 420,000 |Replace
METRO SHARE SUBTOTAL $ 7,372,500
Priority - . .
) ) Track Priority A Projects Value Condition Notes
2 Designation
8 1 2700 Ties between M 447-MP450 S 675,000 |Replace
E 2 1300 Ties between MP444-MP446 S 325,000 |Replace
2 3 Turnout at MP460 S 375,000 [Replace
2 4 800 Ties between MP451-MP452 $ 200,000 [Replace
% 5 3600 Ties between MP458-MP462 S 900,000 |Replace
g 6 3600 Ties between MP454-MP458 S 900,000 |Replace
> 1 Bridge MP458.71 S 1,960,000 |Replace
METRO SHARE SUBTOTAL $ 5,335,000
Prlo'nty . Track Priority A Projects Value Condition Notes
2 Designation
2 1 3500 Ties between M 34-MP38 $ 875,000 |Replace
% 2 2800 Ties between MP47-MP51 S 700,000 |Replace
a 3 1200 Ties between MP52-MP54 S 300,000 |Replace
v 4 1500 Ties between MP42-MP45 $ 375,000 [Replace
E 1 Bridge MP40.12 Rail top underxing $ 1,400,000 |Replace
ﬁ Juniper-Sierra Crossing Rehab S 493,350
g SUBTOTAL S 4,143,350
g METRO SHARE SUBTOTAL $ 2,486,010
Prlo.rlty ) Track Priority A & B Projects Value Condition Notes
4 Designation
% 1 Replace leads into Union Station S 225,000 |Replace
2 2 5300 Ties on West Bank S 1,325,000 [Replace
o 3 Replace turnouts at CP Taylor S 550,000 [Replace
: 1 LAUS Canopy S 3,351,500 |Replace
S 1 East Bank-Priority B S 6,526,600 |Replace
= SUBTOTAL $ 11,978,100
METRO SHARE SUBTOTAL $ 3,187,515
GRAND TOTAL $ 18,381,025

Note: This list is meant to be used as a diagnostic tool for allocation of funds only. It is SCRRA's responsibility to
provide an independent condition risk assessment to determine which structures should be replaced and in
which order.




Slow Order Rehab Program

Classic Schedule Layout (w LOE Bars)

17-Mar-17 17:17

I Actual Work

I Critical Remaining Work

Actvity Name Orignal Total Float | 2017 2018 2010
Duration Nov Dec Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec Jan Feb Mar Apr May
Slow Order Rehab Program O AIEA
Track (Purchase Order and JOC) 498 487 0% 01-Nov-16 A  01-Mar-19 -42
Funding 44 44 0% 01-May-17 03-Jul-17 -42
A1290 Funding Awarded 0 0 0% 01-May-17* -42 Funding Awarded
A1000 Funding Availability 0 0 0% 03-Jul-17 -42 , Funding Avaifability
Procurement 264 264 0% 03-Jul-17 19-Jul-18 -42
A1010 Rail Purchase 264 264 0% 03-Jul-17 19-Jul-18 -42
A1020 Rail Delivered 0 0 0% 19-Jul-18 -42 g Rail Delivered
JOC Packaging 344 333 0% 01-Nov-16 A 20-Jul-18 -42
A1030 Package Contract 5 0 100% 01-Nov-16 A  31-Jan-17A Package Confract
A1050 Advertise Contract 5 0 100% 31-Jan-17A  28-Feb-17A H_ Advertise Contract
A1060 Award Contract 0 0 0% 24-Mar-17* 291 Apward Contract
A1240 NTP 0 0 0% 20-Jul-18 -42 NTR
Construction 154 154 0% 20-Jul-18 01-Mar-19 -42 |3
A1070 Construction 154 154 0% 20-Jul-18 01-Mar-19 -42 C
Culverts (JOC) 227 222 0% 01-Dec-16A 01-Feb-18 229
Funding 44 44 0% 01-May-17  03-Jul-17 229
A1300 Funding Awarded 0 0 0% 01-May-17* 0 Funding Awarded
A1090 Funding Availability 0 0 0% 03-Jul-17 229 L" Funding Availability
JOC Packaging 80 75 0% 01-Dec-16A  03-Juk-17 229 [
Al110 Package Contract 5 0 100% 01-Dec-16 A  10-Feb-17A Package Contract
A1130 Advertise Contract 5 0 100% 27-Feb-17A  17-Mar-17* 304 T Advertise Contract
Al1140 Award Contract 0 0 0% 21-Apr-17* 278 "" Award Contract
A1250 NTP 0 0 0% 03-Jul-17 229 e NTP
Construction 147 147 0% 03-Jul-17 01-Feb-18 229 ’V
Al1150 Construction 147 147 0% 03-Jul-17 01-Feb-18 229 Leg Co
Bridges (IFB) 516 516 0% 17-Mar-17  03-Apr-19 -65
Funding 44 44 0% 01-May-17 03-Jul-17 -65
A1310 Funding Awarded 0 0 0% 01-May-17* -65 Funding Awarded
A1170 Funding Availability 0 0 0% 03-Jul-17 -65 L Funding Availability
Design 203 203 0% 17-Mar-17 04-Jan-18 -65
A1270 Issue CTO RFP for Bridge Design 20 20 0% 17-Mar-17 13-Apr-17 -10 - Issue CTO RFP for Bridge Design
A1180 Bridge Design 128 128 0% 03-Jul-17 04-Jan-18 -65 Bridge Design
A1280 Execute CTO for Bridge Design 0 0 0% 03-Jul-17 -65 5 Execute CTA for Bridge Design
IFB Packaging 60 60 0% 05-Jan-18 03-Apr-18 -65
A1200 Package Contract 20 20 0% 05-Jan-18 02-Feb-18 -65 _! Package Cadntract
A1210 Advertise Contract 40 40 0% 05-Feb-18 02-Apr-18 -65 '_ﬂ Advertise Contract
A1220 Award Contract 0 0 0% 02-Apr-18 -65 ’ Award Contract
A1260 NTP 0 0 0% 03-Apr-18 -65 E? NTP
Construction 253 253 0% 03-Apr-18 03-Apr-19 -65 r
A1230 Construction 253 253 0% 03-Apr-18 03-Apr-19 -65 L Ci
== Remaining Level of Effort [ Remaining Work * @ Milestone Pagelofl TASK filter: All Activities

© Oracle Corporatior]




ATTACHMENT F

MTA / SCRRA JOINT REVIEW — VALLEY SUBDIVISION

As part of SCRRA’s on-going efforts to
secure Track and Structures rehabilitation
funding SCRRA and MTA staff took part in a
joint review of portions of the Valley
Subdivision deemed to be at risk for
potential speed reductions if rehabilitation
work is delayed.

. On November 23, 2016 6 staff from MTA
Picture 1: One of two SCRRA Hy Rail Vehicles used to complete the and 5 from SCRRA conducted a Hy-RaiI trip
field visit with MTA. . . .
from approximately Milepost 58 (Aliso
Canyon Road) to Milepost 48 (Burke Road Private Crossing). The purpose of the trip
was for MTA staff to review proposed rehabllltatlon work Iocatlons prlorltles and prowde
context as to what projects MTA provided : : : s
funding would address.

The primary focus of the review was
wood crosstie and structure condition but
other aspects of railroad rehabilitation
work such as rail, crossings, and
embankments were reviewed, including
potential mud slide conditions caused by
the Sand brush fire in July.

Picture 2: SCRRA Staff and MTA Staff Inspecting a Wood Box Culvert on the
Valley Subdivision

In addition to reviewing general
conditions from the Hy-Rail vehicles the group
stopped several times to more carefully examine
crosstie and structure conditions, particularly of
the older bridges of the “Rail Top” design type.

Overall, it was the consensus of the MTA team
that certain segments of the crosstie conditions
visited, as reported by SCRRA, were approaching
serious levels of deterioration, and while still
meeting FRA Track Safety Standards it is
reasonable that substantial crosstie replacement
projects should begin as soon as possible.
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Similarly, it was agreed that 2 of the 5
of SCRRA’s highest priority bridges
visited for replacement were sufficiently
justified for replacement as soon as
possible. It was also determined that
three of the lower priority bridges
visited, likely could be further assessed
and possibly deferred a number of
years in order to concentrate available
funding on the most urgent candidates.

Picture 5: The inside of one of the top 3 Priority "Rail-Top" Bridges on the .
Valley Subdivision The MTA and SCRRA reprgsentatlves
intend to conduct similar reviews of the
Ventura, San Gabriel and River Subdivisions in order to more effectively prlorltlze and
allocate rehabilitation funding.

Participants in this Hy-Rail
Review were:

MTA:

Sam Mayman, Jeanet Owens,
Androush  Danielians,  Zoric
Sheynman, Craig Remley, Dan
Mahgerefteh

SCRRA:

Darrell Maxey, Wayne Mauthe,
Aaron Azevedo, Daniel
Villagomez, lvan Robles

Picture 6: SCRRA and MTA Staff inspecting a "Rail-Top" Bridge on the Valley Subdiviéion
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REVISED
PLANNING AND PROGRAMMING COMMITTEE
APRIL 19, 2017
SUBJECT: TRANSIT ORIENTED DEVELOPMENT PLANNING GRANT PROGRAM
ACTION: APPROVE RECOMMENDATIONS AND ROUND 5 PROGRAM GUIDELINES

RECOMMENDATION

CONSIDER:

A. APPROVING release of Round 5 of the Transit Oriented Development (TOD) Planning
Grant Program, offering an amount not to exceed $3,100,000;

B. APPROVING the Round 5 TOD Planning Grant Program Guidelines (Attachment A), which
include the Transit Supportive Planning Toolkit and the creation of the Transit Oriented
Communities Tax Increment Financing Pilot Program; and

ADOPTING AND CERTIFYING the Strategic Growth Council Final Grant Report as accurate.

C.
ISSUE

Staff is recommending a series of actions that will lead to release of the fifth round of the TOD
Planning Grant Program (Program) in an amount not to exceed $3,100,000, the remainder of the
funds programmed for this initiative. The Program supports Los Angeles County municipalities in the
adoption of transit-supportive regulatory plans. Round 5 continues the funding of transformative land
use regulations and proposes to include creation of the Transit Oriented Communities Tax Increment
Financing Pilot (TOC TIF Pilot) Program, which will fund feasibility studies for eligible cities and/or the
County to consider tax increment financing districts around transit stations.

DISCUSSION

Metro developed the TOD Planning Grant Program in 2011 to spur the adoption of regulatory
planning documents that remove barriers to transit-supportive planning. Since then, Metro has
funded 35 projects in 29 cities and the County of Los Angeles, totaling $21.6 million dollars.

Round 5
Funding for Round 5 would be available to the County of Los Angeles and all cities with land use
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regulatory jurisdiction within a one-half mile of Metrolink, Metro Rail, or Metro Transitway/Bus Rapid
Transit stations and adjacent transit corridors. The Program will fund two types of activities:

1. Using the newly created Transit Supportive Planning Toolkit (Toolkit) as the guiding framework,
continue to fund the development of regulatory documents that result in the elimination of
regulatory constraints to transit-supportive planning. These activities include, but are not
limited to, new or amended specific plans, ordinances, overlay zones or general plan
amendments; transit village development districts; and environmental studies required for
adopting the new or amended regulatory documents.

2. Through the new TOC TIF Pilot Program, fund initial feasibility analyses for formation of tax
increment financing (TIF) districts in areas around transit stations that have transit-supportive
regulatory documents in place or under development.

The Program has $3.1 million remaining in funding; this remaining funding will be allocated to Round
5. The Program does not require local matching funds.

Round 5 Program Guidelines - Attachment A

Over the last six years, grantees in Rounds 1-4 have requested examples of good plans, best
practices and parameters to support their efforts. In response to that need, Metro secured a grant
from the Strategic Growth Council (SGC) and over the course of two years, Metro, supported by
Global Green (as the strategic advisor) and IBI Group (lead consultant), developed the Toolkit.

The Toolkit is an online research-based resource rich with tools, best practices, and locally relevant
case studies. The Toolkit is grounded in 10 characteristics of transit-supportive places that together
create environments that lead to a reduction in vehicle miles travelled and increase in transit
ridership. To support the development and adoption of holistic plans that meet Metro and State
sustainability goals, the Guidelines have been revised to incorporate the Toolkit as a central tenet of
transit-supportive planning work funded by the Program.

Staff also recommends an amendment to Section IX, Deobligation Process, to allow staff to
informally approve administrative time extensions for a period of up to 6 months if a grantee can
meet the conditions outlined in the Administrative Extensions section of the Program Guidelines.
Informal administrative approval will be granted via a signed letter from the Metro Project Manager,
with concurrence of the Senior Executive Officer.

Typically, time extensions are requested due to unforeseen community concerns that require
grantees to undertake additional stakeholder engagement and/or additional studies. Allowing for
administrative time extensions, with just cause, will allow for more efficient and expeditious project
implementation. Time extension requests that extend beyond the 6-month period will require a formal
amendment to the grant agreement.

Finally, staff recommends eliminating duplicative Lapsing Policy language, as the language is
included in its entirety in the Program Guidelines and in the grant agreements that are executed with
grantees.
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TOC TIF Pilot Program

In support of Metro’s effort to promote TOCs and expand the impacts of Metro’s transit stations within
a broader community context, the Round 5 Program Guidelines include creation of the TOC TIF Pilot
Program. The TOC TIF Pilot offers funding for TIF feasibility studies for cities that have transit-
supportive regulatory documents in place or under development. The focus of these feasibility
studies are two recent tax increment programs adopted by the State: Enhanced Infrastructure
Financing Districts (EIFD) and Community Revitalization and Investment Authority (CRIA) districts.

These districts offer the potential for financing projects that meet TOC goals, including affordable
housing, transit and related infrastructure, public improvements (in particular first/last mile
connections) and other community-serving uses. Metro will effectuate the TOC TIF Pilot in
partnership with the Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) and with support from
the Los Angeles County Office of the Chief Executive Officer.

SCAG Partnership: SCAG has been at the forefront of convening experts and providing trainings on
TIF district formation, specifically EIFDs and CRIAs. Through the Metro/SCAG Joint Work Program,
Metro will leverage SCAG'’s institutional framework to offer trainings to interested grantees on
eligibility for TIF districts as well as the components of a feasibility study. The Metro/SCAG
partnership will be realized through the following activities:

1. Statement of Work. TIF districts (EIFDs and CRIAs) are a new undertaking for Los Angeles
County municipalities. As such, Metro and SCAG partnered to develop a template Statement
of Work (SOW) that can be used by successful grantees in soliciting Requests for Proposals
for TIF feasibility studies.

2. Trainings. Metro and SCAG staff will hold up to three trainings on TIF districts. The trainings
will include an overview on EIFDs and CRIAs, critical eligibility criteria, Metro’s TOD Planning
Grant Program, and the Round 5 application process.

3. Screening Tool. SCAG has created a screening tool that can be used to assess TIF district
viability through a parcel-level database that gauges whether a particular area has the
unemployment rate, household income, and crime rates required for CRIAs or the property tax
capture rate and surrounding development capacities needed for EIFDs. Metro staff will use
SCAG’s screening tool as part of the Round 5 application process to vet eligibility and ensure
that both Metro and municipalities are only expending effort and funding on evaluating TIF
districts in areas that are legislatively and financially viable.

LA County CEQ'’s Office (OCEOQO) Support: As the single largest recipient of property taxes eligible to
participate in EIFDs and CRIAs, LA County is a critical participant in evaluating the feasibility of new
TIF districts. Metro staff has consulted with the County OCEO to determine parameters for a
successful rollout of the TOC TIF Pilot Program. The following summarizes the collaborative effort:

o Staff from the OCEOQO’s office reviewed and provided comments on both the Round 5 Program
Guidelines and the TIF study sample SOW.

o Staff from the OCEQ’s office attended meetings with SCAG to review the screening tool that
will be used to determine TOC TIF Pilot funding eligibility.
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e The OCEO plans to bring a set of criteria to the County Board of Supervisors for adoption that
the County will consider when asked to contribute all or a portion of its share of tax increment
to a new TIF district. This criteria is referenced in the Program Guidelines and will be attached
to the Guidelines upon adoption by the County Board of Supervisors and prior to release of
the grant application.

e The OCEO will support Round 5 grantees in need of up-to-date assessor’s and audit-controller
data to complete the TOC TIF feasibility studies.

Disadvantaged Communities: The TOC TIF Pilot Program will prioritize project areas that will serve
the most Disadvantaged Communities as defined by CalEnviroScreen. According to the State Office
of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment, CalEnviroScreen is an online mapping tool that uses
environmental, health, and socioeconomic information to produce scores for every census tract in the
state. An area with a higher score is reflective of a community that is more disadvantaged and facing
higher burden of challenging environmental and socioeconomic factors. Projects with a higher
CalEnviroScreen will be a factor in prioritizing applications.

SGC Final Grant Report

Metro secured a grant from the SGC in 2013 to develop the Transit Supportive Planning Toolkit. The
SGC Grant is administered by the California Department of Conservation, Division of Land Resource
Protection (the Department). The Grant Agreement between the SGC and Metro requires that Metro’s
Board of Directors adopt and verify as accurate the Final Plan Report prior to its submission to the
Department. The Final Report (Attachment B) includes a project summary, summary of relevant local
and regional plans and grantee assessment of how the project (in this case, the Toolkit) can measure
a series of sustainability objectives and indicators over time.

Metro cannot measure a majority of the indicators outlined in the Final Report. Many of the indicators
relate to land use authority and development actions, activities for which Metro has no authority. As
appropriate, Metro has noted that we can track the number of Metro-funded transit supportive
regulatory plans that are adopted by local jurisdictions that support the objectives and indicators
outlined in the Final Report.

The SGC grant is a reimbursement-based grant and the administrative procedures required that the
Department retain 15% of Metro’s funds until Toolkit completion and Board adoption of the Final
Report. A total of $ 134,000 has been retained by the SGC.

DETERMINATION OF SAFETY IMPACT

There is no negative impact to the safety of our employees and/or patrons. The transit oriented
planning and development policies supported by the Program could improve safety around stations.
The principles of transit-supportive planning include better pedestrian and bicycle access to stations
as well as clearer access to stations which can reduce accidents. Further, transit-supportive planning
tends to encourage walking and bicycling, both of which improve the health of patrons.

FINANCIAL IMPACT

There is no impact to the FY17 budget. Grants will be awarded in FY18 and funds will be requested
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in that and future budget years. Since this is a multi-year project, the cost center manager and Chief
Planning Officer, Countywide Planning and Development, will be accountable for budgeting the cost
in future years.

Impact to Budget

The Program was identified in the Short Range Transportation Plan (SRTP). Source of funds are
identified at the time of grant award. Funding for prior rounds included Measure R 2% System
Improvement Funds, Measure R 3% Metrolink, and State Repayment of Capital Project Loans
account. The $3.1 million recommended for Round 5 will exhaust the SRTP funds identified in the
SRTP for the TOD Planning Grant Program.

ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED

The Board may choose not to approve Round 5 and related actions as recommended.

We do not recommend this alternative. The Program as designed furthers the Board objectives with
regard to land use policies that support increased ridership and systemwide improvements and
creation of transit oriented communities, and funds for the Program are part of the 5-year SRTP.

The Board may also choose not to approve the revised Guidelines. We do not recommend this
alternative. The revised Guidelines are focused on the research-based Toolkit, which is grounded in
elements of transit-supportive places that have demonstrated positive impacts on increasing transit
ridership and reducing vehicle miles travelled.

The Board may choose to not allow the informal time extensions. Staff does not recommend this
alternative. Time extensions currently require a formal grant agreement amendment and can be very
time consuming and labor intensive. Allowing for administrative time extensions (for up to 6 months)
when a grantee has demonstrated compliance with the conditions identified in the Administrative
Extensions section of the Guidelines, will allow grantees to focus efforts and resources on advancing
the project and resolving any outstanding issues that triggered the request.

The Board may choose to not include the TOC TIF Pilot Program in the Program Guidelines. Staff
does not recommend that alternative. With the loss of redevelopment, municipalities are grappling
with viable funding streams to support community-serving projects, and TIF district creation offers a
means to capture and reinvest the value created by Metro’s investment in the transit system. This
Program will fund the preliminary analysis needed by municipalities to explore TIF viability and is an
innovative program that is in line with the TOC Demonstration Program.

Additionally, the Board may not choose to adopt and certify the SGC Final Report. Staff does not
recommend this alternative as doing so would result in forfeiting Metro’s $134,000 retention. The
commitments that staff has made in the Final Report are specific to tracking Metro-funded regulatory
plans that align with the Toolkit, which is something that staff will do as part of procedural grant
administration.

NEXT STEPS

With Board approval, staff will reach out to eligible applicants throughout May and June. The call for
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applications will be released in May and staff will host application workshops in June in order to
strengthen participation and the quality of the applications. Applications will be due in late July with
recommendations for grant awards being brought to the Board in fall 2017.

ATTACHMENTS

Attachment A - Round 5 TOD Planning Grant Program Guidelines
Attachment B - SGC Grant Final Report

Prepared by: Elizabeth Carvajal, Senior Manager, Transportation Planning, (213) 922-3084
Jenna Hornstock, DEO, Countywide Planning & Development, (213) 922-7437
Cal Hollis, SEO, Countywide Planning & Development, (213) 922-7319

Reviewed by: Therese W. McMillan, Chief Planning Officer, (213) 922-7077

iz

Phillip A. Washington \
Chief Executive Officer '
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l. BACKGROUND AND OBJECTIVES
TOD Planning Grant: Background

Los Angeles County is experiencing a transformational expansion of the public
transit system that will dramatically change the options and opportunities that
people travelling to, from, or through Los Angeles County will have to get around.
The Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority (Metro) has a
vested interest in planning and investment efforts around transit stations that
create an environment that promotes, encourages, and supports transit riders and
the interface between public transportation and surrounding communities.

As a result, in 2011 Metro created the TOD Planning Grant Program (Program), a
competitive grant program that funds local governments to develop and adopt transit
supportive regulations that promote equitable, sustainable, transit-supportive planning.

Transit-supportive places are places where the presence of effective and
predictable transit can be enhanced through appropriate patterns and types of
development. This can be achieved through practices such as community-scaled
density, diverse land use mix, reduced reliance upon private automobiles, and
enhanced infrastructure for pedestrians, bicyclists and people of all ages and abilities.

Between 2011 and 2016, Metro released four (4) rounds of the TOD Planning Grant,
and awarded $21.6 million in 35 grants, to 30 cities across LA County.

TOD Planning Grant: Round 5

Transit Supportive Planning Toolkit

In 2016, Metro released the Transit Supportive Planning Toolkit (Toolkit). Funded by
a grant from the Strategic Growth Council, and as part of a broader study on Climate
Change Adaption Strategies, the Toolkit is a comprehensive research-based
resource that includes best practices, tools and case studies that local municipalities
can use to advance Transit Supportive Planning in Los Angeles County. The Toolkit
identifies 10 characteristics of transit supportive places that collectively are shown to
reduce vehicle miles travelled and increase transit ridership (see Attachment A for
brief overview). Round 5 of the TOD Planning Grant will require grantees to utilize
the Toolkit as a resource and apply the 10 characteristics of transit supportive
planning in grant funded efforts. The Toolkit is a web-based program that can be
found on Metro’s website at https://www.metro.net/projects/tod-toolkit/.

Transit Oriented Communities (TOC) Tax Increment Financing (TIF) Pilot Program

In 2011, the California State legislature abolished redevelopment and the state’s only
effective TIF vehicle. Since then, the legislature has created new enabling legislation
to support tax increment financing (TIF). Unlike redevelopment, the new TIF
programs (EIFDs & CRIAs) cannot include property taxes from education entities
(approximately Y2 of all property taxes). Property tax contributions from the other
taxing entities are voluntary. TIF can be an important tool in the creation of transit
supportive communities, as it can be used to finance infrastructure improvements as
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well as affordable housing. With Round 5 of the TOD Planning Grant program, Metro
is partnering with SCAG to offer funding to municipalities seeking to study the
feasibility of forming TIF districts (either an Enhanced Infrastructure Financing District
(EIFD) or a Community Revitalization and Investment Authority (CRIA)). Study
funding may be available to examine areas around transit stations for municipalities
that:

e Have adopted or are in progress with creating a transit supportive
regulatory environment; and

e Measure favorably against the Southern California Association of
Governments (SCAG) online Screening Criteria that can be found at
http://scag.maps.arcgis.com/apps/webappviewer/index.html|?id=70469
a5af25540b78337a89d7adeb407.

As a partner in this effort, SCAG will provide training on the formation and
study of the EIFD and CRIA districts as well as use of their TIF screening
tool. The County of Los Angeles will provide support by providing updated
and accurate tax assessment and collection information.

PROGRAM OBJECTIVES
e Support municipalities in implementing complimentary transit-supportive
infrastructure projects and affordable housing.
e Increase transit ridership.

¢ Increase the number of comprehensive, community-driven transit supportive
planning efforts around Metro light rail, Metrolink stations, and Metro
Transitway/Bus Rapid Transit stations and adjacent transit corridors in Los
Angeles County.

¢ Improve local and regional efforts that enhance an equitable integration of
transportation and community planning.

¢ Improve the transit network and increase utilization of public transit by reducing
the number of modes of transportation necessary to access regional and local
transit lines;

e Further the reduction in greenhouse gases through encouraging in-fill
development along transit corridors and transit use;

e Support and implement sustainable development principles.

¢ Increase opportunities to meaningfully engage diverse stakeholders, especially
underserved and vulnerable communities, in advancing transit supportive
planning efforts across the region.

M. ELIGIBLE APPLICANTS

Cities and the County of Los Angeles with land use regulatory authority:
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e Within 1/2 mile of Metro Light Rail, Metrolink Stations and/or Transitway/Bus
Rapid Transit stations and adjacent transit corridors in Los Angeles County

e Within 1/2 mile of the existing, funded, planned (priority will be given to
station area planning efforts that are nearer-term) Metro rail or bus rapid
transit stations and/or adjacent transit corridors. Grantees are not required
to focus on a circular %2 mile radius around a transit facility. Adjacent
transit corridors refer to proposed planning areas that are less circular and
more corridor-based. Grantees must make the case for the corridor-level
approach.

Applicants seeking funds along transit corridors MUST demonstrate the
corridor’s relevancy to the development of transit supportive planning around
the station area. The corridor may, for example, connect the station area to
significant activity centers, carry significant pedestrian traffic to and from the
station area, and/or connect the station area to other areas with significant
transit service.

IV. ELIGIBLE ACTIVITIES

Round 5 of the Program offers two categories of activities: (1) Transit supportive
regulatory documents, which will result in the elimination of regulatory constraints
and the development of regulatory documents that promote transit supportive
planning that can be adopted by governing bodies; and (2) TIF Feasibility Studies,
which will study the feasibility of pursuing either an EIFD or CRIA within 1/2 mile of
Metro Light Rail, Metrolink Stations and/or Transitway/Bus Rapid Transit stations and
adjacent transit corridors in Los Angeles County, create a vision/objectives for such a
district, and determine the amount of TIF that could be generated under several
scenarios. Applicants may apply to one or both of the categories; however the TIF
feasibility study requires that transit supportive land use regulations are already in
place or under development, so an applicant cannot apply for the regulatory change
and TIF feasibility study in the same area at the same time. Robust and inclusive
multilingual community engagement shall be an integral component of all Metro-
funded planning efforts.

Transit Supportive Regulatory Documents

Regulatory documents must include a land use component (with corresponding
zoning code updates). However, Applicants and Grantees are required to advance
comprehensive plans that encompass the 10 Toolkit characteristics to ensure that the
region is advancing holistic, transit supportive plans and which are consistent with
Metro adjacent development requirements where applicable. Eligible Regulatory
Documents include, but are not limited to:

New or amended specific plans;

New or amended ordinances;

New or amended overlay zones;

New or amended general plans;

Transit Village Development Districts; and
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e Environmental studies required to support the new or amended regulatory
documents

TIF Feasibility Studies

e Through the TOC TIF Pilot, Round 5 of the Program will fund TIF Feasibility
Studies. Grantees may explore the formation of an Enhanced Infrastructure
Financing District (EIFD) or a Community Revitalization Investment Authority
(CRIA), including engaging with stakeholders to determine vision and
objectives for a TIF district. The Round 5 Grant application includes a sample
scope of work for such studies to provide guidance on eligible activities.

e To be eligible, Grantees must (1) demonstrate that a transit supportive
regulatory document is in place or under development; (2) show eligibility for
one or both TIF districts (EIFD or CRIA) using the SCAG TIF Screening
Criteria; (3) meet the criteria for TIF formation adopted by the County Board of
Supervisors in spring 2017, included as Attachment B; and (4) Priority will be
given to the most Disadvantaged Communities as defined by
CalEnvironScreen.

V. EVALUATION CRITERIA

Proposals will be evaluated according to the following criteria. The first section
applies to regulatory documents (Specific Plans, General Plan Amendments,
Overlays, etc.), the second set of criteria apply to TIF Feasibility Studies. More
detailed scoring criteria are provided in the grant application.

Transit Supportive Requlatory Documents Criteria

Section 1 Project Scope

a. Project Area/Targeted Communities:

e Concise and clear description of the project area, targeted communities,
and specific transit stations and/or corridors the project will impact.

e Clear description of the prominent equity concerns in the community (such as
lack of affordable housing, economic development, environmental justice,
safety, active transportation needs, public health disparities, and so forth).

e Description of the station and/or corridor significance to the local community and
larger region including importance for the transit network and ridership.

e Description of the most pressing barriers to public transportation usage and non-
private vehicle multi-modalism (walking, rolling, biking).

b. Regulatory Constraints:

e Clear description of the specific regulatory constraints and/or
general land use challenges/ barriers in the project area to advancing
an equitable transit supportive planning effort. (Does current zoning
support transit-supportive development patterns? Has the jurisdiction
adopted a Complete Streets Policy?)

e Description of the regulatory barriers that preclude the jurisdiction from
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addressing the equity issues identified in Section 1.a.

e Degree to which constraints and barriers are aligned with the Toolkit’'s 10
characteristics of Transit Supportive Places (i.e. outdated parking
requirements, height or density restrictions, incompatible land uses, lack of
bicycle and pedestrian access and utilization incentives, etc.).

c. Proposed Regulatory Documents:

e Clear description of the regulatory documents that will require revision
and/or new regulatory documents. Documents may include a community’s
general plan, zoning ordinances, parking codes, specific plans, Transit
Village District documents, etc. If General Plan land uses are proposed, a
clear description of whether or not zoning code updates will be included
should be noted.

e Extent to which regulatory documents promote Program objectives as
identified in these Guidelines and the Toolkit and are consistent with Metro
Adjacent Development requirements where applicable.

d. Impact of Proposed Regulatory Changes:

e Thoroughness in explaining how the regulatory changes directly mitigate
the constraints previously identified; how they will improve community-
specific equity concerns; how they will result in an increase in transit-
ridership; and how they will improve the overall interface between the
public transportation system and the surrounding community.

Section 2 . Public Participation

a. Outreach Plan:

e Clear identification of all impacted communities and stakeholders
affected by the proposed regulatory changes, including description of
key community organizations (advocacy groups, business groups,
religious/social organizations, etc.) that will be engaged and the role
that they will play in the process.

e Demonstration of a comprehensive and meaningful public
participation and outreach program necessary to bring the regulatory
changes forward.

e Clear description of how disadvantaged and/or underserved
communities will be engaged in the process and the proactive
activities that will be undertaken to engage these populations
(translators, preparing materials in multiple languages, hosting
meetings in the evenings and/or weekends, etc.).

b. Community and Policy Maker Support:

e Demonstration that community stakeholder and policy maker support
for the types of regulatory changes being proposed exist. This could be
evidenced by prior actions implementing similar changes elsewhere in the
community, specific direction by elected officials, letters of support, etc.

Section 3 . Future Implementation

a. Opportunity Sites:
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e Ability to link regulatory changes with the near term potential for
implementing transit supportive projects through the availability of suitable
opportunity sites, particularly if controlled by the applicant.

b. Next Steps:
e Demonstration of a well thought out long term plan for building a
successful transit supportive area once grant funded regulatory changes
are adopted.

Section 4 - Project Implementation Plan

a. Project Schedule, Tasks, and Budget:
e Schedule demonstrates the overall approach for project completion and
that the project can be completed in 36 months.

e Principle tasks that will be undertaken to complete the project are
identified, reasonable, and realistic.

e Overall expenditures (local and grant) as well as expenditures per task
are both realistic and highly cost efficient, maximizing the impact of the
funds requested.

b. Project Management:

e Clear description of team composition, including the roles and
responsibilities of city/county staff and/or consultants.

c. Prior Grant Performance:
Demonstrated performance that does not include:
e Project delays to due unreasonable schedule proposals,
e Numerous untimely or incomplete quarterly reports and invoices.

TOC TIF Feasibility Studies Criteria

Applicants seeking funding for TIF Feasibility Studies must utilize SCAG’s
Screening Criteria available at
(http://scag.maps.arcgis.com/apps/webappviewer/index.htm|?id=70469a5af25540
b78337a89d7adeb407) to assess TIF District viability and grant program
eligibility. SCAG will offer training on this tool as well as technical assistance to
applicants. TIF Feasibility Study applications will require data collection from the
City, SCAG, the County Assessor, the County Auditor-Controller, and as
appropriate, the State Department of Finance.

A. Screening Criteria

Applicants are required to perform an initial screening of their proposed TIF
district in order to ensure that the feasibility study is for an area that meets the
State’s legal requirements and also that has the capacity to generate enough
investment and TIF to create the desired impacts. The TOC TIF grant application
will include questions that closely align with the SCAG screening criteria.
Interested parties will be required to advise on how their proposed project fares
against the screening criteria. The SCAG Screening Criteria will be critical to
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vetting applications and informing on potential project viability. The screening
criteria will be discussed further in a pre-application workshop. An overview is
provided below.

1: EIFD/CRIA Successor Agency Prerequisites

e Clear description of any former redevelopment project areas that overlap
with the proposed TIF project boundaries.

e If overlap exists, a Receipt of Finding of Completion must be secured
from the Department of Finance and submitted along with grant
application.

e Provide detailed overview of current ROPS obligations (include most
recent report submitted to the Department of Finance) and whether the
City is producing residual revenues that could be applied toward the
EIFD/CRIA. Lack of residual revenues post-dissolution could disqualify a
proposed area for lack of property taxes if they are pledged to repay the
debts of the former CRA in the foreseeable future.

Resource: City to obtain from the State Department of Finance and City Finance
Department

2: Economic Development Potential

Demonstrated potential for economic development and therefore, a financially
viable TIF district. This can be demonstrated by identifying underutilized and/or
publicly owned parcels, planned projects, and looking at changes in parcel values
over time:

¢ |dentify underutilized and/or publicly held properties and planned projects
within the study area.

o Clearly describe existing parcel values within the potential project area(s)
and any significant changes over time (past 5-15 years).

e Clear demarcation and description (size, location, zoning, current use,
obligation status) of publicly held properties within the potential TIF district
that can be leveraged for economic development purposes.

Resource: SCAG GIS Land Use Data and Parcel Data (Screening Site\)
3: Current Zoning and Density in Project Area

e Clear description of the adopted or in-progress transit supportive regulatory
document (Specific Plan, Overlay, etc.) with adoption date. Including:

o The current or proposed zoning and General Plan principles and
how they align with the 10 elements of the Transit Supportive
Toolkit.
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o The nexus with the transportation network,

o Clear description of regulatory principles that lend themselves to TIF
district formation (infrastructure, economic development,
sustainability, affordable housing, etc.).

o Whether an updated environmental clearance would be required.

Resource: City documents and SCAG GIS data (including General plan, Specific
Plans, existing land uses).

4: Project Location and Infrastructure Needs

Proposals must demonstrate a strong and compelling nexus to public
transportation and how project implementation will advance accessibility,
integration, and usability of the public transportation system. This can be
demonstrated by:

¢ Half-mile from a Metro Light Rail Station, Metrolink Station, and Metro
Transitway/Bus Rapid Transit stations and adjacent transit corridors.

e Description the infrastructure needs such as bike and pedestrian
improvements with map(s) that shows the project area, transit network,
and ‘infrastructure need’ areas. Data should be gathered from the Metro
Active Transportation Strategic Plan.

e Clear description of how a TIF district could improve infrastructure needs,
improved connectivity to public transportation, district-scale sustainable
infrastructure improvements, and encourage redevelopment of
underutilized properties.

Resource: SCAG GIS data, HQTA/ TPP/ TPA maps, City documents

5: Potential Infrastructure Financing Solutions

e Using SCAG’s Screening Criteria, Projects must demonstrate a Tax Increment
Capture Rate of 15 cents (.15) for every dollar ($1) for the Project Area. Taxing
entity proportional shares should be current (redevelopment era shares were
pre-ERAF) and come from County Auditor-Controller.

e Clear demonstration of project area viability to secure grant funding to
advance early implementation of TIF District activities, such as location in a
disadvantaged community, other demographic data, safety statistics, etc.

Resource: SCAG Property Tax Data, GIS Data, TPA, Disadvantaged Community
Maps

6: CRIA Eligibility
Clear description of the Project Area’s eligibility to form a Community
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Revitalization Investment Authority (CRIA):

e 80% of land (calculated by census tracts or block groups) must have
median household income of less than 80% of statewide median

e Must exhibit at least three of the following conditions:
1. Non-seasonal unemployment rate 3% higher than statewide median
2. Crime rates 5% higher than statewide median
3. Deteriorated or inadequate infrastructure
4. Deteriorated commercial or residential structures

e Note: AB 2492 (NEW) to qualify under CalEPA designation as
disadvantaged community (based on geographic, socioeconomic, public
health, environmental factors).

Resource: SCAG Socioeconomic Data, GIS Data, including Disadvantaged
Community Maps

B. Project Description and Stakeholder Engagement

Section 1: Project Description

e While a specific, defined boundary for the TIF district would be determined
through the feasibility study, applicant must offer a clear, concise
description of the targeted geographic area under consideration, the transit
station(s) within the area, and the kinds of projects/programs that would be
funded if a TIF district were in place

e The application must describe how it has positioned itself to advance a
successful TIF district and transit supportive investments, through
regulatory plan adoption or proposed plan under development, economic
development efforts, early TIF exploration, and/or securing other funding
sources to implement transit supportive projects.

e Describe how the proposed TIF district could support increased transit
access and ridership. This can be based on anticipated public
improvements, new development and community serving facilities, etc.

Section 2: Stakeholder Engagement

a. Outreach Plan:

¢ Clear identification of impacted communities and stakeholders affected by
the proposed TIF district, including description of key community
organizations (advocacy groups, business groups, religious/social
organizations, etc.) that will be engaged and the role that they will play in
the process

e Demonstration of a comprehensive and meaningful public
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participation and outreach program necessary to identify support and
create a vision/objectives for a TIF district.

e Clear description of how disadvantaged, underserved communities
will be engaged in the process and the proactive activities that will be
undertaken to engage these populations (translators, preparing
materials in multiple languages, hosting meetings in the evenings
and/or weekends, etc.).

A panel of LACMTA staff will evaluate all applications. TIF applications may include
evaluators from SCAG. Applicants who do not receive award will have an opportunity
to appeal to Metro’s Technical Advisory Committee following Board of Directors’
action on staff recommendations for award. Unsuccessful applicants will receive an
email by LACMTA notifying them of the opportunity to appeal. Unsuccessful
applicants interested in presenting their appeal should reply to LACMTA'’s project
manager.

Disclaimer: Please note that successful award does not imply County participation in
future TIF District.

VI. ELIGIBLE COSTS

Applicants will develop and submit a budget as part of the application. Funds
awarded will not exceed the budget submitted and may be less if the key objectives
can be achieved at lower costs. Any cost overruns shall be the responsibility of the
applicant. The grant can fund:

a. Both third party consulting costs and internal staff costs for staff directly providing
services with respect to the project will be eligible for funding. Such eligible costs
shall not include overtime costs.

b. Costs associated with community outreach may include food, and non-
cash incentives. Such proposed expenditures must be approved by Metro
in advance of incurring costs.

VIl. NON-ELIGIBLE COSTS

a. Third party consultants and contracted staff costs such as equipment, furniture,
rental vehicles, mileage, food, office leases or space cost allocations.

b. Applicant staff overtime costs, mileage reimbursements, food and use of pool
cars.
VIIl. GENERAL AND ADMINISTRATIVE CONDITIONS

a. Duration of Grant Projects. Projects’ schedules must demonstrate that the
projects can be completed, including related actions by the governing body (if
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any), within 36 months of award.

b. Governing Body Authorization. Completed TOD Planning Grant Program and
TOC TIF Feasibility Study applications must include authorization and approval of the
grant submittal and acceptance of award by the governing body, if required,
within three months of notification of award.

c. Grant Agreement. Each awarded applicant must execute a Grant Agreement
with Metro. The Agreement will include the statement of work, including planning
objectives to be achieved, the financial plan reflecting grant amount and any local
match, if applicable, as well as a schedule and deliverables. The schedule must
demonstrate that the project will be completed within 36 months from the date of
execution.

d. Funding Disbursements. The Program is reimbursement-based. Funding will
be disbursed on a quarterly basis subject to satisfactory compliance with the
expenditure plan and schedule
as demonstrated in a quarterly progress/expense report supported by a detailed
invoice demonstrating the staff and hours charged to the project, any consultant
hours, etc. An amount equal to 5% of each invoice will be retained until final
completion of the project and audits. In addition, final scheduled payment will be
withheld until the project is complete and approved by Metro and all audit
requirements have been satisfied. All quarterly reports will be due on the last
day of the months of October, January, April, and July. Project expenditures that
reach 75% of grant budget will be put on suspension when they are behind in
submitting a series of quarterly reports and deliverables. Grantees are
responsible for submitting on-time completed quarterly reports and invoices.
Reports that are delayed or incomplete will result in payments being suspended
until the work is on schedule and deliverables are provided according to the
Scope of Work and Attachment A.

e. Audits. All grant program funding is subject to Metro audit. The findings of the
audit are final. At the Project Manager’s discretion, informal audits will be
administered by the project manager for grant awards under $750,000. Grant
awards above the $750,000 threshold will be assigned a formal audit.

f. Contract Management. Program and contract grant management shall be
administered by the City staff. City staff must clearly define roles of staff
administration and management and may budget through the grant to hire
contract staff to assist in managing the program. The contractor or consultant
must be defined in the grant application and scope of work. Contractor or
consultant staff shall not be associated with the hiring of consultants to perform
the development of the regulatory documents.

g. Design Guidelines- Program outreach activities will adhere to Metro’s logo and
design requirements and standards by clicking on the following link:
https://media.metro.net/projects_studies/tod/images/Metro Logo Guidelines.pdf

h. Program Conditions- Delivery of draft work products at significant milestones
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and quarterly project briefings will be coordinated with Metro grant administrator.

e Grant recipients are required to share their proposed draft RFP, draft
consultant contract and draft regulatory documents to Metro project staff
prior to City approval.

e Quarterly briefings will be conducted with Metro staff throughout the project
schedule at significant milestones, i.e., kick off meetings, draft documents,
outreach events and committee approvals, etc.

e Grantee shall demonstrate that it can meet project milestones and stay
within the budget identified in the Grant Agreement. If at the time Grantee
has expended seventy-five percent (75%) of the Grant Funds and Grantee
has not demonstrated that the work is sufficiently complete consistent with
Grant Agreement, LACMTA'’s Project Manager will notify Grantee’s Project
Manager through written notice that payments will cease until a mutually
agreed-to cost control plan is in place. In the case of insufficient Funds to
complete the Project, no further payments will be made and Grantee will
identify and secure additional funds to complete the project identified in
Attachment A.

X Deobligation of Funds. Grantee must demonstrate timely use of the funds
and effective implementation of project scope of work by:

I.  Executing the Agreement within sixty (60) days of receiving formal
transmittal of the Agreement from LACMTA.

ii. Meeting the Project milestone and deliverable due dates as stated
in the Project Schedule and Budget, and Scope of Work.

ii. Timely submitting of the Quarterly Progress/Expense Reports as
defined in Part Il, Section 2 of the Agreement and the Reporting
and Expenditure Guidelines; and

iv. Expending funds granted within thirty-six (36) months from the date
the Grant Agreement is fully executed.

v. Procuring contract/consultant to complete grant Scope of Work
within six (6) months of agreement execution with LACMTA.

vi. Notifying LACMTA as soon as grantee is aware of any changes
and circumstances which alter the eligibility of the Board approved
project.

In the event that timely use of funds and effective implementation of the
project scope of work is not demonstrated, the Project will be reevaluated by
LACMTA as part of its annual budget recertification of funds/TOD Planning
Grant Program deobligation process and the Funds may be deobligated and
reprogrammed to another project by the LACMTA Board of Directors. Prior to
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LACMTA Board of Directors’ action to deobligate funds, Grantees
recommended for deobligation will have an opportunity to appeal to Metro’s
Technical Advisory Committee. Grantees will receive a letter by LACMTA
notifying them of the opportunity to appeal. Grantees interested in presenting
their appeal should reply to LACMTA'’s project manager.

Administrative extensions may be granted under the following conditions:

(i)  Project delay due to an unforeseen and extraordinary circumstance beyond the
control of the project sponsor (legal challenge, act of God, etc).

(i)  Project delay due to an action that results in a change in scope of work or
project schedule that is mutually agreed upon by LACMTA and the project
sponsor prior to the extension request.

(i)  Project fails to meet completion milestone, however public action on the
proposed regulatory change(s) has been scheduled and noticed to occur within
60 days of the scheduled completion milestone.

(iv) Administrative time extensions longer than 6 months will require a formal
written amendment of the grant agreement.

Informal administrative amendments may be granted under the following conditions:

(1) Project that requires a one-time 6-month time extension based on the
Administrative extensions conditions noted above may be eligible for an
informal administrative approval. Informal administrative approval will be
provided via a signed letter from Metro Project Manager. The Metro Project
Manager must secure concurrence from the Senior Executive Officer.

Upon full execution of agreement, Grantee has committed to having the staffing
necessary to fulfill the scope of the project. Therefore, inadequate staffing shall not
be considered a basis for administrative extensions or appeal of deobligation of
funds.

If Grantee does not complete an element of the Project, as described in the Scope of
Work, due to all or a portion of the Funds lapsing, the entire Project may be subject

to deobligation at LACMTA'’s sole discretion. In the event that all the Funds are
reprogrammed, the Project shall automatically terminate.
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ATTACHMENT A

Transit Supportive Planning Toolkit

10 Transit Supportive Planning Elements

Connectivity

pedestrian and bicycle
access to adjacent
areas and uses.

Building Design

Higher density, Complete
especially within a . X neighborhoods include
/ \ quarter or half mile of a a variety of housing

transit facility, can options, retail and

impact travel behavior commercial services,

by providing more Complete and community

Compact Design opportunities to live in Neighborhoods services. Complete

close proximity to neighborhoods bring

transit. land uses and
amenities closer
together, reduce travel
distances, and allow for
more non-automobile
trips.

Well-connected streets Placing building

and non-automobile o towards the edges of

networks bring %x & streets and public

destinations closer SNE spaces help create

together, reduce travel Site Layout, walkable urban

Street & Network distances, and improve Parking Layout & environments.

ki FF

Affordable Housing

Low-income residents
often have some of
highest rates of transit
ridership. Adding new
affordable housing near
transit can improve
access to employment,
health care, and
education opportunities
and reduce commuting
cost for low-income
families.

s

Commercial Stabilization,
Business Retention
& Expansion

Commercial
stabilization measures
can help protect and
encourage existing
small, local businesses
that serve the needs of
neighborhood
residents.

ERSo

Transit Prioritization,
Accessibility
& Area Design

Prioritizing transit and
active transportation as
the first and highest
priority of a circulation
network may result in
increased transit
service, through better
travel times and
speeds, which can
result in significant
transit ridership

Parking Management

Efficient parking
management can
reduce the parking
supply needed,
allowing an increase in
land use intensity, mix
of uses, wider
sidewalks, and bike
networks.
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improvements.

-

-

Transportation
Demand Management

TDM strategies
influence a variety of
factors to encourage
greater transportation
system efficiency,
including trip mode, trip
timing, travel safety,
and trip cost.

2 0
ko%
Pedestrian & Bicycle
Circulation

Adding pedestrian and
bicycle amenities to
station areas and
connecting those
facilities to the
surrounding area can
create a more
accessible transit
environment,
encouraging new
riders.
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Attachment B: SGC Grant

California Sustainable Communities Planning | 2013
Grants and Incentives Program FINAL REPORT

Department of Conservation/ Division of Land Resource Protection

Final Report for the reporting period: December 1, 2016 to January 31, 2017

Grantee: Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority Grant No. 3012-568

Project Title: A Greater LA: The Framework for Regional Climate Action and Sustainability

Signature line: (authorized representative)

All Grant Recipients:

(a) Grant recipients from all three Focus Areas shall be capable of presenting an overview of their
project to the COUNCIL at the conclusion of the Grant Agreement. The overview shall include
discussion of successes, barriers, and lessons learned from both the grant process and the grant-
funded project.

Metro was funded to develop the Transit Supportive Planning Toolkit (the Toolkit). The Toolkit will aid
local jurisdictions in developing and adopting land use regulatory changes supportive of transit and
more sustainable forms of developments. The Toolkit includes an assessment of best practices related
to land use, density, diversity of uses, parking, bicycle/pedestrian amenities and linkages, public facilities
and infrastructure, sustainable neighborhood design, and community outreach. In addition, it includes
an analysis of tools for assessing the economic and environmental benefits of transit supportive
development.

In April 2017 Metro staff is taking to the Board of Directors (Board) a recommendation that the Board
adopt the Transit Supportive Planning Toolkit (Toolkit) as a component of Metro’s TOD Planning Grant
Program Guidelines (Guidelines). The Guidelines establish the parameters for Metro’s TOD Planning
Grant Program (Program) which funds cities across the County to develop and adopt transit supportive
regulatory documents. These activities include, but are not limited to, new or amended specific plans,
ordinances, overlay zones or general plan amendments; transit village development districts; and
environmental studies required for adopting new or amended regulatory documents. The Toolkit is now
live as of January 2017 and is available at our website metro.net/projects/tod-toolkit/. If the Board

approves the April board action, future Metro grantees will be required to use the Toolkit which will
make a substantial difference in creating sustainable communities across LA County (the County).

As we roll out Round 5 of the Program with the Toolkit, local municipalities will apply using the
resources of the Toolkit as part of their TOD planning grant application to ensure all 10 characteristics of
transit-supportive planning are addressed in a holistic manner. Staff will routinely hold technical
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assistance workshops on the Toolkit and update it as a living document. These technical assistance
workshops will disseminate the Toolkit’s information and tools to local jurisdictions throughout the
County. Adopting transit-supportive regulations will position jurisdictions to pursue funds for
sustainable development that improve access to our public transit system and reduce the impact to our
environment.

FOCUS AREA 3 — REGIONAL COLLABORATIVE

(a) What local plans within their region reflect the goals and sustainability objectives outlined in the
applicable regional planning documents?

Applicable regional planning documents, several of which were discussed in the first and second annual
report but continue to be relevant today, include: Southern California Association of Governments
(SCAG) Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy (RTP/SCS), Los Angeles County
Metropolitan Transportation Authority (Metro) Countywide Sustainability Planning Policy, Metro
Complete Streets Policy, Metro First Last Mile Strategic Plan, Metro Long Range Transportation Plan
(LRTP), Metro Short Range Transportation Plan (SRTP), and the South Coast Air Quality Management
District (SCAQMD) greenhouse gas emission reduction policies and regulations. In addition, new
applicable regional planning documents are the Metro’s Active Transportation Strategic Plan and the
City of LA’s pLAN.

Regional Planning Documents

SCAG Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy (RTP/SCS)

For Los Angeles County, the Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) is the regional
planning organization responsible for creating a sustainable communities strategy. The 2016-2035
RTP/SCS plan created by SCAG is expected to result in regional benefits to mobility, economy, health,
and sustainability. It anticipates it will yield a reduction of per capita passenger vehicle emissions of 9%
by 2020 and 18% by 2035. The SCS/RTP present a vision of projected job growth and housing growth in
the region, along with projected land-use data from 2012 to 2035. The SCS specifically identifies active
transportation and transit as critical components to living and working in more compact communities
with fewer emissions.

Other anticipated outcomes from the 2012-2035 RTP/SCS include:

e Achieve overall attainment in the South Coast Air Basin for criteria pollutants (Ozone, PM10,
PMys, CO, and NO2).

o Atwo-thirds reduction of NOx emissions by 2023 and three-fourths by 2030.

e Reduction of VMT and congestion delays.

e Increase use of near-zero and zero-emission technologies for passenger vehicles.
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The RTP/SCS includes actions and strategies that focus on four key areas:

e Land Use Actions and Strategies

e Transportation Network Actions and Strategies

e Transportation System Management Actions and Strategies
e (Clean Vehicle Technology Actions and Strategies

All of Los Angeles County has opted to follow the SCAG 2016-2035 RTP/SCS except for the Gateway
Cities Council of Governments (COG) (located in southeast Los Angeles County). The Gateway Cities COG
elected to develop its own sub-regional sustainable communities strategy, with a memorandum of
understanding to work with SCAG and meet the SCAG targets. The Gateway Cities COG SCS combines
five bundles of strategies to meet estimated GHG reduction targets: transportation strategies,
transportation demand management, land use strategies, regional transportation projects (through
Metro), and interactive effects of land use and regional transit.

Metro and SCAG have entered into a Joint Work Program to implement the 2012-2035 Regional
Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy (RTP/SCS). On April 4, 2012, the SCAG Regional
Council unanimously adopted the 2012-2035 RTP and the region's first SCS. The adopted RTP/SCS
includes land-use and transportation strategies that will support the region in meeting the established
Greenhouse Gas (GHG) reduction targets of 8% per capita by 2020 and 13% per capita by 2035. While
SCAG develops the RTP/SCS, the land-use and transportation changes within it are largely driven by the
respective actions of local governments and County Transportation Commissions (Metro) that program
the majority of transportation funds flowing into the region. Metro recognized the benefits of being
engaged in the implementation of the Plan in order for its benefits to be realized, as well as, to ensure
the region continues to make progress that can be reflected in the 2016 RTP/SCS.

The Metro Countywide Sustainability Planning Policy is a complement to Metro’s efforts to improve air
quality and increase transportation choices that have been underway for more than two decades. It is a
tool for better defining the agency’s long-term, desired sustainability outcomes in order to facilitate
greater coordination and collaboration across transportation modes, planning disciplines (land-use,
housing, environment, economic development, health, utilities), and government agencies.

For the last two decades, as part of its efforts to reduce local air pollution, SCAQMD has promoted a
number of programs to combat climate change. For instance, SCAQMD has promoted energy
conservation, low-carbon fuel technologies (natural gas vehicles; electric-hybrids, hydraulic hybrids, and
battery-electric vehicles), renewable energy vehicle miles traveled (VMT) reduction programs, and
market incentive programs.
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SCAQMD’s first formal action to fight greenhouse gasses (GHG) occurred in 1991, with the issuance of its
Policy on Global Warming and Stratospheric Ozone Depletion, targeting a transition away from
chlorofluorocarbons (CFCs) as an industrial refrigerant and propellant in aerosol cans. In the early
1990s, SCAQMD adopted several regulations regarding ozone depleting compounds which served as
models for state and federal agencies.

SCAQMD has adopted Regulation XXVII — Climate Change to create The Greenhouse Gas Reduction
Program for greenhouse gas emission reductions in the District. The District will fund projects through
contracts in response to requests for proposals or purchase reductions from other parties.

SCAQMD has adopted the Air Quality-Related Energy Policy, which integrates air quality, energy, and

climate change issues in a coordinated and consolidated manner. The policy document first presents an
overall view of energy consumption within the Basin in 2008 and the related NOx, air toxics, and CO2
emissions contributed by energy type. Ten air quality-related energy policies to guide and coordinate
SCAQMD efforts are presented, followed by ten actions to support the policies.

The Governor’s Office of Planning and Research has prepared a list of plans and initiatives adopted by
California Jurisdictions to address GHG emissions. These local plans include Climate Action Plans;
General Plan policies; General Plan Implementation measures; GHG reduction Plans; Sustainability Plans;
and, Ordinances. Of the 88 cities in LA County, 12 have adopted Climate Action Plans and another 18
are in progress; 10 have adopted General Plan policies, with another 17 in progress. 7 have adopted
General Plan implementation measures, with another 9 in progress. 6 have adopted GHG Reduction
Plans, with another 7 in progress; 12 have adopted Sustainability Plans, with another 6 in progress; and,
6 have adopted climate change related ordinances, with another 6 in progress. OPR’s list was last
updated in June 2014.

In addition to these regional efforts, two cities in Los Angeles County have demonstrated particular
climate action leadership, Santa Monica and the City of Los Angeles. The respective climate action and
sustainability plans of these cities inform The Framework.

Metro Countywide Sustainability Planning Policy

The Metro Countywide Sustainability Planning Policy, adopted in 2012, is a complement to Metro’s
efforts to improve air quality and increase transportation choices. It is a tool for better defining the
agency’s long-term, desired sustainability goals in order to facilitate greater coordination and
collaboration across transportation modes, planning disciplines (land-use, housing, environment,
economic development, health, utilities), and government agencies.

The following key concepts guide the policy framework:
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e “Green Modes” or clean mobility options like active transportation, rideshare, transit, and clean-
fueled vehicles.

e Integrated transportation and land use planning to increase opportunities for people to live and
work in transit corridors and more compact communities.

e Multiple strategy approaches, or “bundling” complementary strategies together for maximum
benefit, in order to derive the greatest return on major investments.

e Network Optimization, or technological improvements that increase connectivity.

e Regional and local focus on intermodal infrastructure investment to support long-term
sustainable transportation demands.

The framework organizes policies according to location and accessibility, in terms of residential density
and employment centrality, documenting the VMTs of individual trips. The framework guides the
planning process, indicating the ways to achieve a more sustainable future such as a reduction in per
capita VMTs through modal shifts, advancements in vehicle technology, improving traffic operations to
smooth traffic and add auto capacity.

Metro Complete Streets Policy

Adopted in 2014, the Metro Complete Streets Policy advances the vision provided in Metro’s
Countywide Sustainability Planning Policy. The term “Complete Streets” describes a comprehensive,
integrated transportation network with infrastructure and design that allows safe and convenient travel
along and across streets for all users, including pedestrians, users and operators of public transit,
bicyclists, persons with disabilities, seniors, children, motorists, users of green modes, and movers of
commercial goods. A complete street may include: sidewalks, bike lanes, special bus lanes, frequent
crossing opportunities, pedestrian signals, curb extensions, and narrower travel lanes. These
infrastructure improvements are intended to reduce auto dependency and its negative environmental
impacts by creating viable and safe alternatives to travel.

The Policy serves as a guidance tool for Metro to better coordinate within the various functions and
departments of the agency and between partner organizations that have influence or jurisdiction over
the public realm. It is intended to achieve the following goals:

e Maximize the benefits of transit service and improve access to public transit by making it
convenient, safe, and attractive for users.

e Maximize multi-modal benefits and efficiencies.

e Improve safety for all users on the transportation network.

e Facilitate multi-jurisdictional coordination and leverage partnerships and incentive programs to
achieve a “complete” and integrated transportation system that serves all users.
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e Establish active transportation improvements as integral elements of the countywide
transportation system.

e Foster healthy, equitable, and economically vibrant communities where all residents have
greater mobility choices.

Metro First Last Mile Strategic Plan

Metro is developing a world-class rail system with stations that will be a short distance (three miles or
less) from the homes of 7.8 million Los Angeles County residents. Over time, this number will continue
to grow as cities modify their land-use plans to provide more housing and jobs near stations, consistent
with market demand and regional goals for more sustainable communities. The Metro First Last Mile
Strategic Plan, adopted in 2014, outlines a specific infrastructure improvement strategy designed to
facilitate easy, safe, and efficient access to the Metro system. The toolbox within the plan identifies
improvements for crossing enhancement/connections, signage/wayfinding, safety/comfort, allocation of
street space, and plug-in components. The plan serves as a resource for Metro and the many public and
private organizations throughout the region working to update programs, land-use plans, planning
guidelines, business models, entitlement processes, and other tools that take advantage of LA County’s
significant investment in the public transportation network. The First Last Mile Strategic Plan goals
include:

e Expand the reach of transit through infrastructure improvements.

e Maximize multi-modal benefits and efficiencies.

e Build on the RTP/SCS and Countywide Sustainable Planning Policy (multi-modal, green,
equitable and smart).

By improving transit access and effectiveness, more people will likely opt into public transportation
which in turn will reduce vehicle miles traveled (VMTs) and greenhouse gas emissions (GHGSs), integrate
physical activity into daily commute patterns, and improve economic vitality by connecting people to
regional markets.

Metro Long Range Transportation Plan

Metro’s LRTP was adopted in 2009 and lays out a 30-year strategy for improving mobility in Los Angeles
County. This $300 billion LRTP and the projects within it are:

e Expanding and improving bus and rail service.

e Adding carpool lanes.

e Building freeway interchanges and carpool lane connectors.

e Funding arterial, signal synchronization, transportation demand management, bikeway,
pedestrian, transit capital and transportation enhancements through the Call for Projects.
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e Promoting rideshare and other Transportation Demand Management strategies that provide
options to driving alone.

By 2040, the transit, bicycling, and carpool projects in the LRTP will reduce air pollution by an estimated
six metric tons daily, daily VMT by three million, and daily GHG emissions by nearly 1,370 metric tons.
Metro is currently working to update the LRTP and anticipates adopting the new LRTP in 2017.

Metro Short Range Transportation Plan

The 2014 SRTP is a ten-year action plan that guides Metro’s programs and projects through 2024. The
SRTP advances the long-term goals identified in the 2009 Long Range Transportation Plan, identifying
those projects and programs that will be implemented over the next ten years in accordance with the
project priorities and funding schedules of the LRTP. Approximately $88 billion has been committed over
the next decade to implement these projects and programs which move Los Angeles County towards
improved mobility, better air quality and increased transit access. Metro is investing most of these funds
into projects that provide alternatives to the single-person car, thereby supporting the reduction of air
pollution, VMT, and GHG emissions. Eighty-seven percent of the SRTP funds are for transportation
alternatives including transit, carpool lanes, ridesharing programs, bikeways, and pedestrian linkages.

Metro Active Transportation Strategic Plan

The Active Transportation Strategic Plan (Plan) is Metro's countywide effort to identify strategies to
increase walking, bicycling and transit use in Los Angeles County. The Plan’s policy and infrastructure
recommendations will require collaboration between Metro, local and regional agencies, and other
stakeholders to ensure implementation. The Plan will focus on improving first and last mile access to
transit and propose a regional network of active transportation facilities, including shared-use paths and
on-street bikeways, and develop a funding strategy to get them built. Identify improvements that
increase access to transit for people who walk and bike. The Active Transportation Strategic Plan was
adopted by the Metro Board of Directors on May 26, 2016.

The objectives of the Active Transportation Strategic plan are to:

e Create a regional active transportation network.

e Develop supporting programs and policies related to education, encouragement, enforcement,
and evaluation.

e Guide future investments.

e Develop a funding strategy

Local Plans in Support of Regional Planning Documents

The local plans described below were discussed in the previous annual report and continue to reflect the
goals and sustainability objectives outlined in the regional planning documents discussed in both this
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and last year’s report, as well as the objectives of those new regional planning documents included in
this report. When appropriate, the local plans descriptions have been updated.

Sustainable Community Strategies

As stated in the first annual report, all of Los Angeles County has opted to follow the SCAG 2012-2035
RTP/SCS except for the Gateway Cities Council of Governments (COG) (located in southeastern Los
Angeles County). Although the Gateway Cities COG elected to develop its own sub-regional sustainable
communities strategy, it agreed to work with SCAG to meet their targets. The Gateway Cities COG SCS
focuses on five bundles of strategies for achieving GHG reduction targets: transportation strategies,
transportation demand management strategies, land use, regional transportation projects (through
Metro), and the interactive effects of land use and regional transit projects.

Climate Action and Sustainability Plans

Climate action plans take an inventory of emissions from building energy, land use and transportation,
water consumption, and waste generation, etc. and set measures for reducing future emissions to
achieve specific reduction targets. Of the 88 cities in Los Angeles County, 12 have adopted climate
action plans and another 16 are in progress. These climate action plans vary in scope and intensity but
are overall in support of the regional planning objectives. In addition to climate action plans, 12 cities
have adopted sustainability plans, with 6 more in progress. Although less comprehensive then
sustainability plans, several cities have adopted, or are working towards adopting, GHG reduction plans
(6 adopted and 7 in progress). Furthermore, several local jurisdictions within the county have developed
or are in the process of developing general plan policies (10 adopted and 17 in progress), general plan
implementation measures (7 adopted and 9 in progress) and ordinances (6 adopted and 6 in progress)
supportive of sustainability efforts consistent with all three regional policy documents.

Transit Supportive Planning

Several local jurisdictions are also developing transit supportive land use plans that reflect the goals and
sustainability objectives outlined in the SCAG RTS/SCS, Metro Countywide Sustainability Planning Policy,
Metro Complete Streets Policy, and Metro First Last Mile Strategic Plan, Metro LRTP, Metro SRTP and
SCAQMD greenhouse gas emission reduction policies and regulations. Through Metro’s TOD Planning
Grant Program, 27 Los Angeles County local jurisdictions have or are amending and/or developing new
transit-supportive specific plans, overlay zones, and/or general plan updates. These regulatory changes
will reduce GHG emissions and per capita vehicle emissions, as well as increase transit ridership and
energy efficiency by promoting compact development and non-automobile forms of transportation
around transit stations. The regulatory changes will help focus future housing and job growth within
high-quality transit areas.
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Complete Streets

Of the 88 cities in Los Angeles County, 39 cities have adopted complete streets guidelines into their
General Plan and 4 cities have adopted a complete streets policy. These policies support all regional
planning documents by promoting clean mobility options such as active transportation and
infrastructure investment that support long-term sustainable transportation demands. By promoting
alternative methods of transportation to the car, complete streets reduce GHG emissions and VMT,
therefore improving the region’s air quality.

Active Transportation Strategic Plans

When it was adopted, the Board of Directors also passed a motion to implement first/last mile utilizing
the data collected and analyzed in the ATSP. Metro is in the process of carrying out the implementation
of the ATSP and the first/last mile implementation actions directed by the Board.

(b) What local plans do not yet reflect the regional planning objectives?

Of the 88 cities in LA County, 43 have not yet adopted, nor are in the process of drafting, policies and/or
programs to address climate change and/or to reduce GHG emissions from their community and
municipal activities.

(c) What are the issues/barriers that may have arisen to make it difficult to implement the
sustainability goals at the local level? Indicate a plan to overcome those issues/barriers.

NOTE: There has not been any change to the issues and barriers in implementing sustainability goals at
the local level for the Los Angeles region. Therefore, the following text remains significantly the same as
in Annual Report #2.

Local practitioners and decision-makers continue to face the same barriers discussed in last year’s
annual report. These barriers include lack of staff technical expertise in the subject matter and capacity,
as well as funds.

Most jurisdictions in the region lack staff capacity to research relevant information on climate change,
resiliency planning, and implementation measures. Jurisdictions don't have the necessary human
resource to create climate action policies and programs, therefore impeding the adoption of these plans
by decision makers. This hampers local resiliency planning efforts and leaves potential program
implementation funds untapped.

Lack of capacity and funds also make it difficult for local jurisdictions to implement sustainability goals
with respect to land use and transportation. As previously stated, many jurisdictions have outdated land
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use regulatory documents which promote a car-oriented environment. The recent recession and
dissolution of community redevelopment agencies left local jurisdictions understaffed and pressed for
funds to plan for more sustainable land use patterns and transportation options. Local jurisdictions lack
the resources to update and/or create new regulatory documents that promote a mix of uses, higher
density, lower parking requirements, use of transit, pedestrian-friendly design standards, and a more
sustainable future.

The Transit Supportive Planning Toolkit will aid local jurisdictions in adopting land use regulatory
changes supportive of transit and more sustainable forms of developments. Contingent on Metro Board
approval, the Toolkit will become a resource to utilize with Metro’s TOD Planning Grant Program which
provides funds to local jurisdictions (including funds for staff labor) to develop and adopt transit
supportive land use regulations.

(d) The progress to date on the goals measured by the indicators outlined in the grant application.
The indicators can include process goals, such as numbers of meetings or the extent of outreach
efforts, as well as specific metrics such as reduced VMT or additional miles of bike lanes. Any
indicators that cannot be measured at the time the annual report is due (because the project has not
matured to the point that the indicator is meaningful), should include a statement as to why a
particular indicator is not yet measurable.

Task 1: Grant Administration

No indicators identified in the grant agreement.

Task 4: Local Implementation Measures/ TOD Model Ordinance

1) Number of literature, policies and best practices reviewed-

The consultant team reviewed an extensive amount of policies, plans, and reports to develop the draft
Transit Supportive Planning Toolkit. With the number of tools and case studies that have been
incorporated into the draft toolkit, well over 200 different policies, plans, and reports were reviewed.
This research and review process led to the development of the 10 Characteristics of Transit Supportive
Places identified in the toolkit, as well as the 37 planning and policies tools and 108 case studies.

2) Number of categories created for Matrix —

The Best Practices Matrix developed as part of Task 3.1 includes 10 characteristics that are commonly
found in successful transit supportive places and planning documents. These 10 characteristics include:

e Compact Design: Compact design, or density, refers to the number of people, homes, or jobs per
unit of area. Density, especially within a quarter or half -mile of a transit facility, can impact
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travel behavior by reducing travel distances for daily activities, improving mobility options, and
create environments for people to rely on non-automobile modes.

e Complete Neighborhoods: Complete neighborhoods refer to places where people have safe and
convenient access to goods and services. Complete neighborhoods include a variety of housing
options, retail and commercial services, and community services.

e Street and Network Connectivity: Connections for pedestrians, cyclists, and vehicles improve
accessibility to adjacent areas and uses.

e Site Layout, Parking Layout, and Building Design: Placing building towards the edges of streets
and public spaces help create walkable urban environments. Buildings placed near the edge of
sidewalks help provide a sense of definition to streets and also emphasize the pedestrian access
compared to locations where parking is located between the sidewalk and the building.

e Affordable Housing: Low-income residents, including seniors, often have some of the lowest
rates of car ownership and highest rates of transit ridership. Adding new affordable housing
near transit can improve access to employment, health care, and education opportunities and
reduce commuting cost for low-income families while creating a more efficient transit system.

e Commercial Stabilization, Business Retention, and Expansion: Increasing property values near
transit stations may increase cost pressures on existing businesses, attracting new retailers and
jobs that compete with existing neighborhood businesses. Commercial stabilization measures
can help protect and encourage existing small, local businesses that serve the needs of
neighborhood residents.

e Transit Prioritization, Accessibility, and Area Design: Transit-first policies prioritize transit and
other non-motorized transportation modes and can be used to support decision-making related
to sustainable transportation.

e Parking Management: Parking management affects the relative supply, price, and regulation of
parking facilities within an area. Efficient parking management can reduce the parking supply
needed, allowing an increase in land use intensity, a mix of uses, wider sidewalks, and bike

networks.

e Transportation Demand Management: Transportation Demand Management (TDM) refers to
various strategies aimed at more efficient use of transportation systems.

e Pedestrian and Bicycle Circulation: Quality of pedestrian and bicycle circulation conditions affect
travel activity including transit ridership.

3) Number of policies and strategies in Matrix —
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The Transit Supportive Planning Toolkit includes 37 planning and policy tools, organized into the
following categories:

e Land Use/Planning

e Transportation and Parking
e Urban Design

e Financing

4) Number of model ordinances, strategies offered —

The 37 Transit Supportive Planning and Policy Tools include 108 individual case studies that examine
plans, programs, ordinances, and strategies adopted by other jurisdictions in Los Angeles County and
throughout the United States. The case studies include direct links to the actual plan documents or
ordinance language for review by local agency staff.

5) Number of manuals distributed/requested —

The Transit Supportive Planning Toolkit content has been published on Metro’s website.

6) Number of training materials distributed/requested —

Metro staff held five workshops and provided training which included a presentation that provided an
overview of the Transit Supportive Planning Toolkit, as well as a fact sheet handout that identified the
primary components of the toolkit. The fact sheet was distributed to all attendees of the five workshops
and the workshop presentation will be made available for download from the Toolkit website once the
final version is live.

7) Number of workshops held —

Five training workshops were conducted on the following dates:

e Tuesday, July 26, 2016 — San Gabriel Valley

e Wednesday, July 27, 2016 — Gateway Cities

e Thursday, July 28, 2016 — Downtown Los Angeles

e Thursday, August 18, 2016 — Webinar

e Wednesday, August 24, 2016 — Downtown Los Angeles

8) Number of attendees at workshops —
The number of attendees at each workshop was:

e Tuesday, July 26, 2016 — San Gabriel Valley — 16 attendees
e Wednesday, July 27, 2016 — Gateway Cities — 20 attendees
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e Thursday, July 28, 2016 — Downtown Los Angeles — 14 attendees
e Thursday, August 18, 2016 — Webinar — 27 attendees
e Wednesday, August 24, 2016 — Downtown Los Angeles — 12 attendees

The following indicators are not measurable as Metro does not have the ability to implement land use
actions. Metro developed a resource that has been made available to cities in Los Angeles County to
advance their planning work. Each metric description includes anticipated method(s) of measure (if
feasible) that parties could establish if they have the capacity to implement as part of their grant funded
regulatory planning document.

Increase Affordable Housing

¢ Adoption of model ordinance elements by municipalities — Metro does not have land use
control. However, the Toolkit identifies Affordable Housing as one of the 10 characteristics of
transit supportive places. As such, contingent on Board approval, Metro TOD Planning Grant
Program grantees would be encouraged to consider affordable housing in their planning efforts.

e Metro could track the number of Metro-funded plans that incorporate affordable housing
policies.

¢ Increase in affordable housing developments and density bonus recipients (where ordinance
allows such bonus for the inclusion of affordable units) — This is beyond the scope of Metro
Transit Supportive Planning Toolkit.

¢ Increase in affordable units in mixed-use and infill developments — Similar to the item above.
Cities would need to track and provide data to Metro for compilation of county-wide data.

Promote Infill and Compact Development

¢ Municipalities participating in the development of the planning tools and Model Ordinance
elements — Staff from the County and 32 different cities attended the Technical Assistance
Workshops and participated in a review of the Transit Supportive Planning Toolkit. All attendees
were asked to provide comments and feedback regarding the toolkit elements, including the
tools, case studies, and other information.

¢ Adoption of Model Ordinance elements and related policies that encourage compact and mixed-
use development —Metro may be able to track this metric through the number of Metro-funded
plans that align with the Toolkit.

¢ Increase in the number of transit-oriented districts within the County that provide incentives for
appropriate development — Metro would need to define what is a “transit-oriented district.” If a
single definition is agreed to, this metric could be tracked.

e Decrease in the number of inappropriate or automobile-oriented uses within a % mile radius of
major transit hubs — This metric may be difficult to track and would require defining
inappropriate or automobile-oriented uses. This definition could change from city to city.
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¢ Increase in the number of walkable public services, such as parks and community centers - This
metric may be difficult to track. This definition could change from city to city.

¢ Increase in housing units within a predetermined distance of transit and professional centers —
Metro can track the number of Metro-funded plans that increase potential housing units within
the boundaries of Metro-funded plans.

Revitalize Urban and Community Centers

e Increase in the number of redeveloped lots within transit-oriented districts and other
community centers — This is difficult to track. Metro does not have land use authority and funds
local cities to develop regulatory documents, but not to implement parcel redevelopment.

¢ Increase in funds allocated toward infill and rehabilitation development as compared to
Greenfield development — Not recommended for tracking as this metric may be difficult to
isolate the proportion of impact resulting from transit supportive policies. It may also be
difficult to obtain accurate information regarding project costs and fund allocation.

¢ Increase in the number of community uses of existing public buildings - Not recommended for
tracking as this metric may be difficult to isolate the proportion of impact resulting from transit
supportive policies.

¢ Increase in number of permits issued for redevelopment and rehabilitation projects — Metro
does not have land use or permit authority in Los Angeles County, this is subject to local control-
therefore this is not something Metro can track nor can we obligate local cities to track.

¢ Increase in the number of walkable public services, such as parks and community centers - This
metric can be tracked by accounting for the number of Metro-funded plans that advance
policies that create improved regulatory environments around increasing walkable public
services.

Reduce Automobile Usage and Fuel Consumption

* Increase in transit ridership — Metro can track transit boardings at stations before and after the
adoption of transit supportive plans and policies.

e Decreased per capita VMT — Metro cannot take on the responsibility of tracking this. This metric
can be tracked on a regional basis and can be documented on a project-by-project basis once
full adoption of SB 743 CEQA standards is completed. However, Metro can account for the
number of Metro-funded plans that include the transit supportive planning principles.

e Decrease in congestion on local freeways — This metric may be difficult to isolate the proportion
of impact resulting from transit supportive policies, when compared to other factors such as the
economy, VMT, etc.

¢ Increased number of pedestrian and bicycle corridors — Can be tracked by monitoring the
number of miles of new bicycle and pedestrian infrastructure. However, this metric may be
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difficult to isolate the proportion of impact resulting from transit supportive policies and is not
something that Metro has control over or can track.

¢ Increased number of alternative and efficient cars and trucks — Not recommended for tracking
as this metric may be difficult to isolate the proportion of impact resulting from transit
supportive policies.

e Reduction in the consumption of fossil fuels — Not recommended for tracking as this metric may
be difficult to isolate the proportion of impact resulting from transit supportive policies.

Improve Infrastructure Systems

* Increase, in miles, of public transit ways (rail or dedicated bus) and bikeways — Metro can track
public transit ways but cannot track local bikeways as Metro does not have any control over
those infrastructure improvements and is not notified when they occur.

e Increase in retrofit plans and studies for sea walls, flood control, and fire protection in
anticipation of climate impacts- This is beyond the scope of Metro Transit Supportive Planning
Toolkit

¢ Increase in the number of retrofitted buildings for energy efficiency- This is beyond the scope of
Metro Transit Supportive Planning Toolkit

e Increase in park acreage per capita countywide LA County- This is beyond the scope of Metro
Transit Supportive Planning Toolkit

Promote Equity

e Adoption of model ordinances and strategies that are targeted to cities with median income
levels less than the countywide average — Metro staff is recommending that the Board adopt
amendment Guidelines for the Planning Grant Program. The amended Guidelines include equity
considerations. Contingent on Board approval, Metro can track the number of plans that are
advanced.

¢ Increase in public transportation availability in cities with median income levels less than the
countywide average — Metro can track through awards of project funding and completion of
projects through TOD Planning Grant Program.

e Decrease in energy and water costs/consumption rates- Utility companies already have such
programs in place.

Strengthen the Economy

¢ Increase in green job training programs and curriculums in the local community colleges and
universities- This is beyond the scope of Metro Transit Supportive Planning Toolkit
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e Increase in number of green jobs - This is beyond the scope of Metro Transit Supportive
Planning Toolkit

¢ Increase in number of public transit-oriented jobs- This is beyond the scope of Metro Transit
Supportive Planning Toolkit

* Increase in revenue from public transportation sector — Metro can track transit farebox

amounts.
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REGULAR BOARD MEETING
MAY 25, 2017

SUBJECT: NORTH HOLLYWOOD JOINT DEVELOPMENT PROJECT

ACTION: AUTHORIZE EXECUTION OF EXCLUSIVE NEGOTIATIONS AND PLANNING
AGREEMENT FOR NORTH HOLLYWOOD JOINT DEVELOPMENT PROJECT

RECOMMENDATION

AUTHORIZE the Chief Executive Officer to execute an Exclusive Negotiations and Planning
Agreement (ENA) with Trammell Crow Company and Greenland USA (Developer) for the properties
at North Hollywood Station (Site), for 24 months with the option to extend up to 30 months.

ISSUE

On June 24, 2016, Metro and the Developer entered into a 6-month Short Term ENA for the North
Hollywood Joint Development Project (Project). Both parties executed a 3-month administrative
extension of the Short Term ENA on December 24, 2016, and the Metro Board of Directors
authorized an additional 3-month extension on February 23, 2017. These extensions were made to
allow additional time for Metro and the Developer to 1) confirm feasibility of transit infrastructure
requirements for project shaping; 2) ensure that the proposed development does not physically
preclude relevant transit projects funded by the approval of Measure M; and 3) conduct further public
outreach to share the results of these feasibility studies and site programming and gather further
community feedback.

In the Short Term ENA period, the Developer worked in good faith with Metro staff and performed
pursuant to the requirements of the agreement. Staff is now in a position to recommend entering into
an ENA, which will enable more advanced negotiations around development of the Site and will allow
processing the required entitlements including environmental approvals.

DISCUSSION

The North Hollywood Station is a regional, multi-modal transportation hub that includes the termini of
the Metro Red and Orange Lines, a local bus layover facility, and a Metro park-and-ride lot. The Site
is comprised of four parcels, one easterly and three westerly of Lankershim Boulevard, with potential
transit connections available via underground access panels. The Site has arterial and freeway
access and extensive public transportation access. Attachment A includes a map of the Metro
properties for joint development and their approximate acreages. In total, the Site comprises 15.6
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acres situated at the heart of North Hollywood Arts District, and is part of Metro’s Transit Oriented
Communities (TOC) Demonstration Program.

Proposed Development Program and Design

In the fall of 2015, Metro conducted a robust community outreach process to create a Guide for
Development for the Site. Input from this process included the community’s desire for a high-density,
iconic development that is balanced with well-designed open space and celebrates the eclectic,
artistic character of the North Hollywood Arts District. The Board approved the Guide for
Development in December 2015.

The Developer’s site plan and development program, provided in Attachment B, meet the vision laid
out in the community-driven Guide for Development. The proposed 1.9 million square foot
development includes two high-rise residential towers, four podium residential buildings, of which two
are affordable housing, a 300,000 square foot mid-rise office building, a varied 140,000 square foot
retail program that potentially includes specialty grocery uses, neighborhood-serving restaurants and
retail goods and services; low-rise office space; common area amenities; and pedestrian
improvements. In addition to providing these amenities, the proposed development features strong
urban design characteristics that will engage the activity generated by the Metro station and activate
the streets and open spaces surrounding the new buildings.

A key component of the project is the consolidation of transit facilities at a new multi-modal transit
center that will integrate local bus service and Metro Orange Line service on the west side of
Lankershim. The consolidated facility will make transfers from Red and Orange Line to local buses
more convenient and comfortable. The proposed transit center also includes a dedicated,
underground garage, replacing the existing transit parking spaces. Additional parking for transit
patrons will be shared with other uses on the Site.

Potential Use of Adjacent Metro-owned Property

Metro owns a 1.15 acre parcel immediately west of the Site. This parcel could provide the opportunity
to provide either up to 200 additional parking spaces or up to 225 additional affordable housing units.
This parcel will need to be studied further to determine the final parking or affordable housing that
could be added. The 200 parking stalls could increase the overall parking count to provide additional
parking if actual parking demand exceeds Metro’s estimate. Transit parking demand will be
reassessed with the implementation of Metro’s Parking Management Pilot Program, which will be in
place by summer 2017, as well as the Parking Guidance System. The parking management system
will both charge for daily parking and affirmatively restrict parking to transit riders. Determination of
the most appropriate use for this parcel will be further explored to incorporate feedback from the
community as well as data from the new parking demand management systems.

Coordination with Metro Departments/Transit Facility Configuration

Throughout the Short Term ENA phase, Metro Joint Development staff coordinated with Bus and Rail
Operations, Systemwide Planning, Program Management, and Parking Management to ensure that
the conceptual Project will meet Metro’s broader needs. The resulting concept will:

1. accommodate continuous transit operations at the Site during construction;
2. be constructed without damaging Metro infrastructure;
3. replace all required transit infrastructure currently at the Site;

Metro Page 2 of 4 Printed on 4/12/2022

powered by Legistar™


http://www.legistar.com/

File #: 2017-0144, File Type: Agreement Agenda Number: 37

4. provide sufficient parking to meet the Station’s transit parking demand; and,

5. allow future construction and operation of transit infrastructure at and around the Site
including electrification of the Orange Line, conversion of the Orange Line to light rail, and
incorporation of the North Hollywood to Pasadena BRT.

If the ENA is executed, Joint Development staff will continue internal coordination to vet the project
with all affected departments and divisions within Metro to ensure that the project does not limit
Metro’s current or future infrastructure or operational needs.

Financial Feasibility

Metro retained Maxima Group, an experienced financial consultant (Consultant), to review the
materials received during the Short Term ENA period. The Consultant found that the Developer has
laid out a Program that appears to be financially feasible in its conceptual form. The Consultant
observed that the proposed development program and site plan demonstrate that the key objectives
laid out in the Guide for Development can be met, and that, taken as a whole, the Developer’s
preliminary assumptions about development costs and potential income are achievable. The ENA
period will allow further market research and review of financial assumptions to inform ground lease
negotiations and to further refine infrastructure costs and funding.

DETERMINATION OF SAFETY IMPACT

Approval of this item will have no impact on safety. Metro's operations staff will continue to review
and comment on the proposed development to ensure that the proposals have no adverse impact on
the station, portal and public areas on Metro's property.

FINANCIAL IMPACT

Funding for joint development activities related to the ENA and the proposed project is included in the
FY18 budget in Cost Center 2210, Project 401011. In addition, the ENA will require a non-refundable
fee of $50,000 as well as a $50,000 deposit to cover third-party expenses during the negotiation.

Impact to Budget

Metro project planning activities and related costs will be funded from General Fund local right-of-way
lease revenues and any deposits secured from the Developers, as appropriate. Local right-of-way
lease revenues are eligible for bus/rail operating and capital expenses. Execution of the ENA will not
impact ongoing bus and rail operating and capital budget, Proposition A and C and TDA
administration budget or Measure R administration budget.

ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED

The Board could choose not to proceed with the recommended action and could direct staff to (a) not
enter into an ENA with the Developer, (b) continue communications regarding refinement of the
project with the Developer within the existing Short Term ENA, or (c) not proceed with the proposed
project and seek new development options via a new competitive process.
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Staff does not recommend proceeding with these alternatives because the recommended action will
ensure additional input from the community and other public sector stakeholders and appropriately
builds upon the significant community input and procurement process that has transpired thus far. A
new RFP process would delay the development of the Site and Metro may fail to take advantage of
currently favorable conditions in the real estate market. Further, if the outcome of the discussion
during the ENA period does not create a project proposal suitable to the community or the Board,
other options could still be considered.

NEXT STEPS

Upon approval of the recommended action, Metro will enter into an ENA with Trammell Crow
Company/Greenland USA. The Developer team, together with the joint development staff, will refine
transit facility requirements and the overall project concept, explore options for funding, and continue
the outreach and community engagement process. The Developer will further design and begin the
environmental clearance process. After the initial 18 months of the ENA process, staff will update the
Board on the status of the project.

ATTACHMENTS

Attachment A - North Hollywood Joint Development Site
Attachment B - Proposed North Hollywood Site Plan and Program Summary

Prepared by: Wells Lawson, Senior Director, Countywide Planning & Development,
(213) 922-2563
Jenna Hornstock, Deputy Executive Officer, Countywide Planning & Development (213)
922-7437
Cal Hollis, Senior Executive Officer, Countywide Planning & Development (213) 922-
7319

Reviewed by: Therese W. McMillan, Chief Planning Officer, (213) 922-7077

g

Phillip A. Washington \
Chief Executive Officer '

Metro Page 4 of 4 Printed on 4/12/2022

powered by Legistar™


http://www.legistar.com/

ATTACHMENT A
North Hollywood Joint Development Site
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ATTACHMENT B
Proposed North HoIIywood Development Slte Plan and Program Summary

Proposed Development Program Summary

Market Rate Homes 1,000 - 1,200 Units

| Affordable Homes 250 - 273 Units
Retail (sq ft) 125,000 - 145,000 Sq Ft

| Office (sq ft) 300,000 - 400,000 Sq Ft

| Transit Parking 1,000 - 1,270  Cars
"R i . T T s e

Development Illustrative Plan
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JOINT DEVELOPMENT PROCESS

Metro Joint Development Process

Initial Community Developer Solicitation/ Project Refinement, Joint Permitting and
Outreach Selection¥* Development Agreement Construction
Ground Lease Negotiations

>Community meetings >Issue Request for >Developers progress >City engineering
Information and architectural design
>Creation of Development | Qualifications {(RFIQ) >Construction documents
Guidelines* and/or Request for >Community outreach and
Proposals (RFP) input - several iterations >City building permits
>Evaluate proposals >Entitlements and CEQA >Seek concurrence from
72} process¥**#* FTA (for properties with
4 >Community update federal interest)
o >Negotiation of financial
— terms >City-related approvals
E >On-site construction

>Occupancy
Metro Board approves Metro Board authorizes Metro Board approves Completed project
l: Development Guidelines Exclusive Negotiation Joint Development
=) Agreement (ENA) with Agreement and Ground
73 recommended Lease Agreement
developer(s)
LLl
oz
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OUTREACH PROCESS

> 3 focus group meetings with
community organizations,

resic

ents, and businesses, totaling

45

participants

> Community Workshop with ~65
participants

> Open House with ~50 participants

> Received comments both online
and via email

@ Metro




WHAT WE HEARD

> Preserve artistic, historic, eclectic character of
NoHo Arts District

> Balance density and height with a comfortable
human-scaled environment

> Bring pedestrian activity further north on
_ankershim

> Include quality central open space near the -~
Station that encourages activity, gathering, and w
street life |

> Prioritize safety for a family-friendly
environment and promote safety through
design

Metro



DEVELOPER SELECTION

Trammell CrowCompany

i Cesar Chavez Foundation

Gensler
RELM




SHORT TERM ENA 2

Ealas

v" Preliminary Site Planning .

v Optimized Transit Facility
v" Parking Evaluation

v Outreach — 80 open house
attendees
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PROPOSED TRANSIT FACILITY




WHAT WE'VE BEEN UP TO

CONCEPTUAL SITE PLAN
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WHAT WE'VE BEEN UP TO

PHASING PLAN

/7

111////

‘-‘T"'\\‘,--\-: ‘-;:}{;Q“f,: )™ i - B

|24 | Legend 3 \ N A ““\\R&&{}““\\\\\Y
; s NS | QSR R \ N
¢ RS \ PHASE ] | 2= ) VIR \ \

\ Transit Facility N\

Market Rate Multifamily & ?\\\\Q\\\§\\\\§\§Q\§\\\\\\§\§\\ | \ \ \\\
Affordable Multifamily t* 3\\\\\\\\(.\\\\\\\\\ \ \\\\\\\
@ N
‘\. b RN _y-\_

: N
Retail N

NN
Office ‘\\\ \%\\\\\\\\\\\\\

 —

//

>
>
>
>

\ \\ PHASE 2

Market Rate Multifamily |
Affordable Multifamily SR et e
Retail = 1] SRR

by i33uiid s e .__1' B
. ! : Lo TR a
' - % SoONE
Ofﬁce L &t . ‘RS i
R > @ o e o A
i : = A
! - 2 N
B = o n o, |
i3 RE
b Vi
I 3
-_— h : A
- | _— 3
Fr -1



WHAT WE'VE BEEN UP TO:

PARKING MANAGEMENT

» Systemwide parking evaluation

* Implementing:
— Parking Guidance System
— Paid parking in high demand locations

* Results will shape parking design at NoHo
* Additional Study

— Industry trends
— Evolving parking and driving technology O\
— Shared parking opportunities
— Policy implications




WHERE WE'VE BEEN:

NEXT STEPS

Metro Joint Development Process

Initial Community Developer Solicitation/ Project Refinement, Joint Permitting and
Outreach Selection¥* Development Agreement Construction
Ground Lease Negotiations

>Community meetings >Issue Request for >Developers progress >City engineering
Information and architectural design
>Creation of Development | Qualifications {(RFIQ) >Construction documents
Guidelines* and/or Request for >Community outreach and
Proposals (RFP) input - several iterations >City building permits
>Evaluate proposals >Entitlements and CEQA >Seek concurrence from
72} process¥**#* FTA (for properties with
4 >Community update federal interest)
o >Negotiation of financial
—— terms >City-related approvals
E >On-site construction

>Occupancy
Metro Board approves Metro Board authorizes Metro Board approves Completed project

l: Development Guidelines Exclusive Negotiation Joint Development

Agreement (ENA) with Agreement and Ground
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PLANNING AND PROGRAMMING COMMITTEE
APRIL 19, 2017

SUBJECT: WEST SANTA ANA BRANCH TRANSIT CORRIDOR
ACTION: INITIATE DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL PROCESS

RECOMMENDATION

AUTHORIZE the Chief Executive Officer to:

A. APPROVE Project Definition for Environmental Scoping including four Northern Alignment
Options; and

B. RECEIVE AND FILE the West Santa Ana Branch (WSAB) Transit Corridor Northern
Alignment Options Screening Report.

ISSUE

In February 2013, the Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) approved the WSAB
Alternative Analysis (AA) Study for the 34-mile corridor from the Los Angeles Union Station (LAUS) to
the City of Santa Ana in Orange County. The Los Angeles County portion of the corridor extends 20
miles from the LAUS to the City of Artesia. The AA Study recommended Light Rail Transit (LRT)
alignment as the preferred transit mode. The AA Study also recommended two northern alignment
alternatives for further consideration: 1) West Bank 3 along the west bank of the Los Angeles (LA)
River, and 2) East Bank along east bank of the LA River.

Based upon the West Bank 3 alternative, four new northern alignment options were identified as part
of the Technical Refinement Study (TRS) that was completed and received by the Metro Board in
September 2015. Perior to initiation of the Environmental Scoping, a screening evaluation was
conducted to further refine the recommendations from the TRS and recommended four highest
performing northern alignment options be carried into Environmental Scoping. Subsequently, the
Northern Alignment Options Screening Report has been finalized. Attachment A contains the
Executive Summary. The full report can be accessed at www.metro.net/wsab
<http://www.metro.net/wsab>.

In addition to the four northern alignment options, the TRS also focused on the following key
challenges identified by the SCAG AA Study: 1) Southern Terminus, 2) New Green Line Station; 3)
Huntington Park Alignment & Stations; and 4) Access into LAUS. Since the TRS was only based
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upon a 5% level of design, the findings from the TRS will form the basis of the Project Definition to be
further analyzed and carried forward into Environmental Scoping. Based on public comments
received during Scoping, additional options may also be included for further evaluation in the
environmental study. Attachment B contains the WSAB Transit Corridor Project Definition map
proposed for use in upcoming Scoping meetings.

DISCUSSION

Background

The WSAB Transit Corridor Study Area traverses densely populated, low-income and heavily transit
dependent communities. The Study Area is approximately 98 square miles and covers 20 individual
cities as well as portions of unincorporated Los Angeles County.

In September 2016, the Board awarded professional services contracts to complete the
environmental clearance study for the WSAB Transit Corridor. The base contract is to complete the
Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) pursuant to California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)
requirements. With the passage of Measure M, Metro is working to secure FTA approval to complete
the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) pursuant to National Environmental Policy Act
(NEPA) requirements concurrently with the EIR.

Project Definition

The WSAB Transit Corridor stretches 20 miles from LAUS to the City of Artesia. A single alignment
has been identified south of the City of Huntington Park which follows the San Pedro Subdivision
Branch (owned by Port of Los Angeles and Long Beach), to the eight-mile Metro owned abandoned
Pacific Electric Right-of-Way (ROW) to the southern terminus in the City of Artesia. The Project
Definition for Environmental Scoping includes the recommendations from the SCAG AA Study along
with the refinement and findings described below from the TRS and further evaluation from the
finalized Northern Alignment Options Screening Report, north of the City of Huntington Park.

New Southern Terminus Station in the City of Artesia

The SCAG AA Study originally included a station at Bloomfield Avenue in the City of Cerritos as the
last station within Los Angeles County. At the City of Cerritos’ request, SCAG removed this station
from further consideration. The next station to the north was Pioneer Station in the City of Artesia
which is accessed by way of traversing through the City of Cerritos. In the TRS, Pioneer Station was
analyzed and deemed feasible as the new southern terminus.

In the event that the line should be extended to Orange County in the future, the environmental
analysis will include evaluation of a potential station at Bloomfield for which the support of the City of
Cerritos would be sought. Metro will continue to meet with staff from both the cities of Artesia and
Cerritos regarding the terminus station in Artesia and future extension options.

New Metro Green Line Station
Analysis was conducted to determine the feasibility and challenges associated with a new Metro
Green Line Station within the median of the I-105 Freeway east of the I-105/I-710 Interchange. This
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station would provide a direct transfer to the WSAB project aerial station proposed immediately
above it. Based on the conceptual plans, a new Metro Green Line station can feasibly be built within
the existing I-105 Freeway and ROW. This station concept will be further advanced, including
coordination with the ExpressLanes project and more detailed planning and design evaluations with
Caltrans.

City of Huntington Park Station Locations

At the conclusion of the SCAG AA Study, the City of Huntington Park proposed alternate station
locations to the ones proposed in the SCAG AA. The proposed alternate locations include a station
on Randolph St. east of Pacific Blvd. and a station south of Florence Ave. in the center of Salt Lake
Ave. Both alternate station locations were deemed feasible and can be carried forward to replace the
previous locations identified in the SCAG AA study.

Northern Terminus at Los Angeles Union Station

Analysis was conducted to determine placement of a new light rail platform to serve as the northern
terminus within LAUS. In coordination with other in-process projects such as the Union Station
Master Plan, Link Union Station (Link US) and California High Speed Rail, the environmental analysis
will evaluate station options above or adjacent to the existing Metro Gold Line station.

Northern Alignment Analysis
As part of the TRS, four new northern alignment options were developed and recommended for
further analysis:

1) Pacific/Alameda

2) Pacific/Vignes

3) Alameda

4) Alameda/Vignes

The two Pacific Boulevard alignment options (1 & 2) use Pacific Boulevard in the Cities of Vernon
and Huntington Park for the light rail tracks within the street, while the Alameda Street alignment
options (3 &4) utilizes the existing Metro Blue Line ROW for separate light rail tracks. All four
alignment options have a northern terminus at LAUS.

Northern Alignment Options Screening Report

A screening evaluation process was conducted to further refine the recommendations in the TRS.
Specifically, the six northern alignment options were evaluated to determine how well these met the
goals and objectives of the project. Specifically, the five project goals included:

e Goal 1: Provide Mobility Improvements

e Goal 2: Support Local and Regional Land Use Plans and Policies
e Goal 3: Minimize Environmental Impacts

e Goal 4: Ensure Cost Effectiveness and Financial Feasibility

e Goal 5: Ensure Equity

For each goal, a list of evaluation criteria was established. Each of the six northern alignment
options was assessed and a score was given based on its potential performance in meeting the
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criteria. An overall rating of “high”, “medium?”, or “low” was assigned based on each alignment
option’s ability to achieve the objectives and criteria of the goals.

Based on the results of the screening analysis, the four northern alignment options: 1)
Pacific/Alameda, 2) Pacific/Vignes, 3) Alameda, and 4) Alameda/Vignes were the highest performing
and recommended to be carried forward into environmental analysis. All four provide a direct
connection into Union Station, the greatest overall mobility improvement benefits, compatibility with
existing land uses, environmental benefits for disadvantaged communities, cost-effectiveness with
the fewest engineering challenges and support community needs. The East Bank and West Bank 3
northern alignment options previously recommended by SCAG AA Study do not meet the purpose
and need of the project as effectively as the other four northern alignment options and are not
recommended for advancement.

Metro Board Blue Line Motion

On February 23, 2017, the Metro Board approved a Motion (Iltem #37) which called for the study of
several Metro Blue Line and Metro Expo Line improvements. An Amendment to the Motion (Garcetti)
specifically called for the WSAB (Eco-Rapid Transit Line) to incorporate a potential Metro Blue Line
Express train concept that could ultimately run directly to Union Station. This concept could
potentially be feasible if one of the WSAB Northern Alignment options (Alameda Alignment or
Alameda/Vignes Alignment) is selected as the preferred alternative. The WSAB project will evaluate
the feasibility of interlining Metro Blue Line trains with WSAB trains as a part of the environmental
study going forward.

QOutreach

Since the award of the environmental clearance contracts, the WSAB Project Team has conducted
numerous briefings and presentations to Eco-Rapid Transit JPA, corridor cities, area elected officials
and key stakeholders throughout the study area to provide project background information and
updates, as well as receive valuable input for use in the environmental study process. The Project
Team also initiated a Technical Advisory Committee in March, and conducted a Legislative Update
meeting with state and federal elected officials’ staff along the corridor in April.

Scoping Process

To initiate the Draft EIR process, Metro will be conducting five Scoping meetings - one agency
Scoping meeting and four community meetings within the project area. The Scoping meetings are
expected to be held between May - June 2017.

Metro will also post the Notice of Preparation (NOP) with the State Clearinghouse. Metro Community
Relations Manager is also working with the outreach contractor on updating the project webpage, fact
sheet and other materials in preparation for the Scoping meetings. Pending approval from FTA of a
concurrent EIR/EIS process, Metro may also initiate the Notice of Intent (NOI) with the Federal
Register.
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DETERMINATION OF SAFETY IMPACT

These actions will not have any impact on the safety of our customers and/or employees.

FINANCIAL IMPACT

The FY 2016-17 budget includes $1,000,000 in Cost Center 4370, Project 460201 (WSAB Transit
Corridor). Since these are multi-year contracts, the Cost Center Manager and Chief Planning Officer
will be responsible for budgeting in future years.

Impact to Budget

The funding for this project is from Measure R 35%. As these funds are earmarked for the WSAB
Transit Corridor project, they are not eligible for Metro bus and rail capital and operating
expenditures.

ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED

The Board could consider deferring initiation of the Scoping period. This alternative is not
recommended as this would impact the project schedule and would not be consistent with prior
Board direction to advance completion of the project.

NEXT STEPS

Upon Board approval, staff will initiate the Scoping period in late spring which will include Agency and
Public Scoping Meetings along the corridor to present project information and gather inputs. At the
completion of the Scoping Period, we will return to the Board later this year with the Scoping
Summary Report.

ATTACHMENTS

Attachment A - Northern Alignment Options Screening Report Executive Summary
Attachment B - West Santa Ana Branch Transit Corridor Project Definition Map

Prepared by:  Teresa Wong, Senior Manager, (213) 922-2854
Fanny Pan, Senior Director, (213) 922-3070
David Mieger, Interim Senior Executive Officer, (213) 922-3040

Reviewed by:  Therese W. McMillan, Chief Planning Officer, (213) 922-7077
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Executive Summary

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The West Santa Ana Branch (WSAB) Transit Corridor (the Project) is a proposed light rail
transit (LRT) line that would extend approximately 20 miles from downtown Los Angeles
through southeast Los Angeles County (LA County), traversing densely populated, low-
income, and heavily transit-dependent communities. The Project would provide reliable, fixed
guideway transit service that would increase mobility and connectivity for historically
underserved transit-dependent and environmental justice (EJ) communities; reduce travel
times on local and regional transportation networks; and accommodate substantial future
employment and population growth.

The Project is one of the many transit projects funded by Measure R (approved in November
2008) and Measure M (approved in November 2016). The Project is identified in the Los
Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority’s (Metro) 2009 Long-Range
Transportation Plan.

In March 2010, the Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) initiated the
Pacific Electric Right-of-Way (PEROW)/WSAB Alternatives Analysis (AA) Study in
coordination with the relevant cities, the Orangeline Development Authority (now known as
Eco-Rapid Transit), the Gateway Cities Council of Governments, Metro, the Orange County
Transportation Authority, and the owners of the right-of-way (ROW). The AA Study evaluated
a wide variety of transit connections and modes for the 34-mile corridor from Union Station
in downtown Los Angeles to the City of Santa Ana in Orange County. In February 2013,
SCAG completed the PEROW/WSAB AA Study and recommended LRT with two northern
alternatives for further study: the East Bank and the West Bank Option 3 (West Bank 3).

In January 2014, following the completion of the AA Study, Metro initiated a Technical
Refinement Study (TRS) of the WSAB Transit Corridor, focusing on five key issue areas along
the 20-mile portion of the corridor within LA County:

e Access to Union Station

e Northern Alignment Options

e Huntington Park Alignment and Stations
e New Green Line Station

e Southern Terminus at Pioneer Station

In addition to the East Bank and West Bank 3 alignments recommended in the
PEROW/WSAB AA Study, the TRS identified and recommended four variations of the West
Bank 3 alignment between the City of Huntington Park and downtown Los Angeles: 1) the
Pacific/Alameda and Pacific/Vignes alignment options that followed Pacific Boulevard
through the cities of Huntington Park and Vernon, and 2) the Alameda and Alameda/Vignes
alignment options that followed the existing Metro Blue Line ROW from Slauson Avenue to
Washington Boulevard and headed north along Alameda Street (see Section ES.4 for
Northern Alignment Option maps). The TRS concluded with the recommendation that the
East Bank and West Bank 3 alternatives be dropped from further consideration and that the
other four alignment options undergo additional study during the next phase of work.

West Santa Ana Branch Transit Corridor Environmental Study
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Executive Summary

In September 2016, Metro initiated the WSAB Transit Corridor Environmental Study
(Environmental Study) with the goal of environmentally clearing the Project under the
California Environmental Quality Act and the National Environmental Policy Act. The
purpose of this Northern Alignment Options Screening Report is to screen the Project’s
northern alignment options that were analyzed in the TRS, which are defined as the
alignment between downtown Los Angeles and the City of Huntington Park, and to identify
the Project alternative(s) to be carried forward into scoping for the environmental process.

ES.1 WSAB Transit Corridor Study Area Overview

Stretching over 20 miles from Elysian Park on the north to the Los Angeles/Orange County
line on the south, the WSAB Transit Corridor Study Area (Study Area) encompasses
downtown Los Angeles, southeast Los Angeles, and much of the Gateway Cities subregion
(Figure ES-1). The Study Area is approximately 98 square miles and incorporates 20
individual cities—the Cities of Los Angeles, Vernon, Maywood, Huntington Park, Commerce,
Bell, Cudahy, Bell Gardens, South Gate, Lynwood, Compton, Downey, Paramount,
Bellflower, Long Beach, Lakewood, Norwalk, Artesia, Cerritos and Hawaiian Gardens—as
well as portions of unincorporated LA County. The Study Area traverses some of LA County’s
most densely developed and low-income residential neighborhoods and encompasses major
regional employment centers, including the industrial and manufacturing backbone of the
County.

The Study Area is currently home to 1.2 million residents and 584,000 jobs, which equates to
12 percent of the residents and 14 percent of the jobs in LA County. The Study Area’s
population and employment are both projected to increase by 2040—with population
increasing by 25 percent to 1.5 million persons and employment increasing by 14 percent to
670,000 jobs. Many of the Study Area communities are characterized by heavily transit-
dependent populations that currently lack access to a reliable transit network. The Study Area
is also comprised of E] communities. EJ communities are commonly identified as
communities with a high combination of minority populations and/or low-income
populations.

The Study Area is served by seven major freeways and a grid of north-south and east-west
arterials. Much of this network is currently operating at level-of-service E or F during peak
periods, indicating that the roadway network is already at or beyond capacity. Roadway
congestion affects travel time and speed for all vehicles using the roadway, including buses.
As a result of these reoccurring congestion levels, drivers encounter an increase in travel
times associated with the low travel speeds. Exacerbating the issue is the low degree of travel
time reliability, as travel speeds and travel times have significant daily variation.

Most of the transit service in the Study Area is provided by local and limited/express buses
operating on the congested roadway network. While there are many bus routes serving the
Study Area, most do not serve the predominant north-south direction of travel. In addition,
traveling through the length of the Study Area requires several transfers between transit
routes. Current regional commuter rail service is largely peripheral to the Study Area with
Metrolink stations located at the edge of the Study Area (Union Station at the north end,
Commerce to the east, and Norwalk to the south). Within the Study Area, there are six Metro
Rail Lines (Red, Gold, Blue, Expo, Green, and Purple Lines); five of the six lines have stations
in downtown Los Angeles (only the Green Line does not have a station downtown).
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Figure ES-1. WSAB Transit Corridor Study Area
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However, south of downtown Los Angeles, only two Metro Rail Lines (Blue and Green) have
stations located within the communities that comprise the Study Area. The Metro Green
Line service runs east-west through the Study Area, primarily along the I-105 freeway (from
the Redondo Beach Station to the Norwalk Station). The Metro Blue Line service runs north-
south through the Study Area along Flower Street, Washington Boulevard, and Long Beach
Avenue (from Union Station to Long Beach Station). Although the Metro Green Line provides
regional rail connections in the east-west direction and the Metro Blue Line in the north-
south direction, both serve a limited portion of the Study Area.

The freeway, roadway, and rail network within the Study Area is also instrumental in
supporting goods movement. The Study Area is home to the Alameda Corridor and
intermodal rail yards, truck depots, warehouses, and distribution centers. Although these
facilities that are used to move goods provide significant economic benefits within the Study
Area, they also result in significant community and regional impacts from truck and train
activity, such as historically poor air quality and congestion on arterials and freeways.

As population and employment continue to increase within the Study Area, daily travel also
will increase. Under current (2012) conditions, the Study Area has 6.45 million daily person
trips. Of these trips, 32 percent are within the Study Area; 31 percent are from the Study Area
to destinations outside the Study Area; and 37 percent are into the Study Area from points
outside the Study Area. By the year 2040, the Study Area’s total daily person trips are
projected to increase by 19 percent to approximately 7.67 million daily person trips. Of the
2040 daily person trips, 34 percent are trips within the Study Area; 30 percent are trips from
the Study Area to destinations outside the Study Area; and 36 percent are trips into the Study
Area from points outside the Study Area.

This increase of 1.22 million daily person trips between 2012 and 2040 in the Study Area will
further burden the existing transportation network. Although auto travel is the predominant
travel mode (with 78 percent of home-based work trips made by automobile), there is
significant transit demand given the high proportion of transit-dependent populations.
Overall, around 12 percent of the home-based work trips made by Study Area residents are
currently made by transit, which is twice as high as the transit mode share of LA County as a
whole.

ES.2 Purpose and Need Statement

As population and employment in the WSAB Transit Corridor Study Area continues to grow,
the already congested roadway network will become even more congested. This congestion
effects not only automobiles but also the travel time, speeds, and reliability of the buses that
operate in mixed-flow traffic. As the Study Area is home to communities that are heavily
reliant on transit as their primary mode of travel to access jobs and other key destinations,
this increasingly unreliable bus network will be insufficient to meet their mobility needs. Rail
transit that operates in a dedicated ROW provides greater reliability and faster travel times
during peak periods than buses because this service is not as affected by roadway congestion.
However, the existing rail network only provides service along the periphery of the Study
Area, thereby requiring transfers to reach the rail stations.

The purpose of the Project is to provide reliable transit service to meet the future mobility
needs of residents, employees, and visitors who travel within the Study Area, which includes
downtown Los Angeles, parts of southeast Los Angeles, and portions of the Gateway Cities

West Santa Ana Branch Transit Corridor Environmental Study

Final Executive Summary March 21,2017 | ES 4



Executive Summary

subregion. This new transit service will increase mobility and connectivity for historically
underserved transit-dependent and E] communities; reduce travel times on local and regional
transportation networks; and accommodate substantial future employment and population
growth.

More specifically, the Project’s purpose is as follows:

e Establish a reliable transit service that will enhance the connectivity of the existing
transit network and reduce transit travel times to local and regional destinations

e Accommodate future travel demand, including the high number of transit trips made
by Study Area residents

e Improve access for the densely populated neighborhoods, major employment centers,
and other key regional destinations where future growth is forecasted to occur within
the Study Area

e Address mobility and access constraints faced by transit-dependent communities,
thereby improving transit equity

ES.3 Goals, Objectives, and Evaluation Criteria

Based on the purpose and need statement, a set of goals and objectives were established to
guide development of the Project. During the development of the AA Study, goals and
objectives were identified through a 24-month period of public meetings and work sessions
with elected officials, stakeholders, advisory committee members, and communities. In 2015,
as part of the TRS Report, goals of the project were further confirmed through technical
meetings with key stakeholders, including Eco-Rapid Transit, corridor cities, and the
California Department of Transportation.

The development and evaluation of the Project alternatives generally followed a six-step
process. Figure ES-2 presents a flow chart of the evaluation process for the Project. Table ES-1
provides a list of the evaluation criteria established for each goal and set of objectives.

Figure ES-2. Evaluation Process

Refine Goals and Present
Update Objectives/ Define Recom- Initiate
Purpose and Develop Alignment mendations to Environmental
Need Screening Options Metro Board Scoping
Methodology

Stakeholder and Agency Participation
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Table ES-1. Goals, Objectives, and Evaluation Criteria

Objectives Evaluation Criteria
= Improves travel speeds and reduces travel times Daily hours of user benefits
= Relieves high use (overcrowded) transit systems along the Decrease in boardings on North-South Line (current Metro Blue Line)
corridor
= Connects with the transit network Number of connections to other Metro Rail Lines
Provide Mobility . . . .
1 Provides direct access to regional rail
Improvements
= Provides an alternative to a congested freeway and arterial Number of daily boardings
network. Serves local and regional trips Number of new transit trips
= Supports active transportation and first/last mile Number of connections to bicycle facilities
connections
= Serves major employment centers and high-density 2040 population density within %5 mile of stations
residential neighborhoods 2040 employment density within % mile of stations
Support Local
5 and Regional = Supports local economic development, projects, plans, and Plans and policies supporting Transit-Oriented Development around
Land Use Plans jobs stations
and Policies = Serves affordable housing developments Number of existing affordable housing units within 4 mile of stations
= Supports and is consistent with local plans Supported by existing local plans and programs
Minimize = Minimizes environmental and community impacts Reduction in regional vehicle miles traveled
3 Environmental = Minimizes impacts to the transportation network Impacts to roadway lanes, parking, and truck movement
Impacts Minimal disruption to existing rail ROW
= Costs are financially feasible Rough order of magnitude capital costs
Ensure Cost
. Effectiveness » Provides cost-effective project Cost/benefit (capital costs/boarding)
aFnd Fl;qinC|a| = Minimizes risk of cost increase Engineering challenges
easibili
Y Number of property acquisitions
= Provides benefits to transit-dependent and minority Percentage of transit-dependent persons within J42 mile of stations
5 Ensure Equity populations Percentage of station areas that qualify as E] communities
Provision of new reliable fixed service to underserved communities

Source: WSP | Parsons Brinckerhoff/TransLink Consulting. 2017
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ES.4 Northern Alignment Options

The Project would provide light rail service for approximately 20 miles from downtown Los Angeles to
the City of Artesia (Figure ES-3). The Project would be primarily at-grade with grade-separated (i.e.,
aerial or underground) portions in areas of constraint. Six alignment options for the northern portion
of the Project (Union Station to the Florence/Salt Lake Station!) were identified through the initial
alternative development documented in the AA Study and further studied in the TRS. These six
northern alignment options are summarized in Table ES-2 and described as follows:

e East Bank: Extends approximately 7.7 miles between Union Station and the Florence/Salt
Lake Station along the east side of the LA River (Figure ES-4). This alignment option would
provide three stations north of Florence/Salt Lake: Union Station, Soto, and Leonis/District.
The East Bank alignment option was originally developed as part of the AA Study.

e West Bank 3: Extends approximately 6.9 miles between the Little Tokyo Station and the
Florence/Salt Lake Station along the west side of the LA River (Figure ES-5). This alignment
option would provide four stations north of Florence/Salt Lake: Little Tokyo, 7th/Alameda,
Pacific/Vernon, and Pacific/Randolph. The West Bank 3 alignment option was originally
developed as part of the AA Study.

e Pacific/Alameda: Extends approximately 7.4 miles between Union Station and Florence/Salt
Lake Station (Figure ES-6). This alignment option uses Alameda Street, Santa Fe Avenue, and
Pacific Boulevard and would provide five stations north of Florence/Salt Lake: Union Station,
Little Tokyo, Arts District, Pacific/Vernon, and Pacific/Randolph. The Pacific/Alameda
alignment option was developed during the TRS as a variation of the West Bank 3 alignment
option but with a direct connection to Union Station on the north.

e Pacific/Vignes: Extends approximately 7.2 miles between Union Station and the Florence/Salt
Lake Station (Figure ES-7). This alignment option uses Vignes Street, Santa Fe Avenue, and
Pacific Boulevard and would provide four stations north of Florence/Salt Lake: Union Station,
Arts District, Pacific/Vernon, and Pacific/Randolph. The Pacific/Vignes alignment option was
developed during the TRS as a variation of the West Bank 3 alignment option but with a direct
connection to Union Station on the north.

e Alameda: Extends approximately 8.0 miles between Union Station and the Florence/Salt Lake
Station along Alameda Street and the Metro Blue Line ROW (Figure ES-8). This alignment
option would provide seven stations north of Florence/Salt Lake: Union Station, Little Tokyo,
7th/Alameda, Washington, Vernon, Slauson, and Pacific/Randolph. This alignment option
was developed during the TRS.

e Alameda/Vignes: Extends approximately 8.1 miles between Union Station and the
Florence/Salt Lake Station along Vignes Street, Alameda Street, and Metro Blue Line ROW
(Figure ES-9). This alighment option would provide seven stations north of the Florence/Salt
Lake Station: Union Station, Arts District, 7th/Alameda, Washington, Vernon, Slauson, and
Pacific/Randolph. This alignment option was developed during the TRS.

South of the Florence/Salt Lake Station, all six northern alignment options converge and follow a
single alternative 11 miles from the City of Huntington Park to the City of Artesia (Figure ES-3). The
alternative would use the San Pedro Subdivision Branch, owned by the Ports of Long Beach and Los

1 The TRS recommended shifting the Florence/Gage Station identified in the SCAG AA Study south to the Florence/Salt Lake intersection.
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Angeles. Along this portion, three stations are proposed at Firestone Boulevard, Gardendale Street,
and I-105/Metro Green Line. The 1-105/Metro Green Line Station would provide transfers and
connections between the Project and the Metro Green Line?. South of the I-105/Metro Green Line
Station, the alternative would transition to the Metro owned PEROW. Along this southern portion,
four stations are proposed at Paramount/Rosecrans, Bellflower, Gridley/183rd, and Pioneer3.

Table ES-2. Characteristics of the Northern Alignment Options

Length # of Proposed Stations
(Northern Terminus to - . (Northern Terminus to
Florence/Salt Lake Preliminary Proposed Configuration Florence/Salt Lake
Alignment Option Station) (Northern Terminus to Florence/Salt Lake Station) Station)
East Bank 7.7 miles 3.7 miles aerial; 4.0 miles at-grade 3
West Bank 3 6.9 miles 'I.? miles aerial; 3.3 miles at-grade; 1.7 4
miles underground
Pacific/Alameda 7.4 miles 2.? miles aerial; 3.3 miles at-grade; 1.4 5
miles underground
Pacific/Vignes 7.2 miles 2.lif miles aerial; 3.2 miles at-grade; 1.6 4
miles underground
Alameda 8.0 miles 6.0 miles aerial; 2.0 miles at-grade 7
Alameda/Vignes 8.1 miles 5.5 miles aerial; 1.9 miles at-grade; 0.7 7

miles underground

Source: TRS Report, 2015

2 Building from the SCAG AA Study, the feasibility of the I-105/Metro Green Line Station was assessed during the TRS, which concluded
that siting a station in the I-105 median was feasible and recommended.

3 The TRS analyzed the potential new terminus at the Pioneer Station in the City of Artesia in lieu of the Bloomfield Station in the City of
Cerritos, which was part of the SCAG AA Study. The TRS concluded that the Pioneer Station terminus is feasible and recommended.
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Figure ES-3. WSAB Transit Corridor
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Figure ES-4. East Bank Alignment Option
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Figure ES-5. West Bank 3 Alignment Option
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Figure ES-6. Pacific/Alameda Alignment Option
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Figure ES-7. Pacific/Vignes Alignment Option
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Figure ES-8. Alameda Alignment Option
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Figure ES-9. Alameda/Vignes Alignment Option
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ES.5 Screening Evaluation

The screening evaluation was conducted to determine how well each of the six northern
alignment options met the goals and objectives of the Project, as summarized in Table ES-1.
The five project goals are as follows:

e Goal 1: Provide Mobility Improvements

e Goal 2: Support Local and Regional Land Use Plans and Policies
e Goal 3: Minimize Environmental Impacts

e Goal 4: Ensure Cost Effectiveness and Financial Feasibility

e Goal 5: Ensure Equity

For each goal, a set of criteria was evaluated and a score was given based on how well the
alignment option meets the criteria. The northern alignment options were assessed against
each evaluation criterion on their performance in qualitative and quantitative measures. A
high, medium, or low rating was assigned based on the alignment option’s ability to meet the
stated objective. Table ES-3 presents the typical scoring methodology for each criterion.

Table ES-3. Scoring Methodology

Score ’ Description

High A high score indicates the alternative highly supports and satisfies the criterion,
or has a low potential for negative impacts.

Medium A medium score indicates the alternative moderately supports the criterion, or
has a moderate potential for negative impacts.

Low Low scores indicates that an alternative does not support or conflicts with the
criterion, or has a high potential for negative impacts.

The comparison of northern alignment options presented in the following sections
demonstrates the performance of the northern alignment options based on the goals and
objectives of the Project. It also highlights the trade-offs among the northern alignment
options to develop a recommendation of which alignment option(s) to carry forward into
scoping for the environmental analysis.

Goal 1: Provide Mobility Improvements

Based on the criterion analyzed, the Pacific/Alameda, Pacific/Vignes, and Alameda alignment
options would provide the greatest overall mobility improvement benefits (Table ES-4). These
northern alighment options connect directly to Union Station and serve high-density
residential and employment corridors, resulting in greater user benefits (overall time savings
to the passenger) and higher daily boardings (each time a passenger boards a transit vehicle)
than the other northern alignment options. These northern alignment options also directly
serve numerous existing and planned Metro rail lines and bicycle facilities, which enhances
the connectivity of the transit network. Furthermore, the Pacific/Alameda and Pacific/Vignes
alignment options provide the greatest relief to overcrowded conditions on the North-South
Line (current Metro Blue Line).

West Santa Ana Branch Transit Corridor Environmental Study
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The East Bank and Alameda/Vignes alignment options provide overall average mobility
improvements. The West Bank 3 alignment option would provide the fewest mobility
improvement benefits primarily because this alighment option does not have a direct
connection to the regional mobility hub of Union Station. By terminating at Little Tokyo
instead of Union Station, this alignment option provides little relief to the overcrowded
North-South Line and results in the least amount of user benefits and daily boardings.

Table ES-4. Goal 1: Provide Mobility Improvements

Northern Alignment Options

Pacific/ Pacific/ Alameda/
Evaluation Criteria East Bank West Bank 3 Alameda Vignes Alameda Vignes
e | @ | o | e | e | 3 | O
benefits 17,240 hours | 14,320 hours | 18,580 hours | 17,000 hours | 15,380 hours | 14,770 hours
Decrease in
North-oeth ? - o o ? D
Line (current 5% to 9% Less than Higher than | Higher than 5% to 9% 5% to 9%
relief 5% relief 10% relief 10% relief relief relief
Metro Blue
Line)
?olilr::;risrfs to B¢ ¢ g P b b
3 2 4 3 4 4

other Metro Rail
Lines

connections

connections

connections

connections

connections

connections

Provides direct

access to o O ® ® o o
. . Yes No Yes Yes Yes Yes
regional rail
. D O D D o D
Number of daily . . . . . .
] 50,760 daily | 43,390 daily | 59,660 daily | 52,550 daily 75,310 daily | 61,770 daily
boardings . . . . . .
boardings boardings boardings boardings boardings boardings
Number of new o O o et D P
transit trips 16,560 new 13,450 new 17,480 new 16,150 new 14,640 new 14,250 new
P trips trips trips trips trips trips
Number of O O D O o D
connections to 5 3 6 3 10 7
bicycle facilities connections | connections | connections | connections | connections | connections
Overall Medium Low High High High Medium
Rankings and
Scores 4.5 0.5 6.0 5.0 5.5 4.0
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Goal 2: Support Local and Regional Land Use Plans and Policies

Overall, the Pacific/Alameda, Pacific/Vignes, Alameda, and Alameda/Vignes alignment
options provide the greatest compatibility with existing and planned land uses (Table ES-5).
The West Bank 3, Pacific/Alameda, and Pacific/Vignes alignment options serve a corridor
with high employment density through the City of Vernon, while the Alameda and
Alameda/Vignes alignment options would operate along a densely populated corridor
bordering southeast Los Angeles. The northern alignment options with stations that serve the
core of downtown Los Angeles (Union Station and Little Tokyo) have higher average
population and employment densities than the northern alignment options that do not.

These downtown station areas, along with the Arts District Station, are also areas primed for
future transit-oriented development (TOD) with policies already in place to encourage mixed-
use, high-density development. The proposed stations along the Alameda and
Alameda/Vignes alignment options overlap with the existing Metro Blue Line stations, which
also have TOD plans and policies already in place to encourage transit-friendly development.
The northern alignment options along Pacific Boulevard provide little opportunity for future
TOD due to the industrial nature of the corridor. Likewise, the East Bank alignment option
passes through primarily industrial areas with limited TOD plans and policies in place. While
the West Bank 3 alignment option is similar to the Pacific/Alameda alignment option, it does
not connect to Union Station, which is a major planned TOD center. Most of the existing
affordable housing units are concentrated along the Alameda and Alameda/Vignes alignment
options, as well as in downtown Los Angeles, with an especially high number within a half-
mile of the Little Tokyo Station. The northern alignment options that serve more industrial
areas have fewer affordable housing units around the station areas.

All of the northern alignment options meet the goals and objectives set forth in adopted plans
and polices of the local jurisdictions. However, due to the lack of connection into Union
Station or the Metro Blue Line, West Bank 3 only meets the goals set forth in the City of
Vernon General Plan.

West Santa Ana Branch Transit Corridor Environmental Study
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Table ES-5. Goal 2: Support Local and Regional Land Use Plans and Policies

Northern Alignment Option

Pacific/ Pacific/ Alameda/
Evaluation Criteria | East Bank West Bank 3 Alameda Vignes Alameda Vignes
2040 population D O o D o o
densities within 10,580 8,880 13,570 12,310 14,140 13,400
¥ mile of persons/ persons/ persons/ persons/ persons/ persons/
stations square mile | square mile square mile | square mile | square mile | square mile
2040 D D [ L O O
employment 14,970 14,830 jobs/ | 15,250 jobs/ | 15,370jobs/ | 13,800 jobs/ | 13,280 jobs/
densities within jobs/ square mile | square mile | square mile | square mile | square mile
7 mile of square mile
stations
O D [ [ [ L
Stations One Three Two Three Three
Pl d located in | downtown LA | downtown downtown downtown downtown
ans an o . ) . : -
policies .prlmarl.ly statlgn, a|.'|d LA statpns, LA statpns, LA stations LA stations
supporting industrial stations in and stations | and stations | and adopted | and adopted
TOD around station con.'lmercigl in . in . TOD station | TOD station
stations areas and industrial | commercial | commercial | areas along areas along
areas and and the Metro the Metro
industrial industrial Blue Line Blue Line
areas areas
Number of O D o D o o
existing 954 1,713 2,107 1,659 2,825 2,798
affordable affordable affordable affordable affordable affordable affordable
housing units housing housing units housing housing housing housing
within % mile of units units units units units
stations
Supported by o D o o o o
existing local Effectively Moderately Effectively Effectively Effectively Effectively
plans and meets local meets local meets local meets local meets local meets local
programs plans plans plans plans plans plans
g"e'?" Low Low High High High High
ankings and
Scores 2.0 2.0 5.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
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Goal 3: Minimize Environmental Impacts

The Pacific/Alameda alignment option provides the greatest overall potential to minimize
environmental impacts during both construction and operations (Table ES-6). The
Pacific/Alameda, Pacific/Vignes, and East Bank alignment options result in the largest
reduction in vehicle miles traveled during operation, resulting in improved air quality and
other associated health and environmental benefits. With the exception of the East Bank
alignment option, all northern alignment options may result in some impacts to the roadway
network by either requiring the removal of parking or traffic lanes. These impacts are most
likely to occur where the alignment is aerial or transitioning from aerial to underground.
While the East Bank alignment option would not affect the roadway network, over a third of
the alignment would overlap with active freight routes, which would potentially disrupt
service.

Table ES-6. Goal 3: Minimize Environmental Impacts during Construction and Operation

Northern Alignment Options

Pacific/ Pacific/ Alameda/
Evaluation Criteria East Bank West Bank 3 Alameda Vignes Alameda Vignes
o [ O o o D D
Reduction in
) . 289,960 VMT 162,510 312,150 283,710 214,930 216,820
vehicle miles
traveled (VMT) reduced VMT VMT VMT VMT VMT
reduced reduced reduced reduced reduced
o D D O D D
No removal Minimal Minimal Moderate Minimal Minimal
of parking or removal of removal of removal of removal of removal of
Impacts to traffic lanes parking or parking or parking or parking or parking or
roadway lanes, and minimal | traffic lanes trafficlanes | traffic lanes trafficlanes | traffic lanes
parking, and impacts to and minimal | and minimal | and minimal | and minimal | and minimal
truck truck impacts to impacts to impacts to impacts to impacts to
movement movement truck truck truck truck truck
movement movement movement movement movement
Minimal
disruption to
existing rail
SOu ot of O ° ° ° D »
. 38% 11% 11% 11% 25% 25%
miles overlap
with existing rail
ROW)
Overall Medium Low High Medium Low Low
Rankings and
Scores 2.0 1.5 2.5 2.0 1.5 1.5
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Executive Summary

Overall, the Alameda alignment option would be the most cost-effective and poses the
smallest risk to cost with the fewest engineering challenges (Table ES-7). In part, this is due
to the aerial and at-grade configurations, which reduce costs when compared to the costs for
an underground alignment. The East Bank alignment option presents the greatest
engineering challenges with the need to address crossing existing LA River bridges, ROW
constraints from adjacent established properties and utilities, and securing third-party
agreements with Union Pacific Railroad and Metrolink to share the ROW. These engineering
challenges result in significant risks, which could decrease the cost-effectiveness of this
alignment option even further. In addition, when comparing the northern alignment options
that require tunneling, the West Bank 3 alignment option has the highest risk due to the
longest length of tunneling required.

Table ES-7. Goal 4: Ensure Cost Effectiveness and Financial Feasibility

Northern Alignment Option

Pacific/ Pacific/ Alameda/
Evaluation Criteria East Bank West Bank3 |  Alameda Vignes Alameda Vignes
Capital cost D D D D D @)
(rough order of $3,796.3 4 $4,315.5 $4,420.5 $4,416.2 $4,309.4 $4,624.4
magnitude in
millions $2015)
Cost/benefit D O D D ® D
(capital costs $75 $99 $74 $84 $59 $75
per boarding)
O D D D [ [
Extensive Risk Risk Risk Minimal risk | Minimal risk
potential associated | associated associated as entirely associated
Engineering conflicts with with with with aerial or at- | with shortest
challenges infrastructure tunneling tunneling tunneling grade tunneling
and requires segment
numerous third-
party approvals
Number of O [ D D o o
property Significant Sufficient Limited Limited ROW Sufficient Sufficient
acquisitions ROW ROW ROW ROW ROW
(initial constraints
estimate)
Overall . .
Rankings and Low Medium Medium Medium High Medium
Scores 1.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 3.5 2.5

4 ROW costs were not factored during the TRS Capital Cost estimates. The substantial length of the East Bank alignment requires
obtaining easements or purchasing the ROW.
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Goal 5: Ensure Equity

All of the northern alignment options meet the goal of ensuring equity in the provision of
new transit service by serving highly transit-dependent and EJ communities. The proportion
of transit-dependent households is slightly higher along the Alameda and Alameda/Vignes
alignment options because of the corridor’s proximity to southeast Los Angeles. However,
these communities are already served by the Metro Blue Line; therefore, the Alameda and
Alameda/Vignes alignment options would not provide new service to an underserved
community. All station areas surpass the LA County averages of 17 percent of people living
below poverty and 57 percent of the population being minorities and therefore would be
considered E] communities.

Table ES-8. Goal 5: Ensures Equity

Northern Alignment Options

Pacific/ Pacific/ Alameda/
Evaluation Criteria East Bank West Bank 3 Alameda Vignes Alameda Vignes
Percentage of q ) q ) 4 4 o o
transit- 15%t019% | 15%t019% | 15%to 19% | 15%to 19% Over 20% Over 20%
dependent
persons within
¥ mile of
stations
Percentage of [ ) [ ) o o o o
station areas 100% of 100% of 100% of 100% of 100% of 100% of
that qualify as station areas | station areas | station areas | station areas | station areas | station areas
EJ communities
o o o o D [ J
New service | New service | New service | New service Overlaps Overlaps
Provision of with existing | with existing
. Metro Blue Metro Blue
new reliable - -

. Line and Line and
fixed service to e )
underserved existing provides

- Metro Gold new Arts
communities . . N

Line Little District
Tokyo Station
Station
Overall High High High High High High
Rankings and
Scores 2.5 2.5 2.5 2.5 2.5 3.0
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ES.6 Summary and Recommendations

Each of the northern alighment options provides a unique set of benefits that must be
considered against the potential costs and challenges. Table ES-9 presents the results for each
alignment option considered, and the following bullets summarize the key findings for each
alignment option:

East Bank: Because of its direct connection into Union Station, the East Bank
alignment option provides substantial mobility benefits; however, the stations along
this alignment serve predominantly industrial areas with lower population and
employment densities and limited opportunities for future TOD. Most importantly,
this alignment option presents significant engineering challenges because of the
constrained ROW from adjacent established properties and utilities, conflicts with
existing infrastructure (such as LA River bridges), and requires securing third-party
agreements with rail agencies. Combined, these are likely to result in higher costs.

West Bank 3: This alignment option provides limited mobility benefits because of its
northern terminus in Little Tokyo instead of Union Station. The lack of connection to
Union Station also limits TOD opportunities and connections to a major population
and employment center. Furthermore, while the benefits of West Bank 3 are
substantially lower than the other northern alignment options, the associated costs
and engineering challenges are not significantly lower and thus do not offset the lack
of connection into Union Station.

Pacific/Alameda: By serving both an Arts District and a Little Tokyo Station, this
alignment option provides significant mobility benefits, presents numerous TOD
opportunities, and meets the needs of the local communities and stakeholders. By
serving Pacific Boulevard, this alignment option introduces new transit service to a
currently underserved area while also providing congestion relief along the Metro
Blue Line (North-South Line). However, by serving Santa Fe Avenue and Pacific
Boulevard, this alignment option provides service to a primarily industrial area rather
than enhancing transit service along the Metro Blue Line, which is heavily residential
and presents promising TOD opportunities in the future.

Pacific/Vignes: The Pacific/Vignes alignment option provides many of the same
benefits as the Pacific/Alameda alignment option. However, by not connecting to the
Little Tokyo Station, this alighment option misses a key connection to the East-West
Line (the future Regional Connector) thereby limiting mobility benefits and a heavily
populated area with numerous TOD opportunities. Furthermore, the estimated
capital cost is not significantly lower than the Pacific/Alameda alignment option, but
the benefits are lower.

Alameda: The Alameda alignment option provides connections to the Union Station,
Little Tokyo, and Metro Blue Line (North-South Line), resulting in significant
mobility benefits. By following the Metro Blue Line, this alignment option serves low-
income and densely populated areas that would benefit from additional transit service
and helps to address overcrowding on the Metro Blue Line. By avoiding tunneling,
this alignment option is also estimated to be one of the lower cost options. However,
this alignment option does not minimize environmental impacts as effectively as
other alignment options because of a moderate reduction in VMT and an exclusively

West Santa Ana Branch Transit Corridor Environmental Study
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aerial alignment, which could result in conflict with existing roadway or rail (Metro
Blue Line) networks.

e Alameda/Vignes: As with the Alameda alignment option, this alignment option
provides new transit service to a transit-dependent community along the Metro Blue
Line (North-South Line) and results in substantial mobility benefits. While this
alignment option does provide a station in the Arts District with significant potential
for future growth, it does not include a station at Little Tokyo, limiting the connection
to the East-West Line (the future Regional Connector). This alignment option is also
estimated to be the most expensive because of the required tunneling.

Table ES-9. Summary of Results

Northern Alignment Options

Pacific/ Pacific/ Alameda/
Evaluation Criteria East Bank West Bank 3 Alameda Vignes Alameda Vignes
Provide Mobility Medium Low High High High Medium
Improvements
Support Local
and Regional . . . .
Land Use Low Low High High High High
Compeatibility
Minimize
Environmental Medium Low High Medium Low Low
Impacts
Ensure Cost
Effect!vene§s Low Medium Medium Medium High Medium
and Financial
Feasibility
Ensure Equity High High High High High High
Overall . . . .
Rankings Low Low High High High Medium

ES.7 Recommendations and Next Steps

Based on the results of the northern alignment options screening analysis, it is recommended
that the East Bank and West Bank 3 alignment options be dropped from further consideration
and the Pacific/Alameda, Pacific/Vignes, Alameda, and Alameda/Vignes alignment options
be carried forward into scoping for the environmental analysis. The East Bank and West Bank
3 alignment options were developed during the SCAG AA phase and do not meet the purpose
and need of the project as effectively as the Pacific/Alameda, Pacific/Vignes, Alameda, and
Alameda/Vignes alignment options.

In particular, the East Bank alignment option serves a primarily industrial area with limited
opportunities for future TOD and poses significant engineering challenges that present
higher risk and cost. The West Bank 3 alignment option does not connect directly into Union
Station, forcing passengers to transfer to reach this major transportation hub, thus limiting
the mobility improvements. The Pacific/Alameda and Pacific/Vignes alignment options

West Santa Ana Branch Transit Corridor Environmental Study

Final Executive Summary March 21,2017 | ES 24



Executive Summary

follow the general alignment of the West Bank 3, but provide the valuable direct connection to
Union Station.

By providing a direct connection into Union Station, the Pacific/Alameda, Pacific/Vignes,
Alameda, and Alameda/Vignes alignment options provide a reliable transit service that
connects southeastern LA County to the regional transportation network. The Pacific/
Alameda, Pacific/Vignes, Alameda, and Alameda/Vignes alignment options increase mobility
and connectivity for historically underserved transit-dependent and EJ communities; reduce
travel times on local and regional transportation networks; and accommodate substantial
future population and employment growth. Therefore, it is recommended that the Pacific/
Alameda, Pacific/Vignes, Alameda, and Alameda/Vignes alignment options be carried into
scoping for the environmental analysis.

West Santa Ana Branch Transit Corridor Environmental Study
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ATTACHMENT B

West Santa Ana Branch Transit Corridor Project Definition Map
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Project Development Process

Future Phases

We Are Here ))))))))))))

Transit Service
Construction

Detailed
Environmental & Engineering
Conceptual

Project Awareness Engineering

Conduct corridor-wide
briefings with:
Eco-Rapid Board of
Directors
Elected offices
Project Study Area
Cities . . — .
Major Project Public Participation
Stakeholders

Metro




Az v - |

Metro Rail Metrolink
Red Line ( i

98 square miles

20 individual cities plus
unincorporated LA County

1.2 million people currently
reside in the Study Area, with 1.5
million residents projected in
2040

584,000 jobs are currently
located in the Study Area,
670,000 jobs projected in 2040

Population and employment
densities are five times higher
than LA County



SCAG Alternatives Analysis Recommendations
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Technical Refinement Study (TRS) Overview

LA Union Station - Northern Terminus

Little Tokyo |
7th/Alameda

COMMERCE

Huntington Park

.‘E
Alignment & Stations CUDAHY ¢ BELL GARDENS
8o

An,

SOUTH GATE @) <

Firestone

DOWNEY
LYNWOOD

o New Green Line Station
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1.

Southern Terminus

- City of Artesia Pioneer Station as new
terminus

New Green Line Station

- Constructing station in active freeway and

rail line

Huntington Park Alignment &
Stations

- Shift alignment from Pacific Blvd. to
Santa Fe Ave.

- Relocate SCAG AA station locations to:
Salt Lake Ave./Florence Ave.
Randolph St. east of Pacific Blvd.

Northern Alignment Options
Access to Union Station



TRS - Northern Alignment Options
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TRS - Northern Alignment Options Key Findings

Pa B1VQO 0 00
O a0
D C - - - - ~ .
Alamed
A a e0 O a

Number of 11 12 13 12 15 15
Stations
Length (miles) 18.5 17.8 18.3 18.1 19 19.1
Travel Time 34.4 32.4 33 33.2 33.2 34.3
(minutes)
Estimated Daily
Boardings 50,760 43,390* 59,660 52,550 75,300 61,770
(2040)
Preliminary
Cost Estimate
(in billions, $3.8 $4.3 $4.3 $4.3 $4.3 $4.6
2015$)

* Forced Transfers ) . .
Higher Performing Alternatives
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Project Definition -
Four Northern Alignment Options

« Recommend to be carried into
Environmental Scoping:
— Pacific Blvd. Corridor Options:
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Environmental Process Timeline

Winter Spring Spring
2017 2017 2017 Fall 2018 Fall 2018

12 Months

Ongoing Public Participation

@ Metro



Public Outreach

« Public Scoping Comment Period & Meetings (with Live Webcast) - Spring
2017

« Project Update Community Meetings (2 Rounds)
« City and Elected Briefings

« TAC Meetings

« Community Events / Pop-ups

« Extended Outreach

« Draft EIR/Public Comment Period & Hearings (with Live Webcast)

@ Metro

10



Next Steps

May/June 2017, Public Scoping Comment Period & Meetings (with Live

Webcast)
« Technical meetings with corridor cities/agencies

« Continuing public outreach

@ Metro
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REVISED
PLANNING AND PROGRAMMING COMMITTEE
APRIL 19, 2017
SUBJECT: WESTSIDE PURPLE LINE SECTION 3 MEASURE R COMMITMENT
ACTION: APPROVE COMMITMENT OF ACCELERATED MEASURE R FUNDS TO WSPLE 3

RECOMMENDATION

APPROVE the formal commitment of $995 $899.9 million of accelerated Measure R funds to
Westside Purple Line Extension Section 3 (WSPLE3) to fulfill the Federal Transit Administration’s
financial rating requirements for Metro’s New Starts project request of $4-475 $1.3 billion.

ISSUE

This report includes the formal commitment of $905 $899.9 million of accelerated Measure R funds to
WSPLE 3 to fulfill the Federal Transit Administration (FTA) financial rating requirements for Metro’s
New Starts project request of $1-475 $1.3 billion. To support the schedule outlined in the January 26,
2017 Board Report (File # 2016-0828) on WSPLES3 delivery, Metro is formally requesting FTA
approval to enter engineering on this project. A commitment of the Measure R funds will greatly
improve the likelihood of success in the financial capacity evaluation to be performed by FTA late this

spring.

DISCUSSION

In February 2016, the Metro Board of Directors approved taking the necessary steps to advance the
WSPLES project as part of a larger package including other Measure R projects. Coupled with that
February 2016 action was a contract modification in the amount of $28 million for advanced
preliminary engineering and other design and support services for the WSPLE 3 project. In June
2016, the Metro Board of Directors approved the Measure M Expenditure Plan which proposed that
the voters accelerate the WSPLES3 project from FY 2036 to as early as FY 2024 (as the first year of a
three-year range for the opening date). Measure M and its Expenditure Plan were approved by the
voters in November 2016. In January 2017, the Metro Board of Directors approved the amendment
of Measure M into the Regional Transportation Plan and further approved certain design-build and
contracting delivery approaches for the WSPLE 3 project.

Consistent with the now accelerated schedule for WSPLE3 project, Metro is seeking to formally
advance the project into the New Starts program’s engineering phase, a key step in the acceleration
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plan. As of this writing, Metro staff will be submitting a required Financial Plan in support of the entry
into engineering request in mid-April 2017. Entry into engineering approval by FTA requires, in part,
that the Financial Plan show that Metro can construct, operate, and maintain the project in the
context of all its other regional transportation system commitments, including the construction,
operation, and maintenance of all other projects in the Regional Transportation Plan.

Metro’s pre-Measure M Strategic Financial Plan had scheduled the Measure R funds consistent with
opening WSPLE3 in FY 2036. In order to deliver WSPLE3 as early as FY 2024, Metro needs to meet
the federal process requirements and timelines for the New Starts funding process. FTA’'s New Starts
process requires a viable Financial Plan to enter engineering and acceptance of Metro’s Financial
Plan assumptions, including the recommended formal action by the Metro Board of Directors to
commit Measure R funds earlier than previously indicated. This Measure R commitment is consistent
with the Measure R funding profile identified in the Measure R Expenditure Plan for the “Westside
Subway Extension.” As a result of this commitment, no other Measure R projects will be delayed.

WSPLES has a mix of federal and local funds in Metro’s financial model, including a New Starts
project request of $4-175 $1.3 billion; $994 million of Measure M; and a Measure R commitment of
$905 $899.9 million. This report seeks to confirm the commitment of $985 $899.9 million (including
$120.6 million for bond interest) of accelerated Measure R funds to WSPLES3. A full summary of the
projects cash flow plan, including sources and uses for WSPLE 3, can be found in Attachment A.

DETERMINATION OF SAFETY IMPACT

The recommended actions will have no impact on the safety of our customers or employees.

FINANCIAL IMPACT

The FY17 budget includes the $30.4 million commitment as outlined in Attachment A. Since this is a
multiple year project, the project manager and the Chief Program Management Officer will be
accountable for budgeting the required commitments in future years.

Impact to Budget
The source of accelerated funding is Measure R 35% which is not eligible for bus and rail operating
expenditures.

ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED

The Board could choose not to approve the commitment of Measure R funds for the WSPLE3

project. Staff does not recommend this alternative as the recommendation allows the project to be
formally accepted into the engineering phase by FTA to meet its goal of opening to the public as early
as 2024, in time for the potential 2024 Los Angeles Olympics. Any delay in approving this action
results in further FTA application delays that would likely affect the construction timeline of this project
and put the proposed opening date of 2024 in jeopardy.

NEXT STEPS
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With Board approval, Planning staff will notify FTA of the Board’s Measure R commitment for
WSPLE3. Going forward, staff will complete work on the Financial Model in support of the LRTP
update commencing in FY 2018, which will include this and other updates. Any future changes to
FTA regulations or funding levels, including the New Starts budget affecting Metro projects, will be
reported to the Board as information becomes available.

ATTACHMENTS

Attachment A - Financial plan for the WSPLE3 FTA submittal.

Prepared by: Mark Linsenmayer, Senior Director, (213) 922-2475
Gloria Anderson, Senior Director, (213) 922-2457
David Yale, Senior Executive Officer, (213) 922-2469

Reviewed by: Therese W. McMillan, Chief Planning Officer, (213) 922-7267
% A
4
Phillip A. Washington
Chief Executive Officer '
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REVISED

ATTACHMENT A
Westside Purple Line Extension Section 3 Expenditure/Funding Plan (including bonding)
(S in millions)
Uses Total Prior FY17 FY 18 FY 19 FY 20 FY 21 FY 22 FY 23 FY 24 FY 25 FY 26 FY 27 FY 28 FY 29 FY 30 FY 31 FY 32 FY 33
Guideways S 539.4 $ 186 S 451 $139.0 $1235 $ 989 $ 693 $ 370 $ 65 S 15
Stations S 575.0 $ 184 $1056 $ 558 § 792 $ 996 $1273 $ 878 S 13
Sitework/Special Conditions S 4973 $ 10 $ 513 $ 84 $571 $591 $ 701 $ 725 $ 794 $ 245
Systems S 130.1 S 18.2 S 89 S 647 S 383
Right of Way S 368.4 $ 03 $1206 $2475
Vehicles $ 353 S 353
Professional Services S 4944 $13.8 $274 S 461 S 589 $ 639 $ 572 $592 $ 474 S 491 $ 370 $274 S 71
Unallocated Contingency S 2731 $27 $§ 50 $ 316 $ 327 $ 338 S$350 $362 $375 $433 $ 75 § 7.7
Subtotal Project Cost $2,913.0 $13.8 $31.4 $2416 $4839 $416.6 $329.4 $377.7 $334.0 $3949 $237.3 $ 37.7 $ 148
CGRRB Debt Service S 993.6 $ 256 $ 256 $ 424 $100.0 $100.0 $100.0 $100.0 S$100.0 $100.0 S$100.0 $100.0 $100.0
Measure R bond interest S 120.6 $ 37 $ 36 $ 34 $ 33 $ 39 $ 86 $135 $130 S$126 S$121 $116 S 110 S 105 S 98
TOTAL USES $4,027.2 $13.8 $31.4 $2416 $4839 $420.3 $332.9 $406.7 $3629 S$441.3 $3459 $151.2 $127.8 $112.6 S$112.1 S111.6 $ 111.0 $ 1105 $ 109.8
Sources
Federal Revenue
Section 5309 New Starts $1,300.0 $100.0 $100.0 $100.0 $100.0 $100.0 $100.0 $100.0 $100.0 $100.0 $100.0 $ 100.0 S 100.0 S 100.0
Local Revenue
Measure R 35% - Transit Cap S 7793 $ 40 $314 $ 503 $2183 S 20 $ 718 $ 263 $1324 $1903 S 37.7 $ 148
Measure R 35% for bond interest $ 120.6 $ 37 $ 36 $ 34 $ 33 $ 39 $ 86 $135 $130 S$126 S$121 $116 S 110 S 105 S 98
Subtotal Measure R 35% S 8999 $ 40 $314 $ 503 $2183 S 37 S 56 $ 752 $ 296 $1363 $1989 $ 512 $278 $ 126 S 121 S 116 S 110 S 105 S 9.8
Local Agency Contributions S 874 S 874
Repay Cap Proj Loans Fund S 9.8 $ 9.8
Measure M 35% -Transit S 994.3 $191.3 $265.6 $372.8 $117.6 $ 47.0
Grant Receipt Rev Bonds (CGRRB) $ 735.9 S 43.8 $227.4 S$231.5 $233.2
TOTAL SOURCES $4,027.2 $13.8 $31.4 $2416 $483.9 $420.3 $3329 $406.7 $3629 $441.3 $3459 $151.2 $127.8 $112.6 $112.1 $111.6 $ 111.0 $ 1105 $ 109.8
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PLANNING AND PROGRAMMING COMMITTEE
APRIL 19, 2017

SUBJECT: RAIL TO RAIL/RIVER ACTIVE TRANSPORTATION CORRIDOR PROJECT

ACTION:  ADOPT THE RAIL TO RAIL/RIVER ACTIVE TRANSPORTATION CORRIDOR
PROJECT RECOMMENDATIONS

RECOMMENDATIONS

CONSIDER:

A. ADOPTING the Rail to Rail Active Transportation Corridor (ATC) Project - Segment A
Preliminary Design (Attachment A); the findings of the environmental analysis that the project
qualifies for CEQA Categorical Exemption under Section 15307 (Class 4) Minor Alterations to
Land; and file the Notice of Exemption (NOE) (Attachment B);

B. ADOPTING the Rail to River ATC - Segment B Locally Preferred Alternative, Randolph Street
Alternative, as described in the Alternative Analysis (AA) (Attachment C) and advance into the
Environmental Review/Clearance and Preliminary Design phase after more refined cost
estimates for Segment A are developed from 30% design documents.

ISSUE

In June 2016, a twelve-month contract was awarded to Cityworks Design for the environmental
review, clearance and 30% Preliminary Design for the Rail to Rail ATC - Segment A. The Project
team completed Preliminary Design for the Rail to Rail ATC - Segment A which includes conceptual
designs for the length of the corridor. In addition, an environmental analysis was completed in
compliance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). Metro serves as the CEQA Lead
Agency and has final approval of plans and environmental documents. Board adoption of
Recommendation A for the Rail to Rail/River ATC Project - Segment A Preliminary Design,
acceptance of the findings for the environmental analysis and authorization to file the NOE for
Segment A is being requested.

In June 2016, a nine-month contract was awarded to Evan Brooks Associates for an AA to determine
the preferred alternative route for Segment B. The AA was completed in March 2017 using evaluation
criteria consistent with overall project goals and objectives. Board adoption of Recommendation B for
the AA Rail to River - Segment B findings, which includes the identification of the Randolph Street
Alternative as the Locally Preferred Alternative, is being requested.
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DISCUSSION

BACKGROUND

In October 2014, upon Metro Board direction, the Rail to River Intermediate Active Transportation
Corridor Feasibility Report was completed and it concluded that the corridor was feasible along the
Metro-owned Harbor Subdivision. Two segments emerged from the Feasibility Study: Rail to Rail
ATC - Segment A and Rail to River ATC - Segment B. Combined, the Rail to Rail/River ATC spans
approximately 10 miles in length.

The Rail to Rail ATC - Segment A is an approximately 6-mile Class | bicycle and pedestrian path
running along the Metro-owned Harbor Subdivision alignment connecting the future Metro
Crenshaw/LAX Line (Fairview Heights Station) with the Metro Silver Line (Slauson Station) and the
Metro Blue Line (Slauson Station). Environmental analysis was completed in March 2017 and 30%
Preliminary Design is scheduled to be completed June 2017. The Rail to Rail ATC - Segment A
primarily consists of Metro-owned 30’ cross-section right-of-way (ROW) and includes a 12’ bi-
directional bicycle path, a 7’ pedestrian path, landscape/safety buffers and drainage swales with
bioinfiltration. There are also areas where the Metro-owned ROW exceeds 30’ and are identified as
opportunity sites designed to include open space, landscaping and active transportation
infrastructure to enhance mobility and safety.

The Rail to River ATC - Segment B AA was conducted. An Alternatives Evaluation Methodology was
developed and utilized as evaluation criteria to each of the four alternatives: Malabar Corridor (B-1),
Utility Corridor (B-2), Slauson Avenue (B-3) and Randolph Street (B-4). The evaluation criteria were
consistent with the overall goals and objectives of enhancing mobility/connectivity and access to
major destinations, minimizing transportation impacts, improving cost effectiveness/ease of
implementation and addressing local/regional communities. The Randolph Street Alternative (B-4)
scored the highest overall when compared to the other three alternatives, but did score the lowest on
the cost effectiveness/ease of implementation as it has a higher cost of implementation and would
require an easement from Union Pacific and local jurisdiction cooperation. The Randolph Street
Alternative (B-4) has the support from the local jurisdictions (Los Angeles County, Huntington Park,
Vernon, Bell and Maywood).

Comprehensive outreach was conducted as part of the development of both Segment A and
Segment B. Mailings were sent out to 58,000 households and 70,000 brochures distributed on 30
bus lines, 45 schools and 90 organizations to better inform the public. Social media awareness and
live broadcasting of community meetings were conducted and contributed to greater participation at
community meetings. The Technical Advisory Committees (TAC) for Segment A and Segment B have
provided technical input from the various internal departments within Metro and external agencies
(jurisdictions, bureaus/departments, LAPD, LAC Sheriff, LAC Fire Department, Caltrans D7). The
Community Advisory Committee (CAC) was established as a combined Segment A and Segment B
committee and is represented by various community-based organizations/ Los Angeles City
Neighborhood Councils throughout the length of the corridor. The CAC has provided input/feedback
on the project, circulated information, handed out surveys and engaged the community throughout
the process of the project.
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Findings
CEQA COMPLIANCE

Under the state CEQA Guidelines, Section 15304, the Project is categorically exempt from CEQA.
This CEQA exemption applies to projects, such as the Rail to Rail Active Transportation Corridor -
Segment A, which consist of minor alterations in the condition of land which do not involve removal of
healthy, mature, scenic trees and where there is no reasonable possibility that the project will have a
significant effect on the environment due to unusual circumstances. The Project will create bicycle
lanes and a pedestrian/multi-purpose path within the existing street and public ROW. The Project will
not have a significant, adverse effect on traffic, air quality, noise, and historical or other resources.
Since projects of this type involving only minor alterations to land do not generally have a significant
effect on the environment, they are declared by the state to be categorically exempt from the
requirement for the preparation of environmental documents.

DETERMINATION OF SAFETY IMPACT

The Board actions will not have any impact on safety impacts on Metro employees and patrons.

FINANCIAL IMPACT

The FY17 budget includes $2.85 million for the Rail to Rail/River ATC Project: (1) Segment A 30%
Preliminary Design and environmental analysis; (2) Segment B Alternative Analysis; and (3) Outreach
for both Segment A and Segment B, in Cost Center 4360 (Active Transportation), Project 405509
(Rail to River Bikeway Feasibility). Since this is a multi-year project, the cost center manager and
Chief Planning Office will be responsible for budgeting the cost of future years, including any phase
(s) the Board authorizes to be exercised.

Impact to Budget

The source of funds is Measure R Admin 1.5% which is not eligible for bus and rail operating and
capital expenditures. Development of the Life-of-Project budget will be established after the
completion of the procurement process.

ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED

The Board may choose not to adopt the Rail to Rail/River ATC project, findings of the environmental
analysis, and selection of the Locally Preferred Alternative. This alternative is not recommended, as
it is not in line with previous Board direction.

NEXT STEPS

Upon Board adoption and authorization, the NOE will be filed, and the Rail to River ATC - Segment B
will advance into the environmental analysis/30% Preliminary Design.

ATTACHMENTS
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Attachment A - Rail to Rail - Segment A Preliminary Design
Attachment B - Rail to Rail - Segment A Notice of Exemption
Attachment C - Rail to River - Segment B Alternative Analysis

Prepared by: Alice Tolar, Transportation Planning Manager, (213) 922-2218
Roberto Machuca, Sr. Transportation Planning Manager (213) 922-4517
Milind Joshi, Sr. Director, Project Engineering (213) 922-7985
Diego Cardoso, Executive Officer, (213) 922-3076
Calvin E. Hollis, Senior Executive Officer, (213) 922-7319

Reviewed by: Therese W. McMillan, Chief Planning Officer, (213) 922-7077

iz

Phillip A. Washington \
Chief Executive Officer '
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Attachment A

Rail to Rail Active Transportation Corridor

Segment A 15% Preliminary Design
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Attachment A

Rail to Rail/River Active Transportation
Corridor Segments A & B Map
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Attachment A

Walk/Bike Path — Slauson Corridor

Mid-block Concept (Typical 30’ ROW)

«  Asphalt paved walkway and 2-way bike path

«  Lighting (spaced every 60")

« Fencing at ROW edge where needed (Metro standard
panelized)

«  Furnishings & signage

«  Bioswales for stormwater run-off treatment with low
fencing at edge

«  Shade trees
« Diversity of trees/plant species

«  Boulders and low, drought tolerant landscape in
street buffer

néalnulllllllﬁélllllll
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;ul Ml

COMPOSITION
30’ typical ROW

Lboking West

17" street buffer
5’ walking path
12’ bike path

2’ property line buffer 4
§ Examples of bioswale on pedestrian path
(Woodman Ave) and between bikeway &

thoroughfare (Queens Plaza Bikeway, NY)
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Attachment A

Layout — Slauson Corridor
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\ L L J/ 4\ 2’ painted buffer bet
, , , painted buffer between
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Attachment A

Walk/Bike Path — Diagonal Corridor

Mid-block Concept (Typical 30’ ROW)

This design concept focuses on safety/security concerns
between Slauson and 11th Avenues where private properties
abut Metro's ROW. Given the narrow ROW, the walk and
bike paths are separated with a storrmwater treatment
median (bioswale). The layout addresses visibility concerns el
by miting trees, and discourages encampments by N
minimizing landscaped areas. The separated walk and bike /} \‘ N
paths would meet at regular intervals, Features include: Z ’ P f
«  Asphalt paved walkway and bike path = .2))) ‘J“h ‘u_”‘.\
«  Fencing at ROW edge where needed [Metro standard

panelized)

1)), N
h1|=1|||7|ﬁl"jfrﬁr)4")iw St
I T
+  Trees at access points TR (O
+  Low, drought tolerant plants and decomposed granite i”"""

«  Lighting (spaced every 75”) with ability to integrate
cameras and emergency telephones on pole

+  Drain to center buffer with bioswale

«  Vines where appropriate (not in front of murals)

Square segment
Wb -
COMPOSITION [ SRS g
30" typical ROW B !
3’ edge zone — 3 A :
12’ bike path — t-:--& L|1 :
&b 1
I A%
&' walking path pr——
3’ edge zone — bl E
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Attachment A

Layout — Diagonal Corridor
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Attachment A

Mixing Zone

MIXING ZONE TYPE 3
- raised crossing on Slauson Corridor g

SCALE: 1"=20"

- 50’ MZ at non-bus stop corner

- 100’ MZ at bus stop corner

- shade trees & furnishings at bus stop corner
- no diverted island where ROW is 30’ or less
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Attachment A

Mixing Zone

Slauson Corridor Concept at Bus Stop

CE—

Existing photo of Slauson/Compton intersection Example of diverter planted with drought tolerant flax Example of street bond graphic (Auckland, NZ), a3
relatively inexpensive way to enhance mixing zones
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Opportunity Sites

Areas with additional ROW beyond typical 30’ width
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LOS ANGELES COUNTY METROPOLITAN TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITY
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Attachment B

Notice of Exemption

To: Office of Planning and Research From: Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority (Metro)
P.O. Box 3044, Room 113 One Gateway Plaza, MS 99-22-02
Sacramento, CA 95812-3044 Los Angeles, CA 90012
County Clerk

County of Los Angeles
12400 Imperial Highway
Norwalk, CA 90650

Project Title: Metro Rail to Rail Active Transportation Corridor — Segment A

Project Applicant: Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority

Project Location - Specific:

The Project would extend from the Crenshaw/LAX Fairview Heights Light Rail Station in the City of Inglewood through
the City of Los Angeles, Florence-Graham (an unincorporated area of Los Angeles County), the City of Vernon, to the
Harbor Subdivision right-of-way (ROW)/Santa Fe Avenue intersection in the City of Huntington Park. The western
portion of the Project (approximately 0.5 miles in length) would be within the City of Los Angeles and City of Inglewood
public street ROW while the remaining 5.9 miles would be located within the Metro—owned Harbor Subdivision ROW.

The Project would start at the western terminus (i.e., Crenshaw/LAX Fairview Heights Light Rail Station) and travel
north on West Boulevard until it meets 67" Street. The sidewalk and parkway on the west side of West Boulevard is
within the City of Inglewood, Whlle the street, parkway, and sidewalk on the east side of West Boulevard are within the
City of Los Angeles. At 67" Street, the Project would travel east until the street meets 11™ Avenue and the Harbor
Subdivision ROW. From there, the Project would travel northeast within the Harbor Subdivision ROW. After the ROW
crosses Slauson Avenue (east of Western Avenue), the Project would travel east to its eastern terminus, which is
located just north of the Slauson Avenue/Santa Fe Avenue intersection in the City of Huntington Park.

Project Location - City: Cities of Inglewood, Los Angeles, Vernon, and Huntington Park; Unincorporated
Florence-Graham community of Los Angeles County

Project Location - County: Los Angeles County

Description of Nature, Purpose and Beneficiaries of Project:

The Project would install on- and off-street bicycle and pedestrian/multi-purpose paths within the existing street and
Metro-owned ROW The Project would use existing sidewalks and extend existing Class Il bicycle lanes on West
Boulevard. On 67" Street, the Project would use the existing sidewalks and will designate the street as a Class lll
bicycle route. Street markings would be provided and bike route signs would be |nstaIIed along the parkways of 67"
Street. The City of Los Angeles 2010 Bicycle Plan identifies West Boulevard and 67" Street within the Project corridor
as designated bikeways and bicycle friendly streets. This Plan also identifies the streets as part of a neighborhood
bikeway network. At the Harbor Subdivision ROW (between 67" Street and Santa Fe Avenue), the Project would
create two-way Class | bike paths and a separate pedestrian/multi-purpose pathway.

The purpose of the Project is to provide safe dedicated walking and cycling transportation options to promote healthy
neighborhoods and linkages between local communities, schools, shopping, employment centers, transit hubs, and
other key destinations. It would facilitate opportunities for improved access to major transit facilities, such as the Metro
Crenshaw/LAX Light Rail Transit Line, the Harbor Transit Way, the Metro Blue Line, and various rapid and local bus
lines. The Project would also remove a prominent social equity barrier within the South Los Angeles community with
new and improved access for pedestrians, cyclists, and transit riders traveling to and from schools, jobs, health care
providers, as well as religious, commercial and cultural institutions.

Beneficiaries of the Project include residents and employees who live and/or work within the vicinity of the Project

Corridor. The area surrounding the Project Corridor has a high proportion of residents who are transit dependent and
rely on walking and bicycling for both work commuting and daily life activities.

Name of Public Agency Approving Project: Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority

Name of Person or Agency Carrying Out Project: Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority




Exempt Status: (check one):

O Ministerial (Sec. 21080(b)(1); 15268);

O Declared Emergency (Sec. 21080(b)(3); 15269(a));

O Emergency Project (Sec. 21080(b)(4); 15269(b)(c));

X Categorical Exemption. State type and section nhumber: Class 4, Section 15304(h)
O Statutory Exemptions. State code number:

Reasons why project is exempt:

The Project would create bicycle lanes and a pedestrian/multi-purpose path within the existing street and public ROW.
The Project would not involve the removal of healthy, mature, scenic trees. The Project would have no impacts on
traffic, air quality, noise, historical resources, or other impact categories. The Project would follow Metro standard
practices and procedures in coordinating and complying with the regulatory permit requirements of the affected
jurisdictions, as well as other requirements from the South Coast Air Quality Management District, California Public
Utilities Commission, and the California Department of Toxic Substances Control Voluntary Cleanup Program. In
addition, it is standard Metro practice to comply with local noise ordinances.

Lead Agency
Contact Person: Roberto Machuca Area Code/Telephone/Extension:

If filed by applicant:
1. Attach certified document of exemption finding.
2. Has a Notice of Exemption been filed by the public agency approving the project? [] Yes X No

Signature: Date: Title:

[] signed by Lead Agency [1 signed by Applicant

Authority cited: Sections 21083 and 21110, Public Resources Code. Date Received for filing at OPR:
Reference: Sections 21108, 21152, and 21152.1, Public Resources Code.



Attachment C

Rail to River Active Transportation Corridor
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Attachment C

Rail to Rail/River Active Transportation
Corridor Segments A & B Map
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Attachment C

Segment B — Alterntives

Corridor Length 2.8 miles 3.3 miles 4.1 miles 4.3 miles

Proposed Bicycle Facility Class | (1.8 miles) and | Class | (0.6 miles) and | Class | or

lass | . .
Type Class Class Il (1.5 miles) Class I (3.5 miles) Class II/IV
. No pIanr\ed - New pedestrian Improved pedestrian Improvgd
Proposed Pedestrian pedestrian facility . . pedestrian
e . . walkway alongside crossings and .
Facilities (sidewalk exists bike path Amenities crossings and
along Malabar St) P amenities

g:g;ag” Rl O Lowest O Medium O Medium/High . Highest




Segment B — Evaluation Summary

Attachment C

Malabar Corridor | Utility Corridor | Slauson Avenue | Randolph Street
Gont: rance W) [ ) o | () oot | @ ven | @ v
otz pecess oMo [ () 1oy | (D) wedum | @ i
?rzils?;orr::dsjzl)l:ilz;pacts O Medium Q Low O Medium High
Eave ot mptementation | (B Medum | () weciurn | @ righ Low
Sg:ri:u;:iirsess Local Q Low O Medium O Medium High
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M t Los Angeles County
e rO Metropolitan Transportation
Authority
One Gateway Plaza

@ 3rd Floor Board Room
) B r R Los Angeles, CA
Metro oard Report

File #: 2017-0138, File Type: Contract Agenda Number: 28.

CONSTRUCTION COMMITTEE
APRIL 20, 2017

SUBJECT: UNIVERSAL CITY PEDESTRIAN BRIDGE
ACTION:  AUTHORIZATION FOR CONTRACT MODIFICATION

RECOMMENDATION

AUTHORIZE the Chief Executive Officer (CEO) to execute a Modification to Contract No. C1043 with
Griffith Company, for the design and construction of the Universal City Pedestrian Bridge, in the
amount of $450,000, increasing the total current contract value from $24,264,752 to $24,714,752
within the Life of Project budget.

ISSUE

This action represents staff’s efforts through negotiations to settle all claims. Staff is requesting
approval to execute this final Contract Modification because the current available CMA is not
sufficient to take action within staff authority. This Contract Modification is required to close-out the
contract, and does not affect the Life of Project (LOP) budget.

DISCUSSION

Findings

Metro issued the Notice to Proceed (NTP) for Design-Build (DB) Contract No. C1043 for the
Universal City Pedestrian Bridge on January 9, 2014. The bridge had an aggressive schedule and
was opened to the public on April 7, 2016.

During the course of construction, the contractor requested several design and construction changes.
This Modification includes additional costs for escalators, increased elevator framing, and design
modifications due to easement constraints.

Considerations

Staff has evaluated the merit of the requested changes and has followed Metro processes and
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procedures to validate and negotiate the change request. A list of executed (approved) and
unexecuted (pending) modifications is included in Attachment B.

There is no change in the approved LOP amount of $29,585,000.

DETERMINATION OF SAFETY IMPACT

This recommended action has no impact on safety.

FINANCIAL IMPACT

The FY17 adopted budget of $2,078,000 for the Universal Pedestrian Bridge, project 809382, in Cost
Center 8510 includes the $450,000 required for this board action. With the approval of this action,
staff will no longer need to budget for the construction contract in FY18.

Impact to Budget

The source of funds for this project is Prop A 35%. Prop A 35% funds are eligible for rail operations.

ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED

The Board may choose not to approve the Modification. This alternative is not recommended, as staff
would be unable to close out the project.

ATTACHMENTS

Attachment A - Procurement Summary
Attachment B - Contract Modification/Change Order Log
Attachment C - DEOD Summary

Prepared by:

Milind Joshi, Sr. Director, Project Engineering, (213) 922-7985
Brad Owen, Deputy Executive Officer, Construction Management, (213) 922-7384
Tim Lindholm, Executive Officer, Capital Projects (213) 922-7297

Reviewed by:

Debra Avila, Chief Vendor/Contract Management Officer, (213) 418-3051
Richard Clarke, Chief Program Management Officer, (213) 922-7557
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Phillip A. Washington \
Chief Executive Officer '
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ATTACHMENT A

PROCUREMENT SUMMARY

UNIVERSAL CITY PEDESTRIAN BRIDGE
CONTRACT NO. C1043

1. | Contract Number: C1043

2. | Contractor: Griffith Company

3. | Mod. Work Description: Resolutionof all claims and pending changes

4. | Contract Work Description: Provide the final design and construction of a new
pedestrian bridge, hardscape plazas and landscaping, and a right turn-lane.

5. | The following datais current as of: 3/6/17

6. | Contract Completion Status:

Bids/Proposals 7/25/13 % Completion $s: 99.91%
Opened:
Contract Awarded: 10/28/13 % Completion time: 100%
NTP: 1/9/14 Original Contract 730
Days:
Original Complete 1/9/16 Change Order 196
Date: Days:
Current Est. 7125/16 Suspended Days: 0
Complete Date:
Total Revised Days: 926
7. | Financial Status:
Contract Award: $21,425,000
Total Contract Modifications $2,839,752
Approved:
Current Contract Value: $24,264,752
Contract Administrator: Telephone Number:
Diana Sogomonyan 213.922.7243
8. | Project Manager: Telephone Number:
Milind Joshi 213.922.7985

A. Contract Action Summary

This Board Action is to approve authorization for Metro Chief Executive Officer
(CEO) to execute Modification No. 30, for the resolution and settlement of all claims
in order to close-out the subject contract. This Contract Modification will be
processed in accordance with Metro’s Acquisition Policies and Procedures. This is a
firm fixed price Contract.

On October 28, 2013, Metro CEO authorized award of a firm fixed price contract,
Contract No. C1043, to Griffith Company, a General Contractor located in Brea,
California, for the period of performance of 730 calendar days after Notice to
Proceed (NTP) date of January 9, 2014.

Twenty-seven Contract Modifications have been executed on the Contract to date.
Excusable and compensable delay has extended the contract completion date to
July 25, 2016 (added 196 calendar days from original completion date).

No. 1.0.10
Revised 10/11/16



Contract Modification No. 30 in the amount of $450,000 will allow the resolution and
settlement of pending changes and claims on the Contract and to close-out the
contract. Although this Modification amount is within the staff delegation of authority,
the Contract Modification Authority amount currently remaining on the Contract is
insufficient. Refer to Attachment B for further details on modifications issued to date
adding work, and the proposed modification currently pending authorization.

. Cost/Price Analysis

The recommended price for the resolution of all contract claims has been
determined to be fair and reasonable based upon cost analysis, technical analysis,
fact finding, and negotiations. Ultimately a business decision was made by both
parties at the recommended dollar amount to resolve all claims. An audit request for
Modification No. 30 was not required as the negotiated total dollar value is not
greater than the audit threshhold for construction changes of $1,000,000.

Item Changes Proposal amount Metro ICE Negotiated
No. amount
1 | Mod No. 30 $2,037,406 $250,000 $450,000
No. 1.0.10

Revised 10/11/16



ATTACHMENT B

CONTRACT MODIFICATION/CHANGE ORDER LOG

UNIVERSAL CITY PEDESTRIAN BRIDGE
CONTRACT NO. C1043

Status Cost
MOS(‘)/CO Description (approved Contract Mod A Board g
' or pendin oas. pprove
p 9) Value EMA
N/A Initial Contract Award Approved | $21,425,000 $2,142,500
N/A CMA Increase Approved | $21,425,000 $400,000
N/A CMA Increase Approved | $21,425,000 $577,000
Conversion to Metro CADD
Mod 1 Standards Approved | $21,474,251 $49,251
Mod 2 Perforated Panel Design Change Canceled | $21,474,251 $0.00
Transformer Relocation - Design
Mod 3 Change (Design Only) Approved | $21,512,771 $38,520
Revised DEOD SBE Contract
Mod 4 Compliance Manual Canceled | $21,512,771 $0.00
Mod 5 Additional Traff_lc Control for NBC Approved | $21,550,504 $37,733
Universal
Mod 6 Additional Plaza Lighting Approved | $21,642,285 $91,781
CIDH Pile Rebar Coupler
Mod 7 Installation (RFC-5); Pile Splice Approved | $21,688,368 $46,083
Zone
Transformer Relocation -
Mod 8 Construction Change Approved | $22,008,368 $320,000
Perforated Panel Design Change
Mod 9 (Design Phase Only) Approved | $22,055,005 $46,637
Bridge Mid Chord Connection
Mod 10 (Design and Construction) Approved | $22,523,719 $468,714
Mod 11 Field Directed Labo_r and Martials - Approved | $22,526.376 $2.657
Museum Signage
Mod 12 Additional Traff_lc Control for NBC Approved | $22,548,366 $21,990
Universal
Mod 13 | Add Specification Section 07 16 16 Approved | $22,548,366 $0.00
Mod 14 Addtiona’ Lurb Ramp Approved | $22,585,554 | $37,188
mprovements
Additional Work due to Painting
Mod 15 Specification Change Approved | $22,591,814 $6,260
Mod to Special Provisions and
Mod 16 General Conditions Approved | $22,591,814 $0.00
Procurement of Intrusion Detection
Mod 17 System and Station Materials Approved | $22,636,002 $44,188
No. 1.0.10

Revised 10/11/16




Mod 18 Addition of Silica Carbide for Approved | $22,788,327 | $152,325
Hardscaping (
Mod 19 | SellHandlingatStation2and3, | A5 0veq | $22,856,005 | $67,678
Universal Property
Mod 20 Perforated Metal Wall P_anel Design Approved | $22,985,097 $129,092
and Construction
Use Cast in Drilled Hole (CIDH) Pile
Mod 21 Foundation and Grade Beams in Approved | $23,337,810 $352,713
Place of Spread Footings
Delay Due to LABOE Pushover
Mod 22 Analysis Review Time Approved | $23,387,641 $49,831
Mod 23 Additional HVAC Scope Approved | $23,663,823 $276,182
Adding Metro Rail Underground
Mod 24 Design Directive Drawings for Approved | $23,829,464 $165,641
Customer Station Sighage
DSC During Drilling and Excavation
Mod 25 Activities at Station 1, 2. and 3 Approved | $23,892,871 $63,407
Mod 26 | Station3Hardscape Removeand | A 0veq | $23.000,027 | $16,156
Replace
Mod 27 | Miscellaneous Work: Metro Support | Approved [ $23,929,008 $19,981
Station 1, 2, 3 Radius Curb
Mod 28 Replacement at Elevator Towers Approved | $24,044,752 $115,744
Settlement of Various Issues
Mod 29 Leading to Close-Out Approved | $24,264,752 $220,000
Mod 30 Settlement of Claims Pending $24,714,752 $450,000
Subtotal — Approved Modifications $2,839,752
Subtotal — Pending Changes/Modifications $450,000
Subtotal Totals: Mods. + Pending Changes/Modifications | $3,289,752
Subtotal — Pending Claims | $0.00
Total: Mods + Pending Changes/Mods + Possible Claims | $3,289,752
Previous Authorized CMA | $3,119,500
CMA Necessary to Execute Pending Changes/Mods + | $170,252
Possible Claims
Total CMA including this Action | $3,289,752
CMA Remaining for Future Changes/Mods after this | $0.00
Action

No. 1.0.10
Revised 10/11/16




ATTACHMENT C

DEOD SUMMARY

UNIVERSAL CITY PEDESTRIAN BRIDGE
CONTRACT NO. C1043

A. Small Business Participation

Griffith Company made a 10% Small Business Enterprise (SBE) commitment for this
solicitation. The project is 99% complete. Current SBE patrticipation is 6.60%, a
shortfall of 3.40%. The shortfall is a result of Griffith’'s SBE escalator subcontractor,
Excelsior Elevator's non-compliant equipment, which represented 8.37% of their
commitment. Metro’s Project Manager confirmed that Excelsior’'s proposed
escalator equipment was not used because Excelsior did not meet all the
specifications required by Metro.

To date, Griffith Company has added five (5) SBE subcontractors to perform
surveying, noise and vibration monitoring, construction career coordination, and
community services, amounting to a 1.13% increase in their SBE participation. This
increase is not enough to make up the current shortfall.

Small Business Small Business
Commitment 10.00% SBE Participation 6.60% SBE
SBE Subcontractors % Commitment Qu_rren_t 1
Participation
1. | Excelsior Elevator 8.37% 3.83%
2. | Intueor Consulting 0.83% 0.78%
3. | Diaz Yourman 0.80% 0.70%
4. | Precision Engineering Added 0.22%
5. | RT Engineering Added 0.15%
6. | Langford & Carmichael Added 0.06%
7. | Morgner Technology Management Added 0.35%
8. | G&C Equipment Corporation Added 0.51%
Total 10.00% 6.60%

"Current Participation = Total Actual Amount Paid-to-Date to SBE firms +Total Actual Amount Paid-to-date

B. Project Labor Agreement / Construction Careers Policy (PLA/CCP)

The Contractor has committed to complying with PLA/CCP requirements for this
project. This project is 98.25% complete (based on total construction labor hours
expended, divided by the total estimated construction labor hours in the approved
Employment Hiring Plan) and the contractor is not achieving the 40% Targeted
Worker Goal at 38.13%, achieving the 20% Apprentice Worker Goal at 27.86%, and
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achieving the Disadvantaged Worker Goal at 12.80%. Staff is currently performing
close-out audits on the Targeted Worker non-compliance issue and will keep the
Board updated on the outcome and any possible liquidated damages that will be
assessed.

. Prevailing Wage Applicability

Prevailing Wage requirements are applicable to this project. DEOD will continue to
monitor contractors’ compliance with the State of California Department of Industrial
Relations (DIR), California Labor Code, and, if federally funded, the U S Department
of Labor (DOL) Davis Bacon and Related Acts (DBRA).

. Living Wage Service Contract Worker Retention Policy Applicability

The Living Wage and Service Contract Worker Retention Policy is not applicable to
this Modification.
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M t Los Angeles County
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Authority
One Gateway Plaza

@ 3rd Floor Board Room
) B r R Los Angeles, CA
Metro oard Report

File #: 2017-0158, File Type: Contract Agenda Number: 37.

EXECUTIVE MANAGEMENT COMMITTEE
APRIL 20, 2017

SUBJECT: METRO MYSTERY RIDER PROGRAM
ACTION: AWARD CONTRACT FOR MYSTERY RIDER PROGRAM

RECOMMENDATION

AUTHORIZE the Chief Executive Officer to award a 3-year, with two, one year options, firm fixed
price Contract No. PS6224700 to Mobility Advancement Group, for Metro’s Mystery Rider
Program in the amount of $565,516 for the (3) year base period and $408,128 for the (2) one year
options, for a total contract amount of $973,644, subject to resolution of protest(s), if any.

ISSUE

Metro’s current Mystery Rider Program (MRP) contract, which was issued in December 2011, is
approaching the end of its term in April 2017. MRP monitors and reports on the effectiveness of
Metro’s fixed route bus services and all Metro’s contracted bus services (operated by outside bus
contractors) in their adherence to Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) requirements, accessibility,
Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 (Title VI), Executive Order 13166, and other operating policies
and procedures. In addition, Metro must ensure that its many subrecipients of federal funding are in
compliance with the ADA, Title VI, and Executive Order 13166.

DISCUSSION

The purpose of the Mystery Rider Program (MRP) is to monitor and test Metro’s fixed route bus
services, as well as Metro’s contracted bus services, for compliance with the requirements of the
ADA, additional accessibility-related policies and procedures, and Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of
1964. Metro is also required to ensure that its subrecipients of federal funding are compliant with
required regulations and policies.

Accessibility / ADA MRP Observations

On a quarterly basis, Metro requires 600 observations of Metro’s bus services and 120 observations
of its contracted bus services for ADA and accessibility compliance. Metro uses these 720 quarterly
observations to generate statistical data for reports.
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In addition to these observations, up to 120 “Special Rides” will be required of the Contractor each
quarter. Special Rides are as-needed observations of Metro’s bus services and those services
provided by the participants of Metro’s ADA Oversight Program for Subrecipients Program.

The primary point of contact for all Accessibility-related MRP contract issues will be the Mystery Rider
Program Manager.

Title VI MRP Observations

In order to ensure that Metro and its subrecipients are in compliance with the Limited English Policy
under Title VI, Metro requires 100 quarterly observations and contacts (75 in-person observations
and 25 telephone contacts) of Metro employees through its system.

The observations and contacts will help Metro monitor and evaluate the compliance of Metro
employees who have contact with the public with the Language Assistance Program of Metro as
mandated by Title VI and Executive Order 13166. This will include evaluating Metro’s bus services,
contracted bus services, and other frontline employees having direct contact with customers.

An additional 75 in-person observations and 25 telephone contacts of Metro’s subrecipients will be
required of the Contractor each quarter. The observations and telephone contacts of Metro’s
subrecipients will begin January 1, 2018.

The primary point of contact for all Title VI MRP contract issues will be the Title VI Program Manager.

DETERMINATION OF SAFETY IMPACT

MRP will help ensure that patrons with disabilities and other needs will receive the safest and most

accessible service from Metro, its contracted lines, and its subrecipients. MRP will address potential
accessibility-related maintenance and operations issues, and will help in improving safety for Metro

staff and customers who ride the system.

FINANCIAL IMPACT

The funding of $148,360 for this service is included in the FY17 budget in cost center 2413, Office of
Civil Rights, under project number 100002, and project name Mystery Rider Program.

Since this is a multi-year contract/project, the cost center manager and Chief Civil Rights Programs
Officer will be accountable for budgeting the cost in future years, including any options exercised.

Impact to Budget

The source of funds is Prop A, Prop C and TDA Administration, which is not eligible for bus and rail
Operating and capital uses.

ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED
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One alternative is to reduce the scope of work to encompass mystery rides for solely Metro’s fixed
route system; however, this alternative is not recommended as Metro’s contracted lines and
subrecipients are required to adhere to the Americans with Disabilities Act and Title VI of the Civil
Rights Act of 1964. The Mystery Rider Program is a vital tool in monitoring the adherence to the
aforementioned statutes; improving Metro’s services, contracted services, and subrecipients; and
ensuring compliance with federal regulations.

NEXT STEPS

Upon approval by the Board, staff will execute Contract No. PS6224700 with Mobility Advancement
Group for Metro’s Mystery Rider Program.

ATTACHMENTS

Attachment A - Procurement Summary
Attachment B - DEOD Summary

Prepared by: Paula Guevara, Accessibility Analyst, (213) 922-7495
Reviewed by: Daniel Levy, Chief Office of Civil Rights, (213) 922-8891

Debra Avila, Chief Vendor/Contract Management Officer,
(213) 418-3051

R

Phillip A. Washington \
Chief Executive Officer '
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ATTACHMENT A

PROCUREMENT SUMMARY

METRO MYSTERY RIDER PROGRAM/PS6224700

Contract Number: PS6224700

Recommended Vendor: Mobility Advancement Group

3. | Type of Procurement (check one): []IFB X RFP [ | RFP-A&E
[ ] Non-Competitive [ ] Modification [ ] Task Order

4. Procurement Dates:

A. Issued: August 15, 2016

B. Advertised/Publicized: August 17, 2016

C. Pre-Proposal Conference: August 25, 2016

D. Proposals Due: September 12, 2016

E. Pre-Qualification Completed: January 24, 2017

F. Conflict of Interest Form Submitted to Ethics: September 27, 2016
G. Protest Period End Date: April 24, 2017

Lo

n

5. Solicitations Picked Bids/Proposals Received:
up/Downloaded: 12 1

6. Contract Administrator: Telephone Number:
Marc Margoni (213) 922-1304

7. Project Manager: Telephone Number:
Paula Guevara (213) 922-7495

A. Procurement Background

This Board Action is to approve Contract No. PS6224700 issued in support of the
Metro Mystery Rider Program (MRP). Board approval of contract awards are subject
to resolution of any properly submitted protest.

Request for Proposal (RFP) No. PS31507 was issued in accordance with Metro’s
Acquisition Policy and the contract type is firm fixed price. The RFP was issued as a
small business prime and was open to Metro SBE certified small businesses only.

One amendment was issued during the solicitation phase of this RFP. Amendment
No. 1, issued on September 2, 2016, clarified Metro Title VI Mystery Rider
observation report percentages and the number of in-person observations.

On August 25, 2016, a pre-proposal conference was held and representatives from
four firms attended the conference.

On August 29, 2016, 23 questions were submitted and received, and answers to
those questions were provided in writing the following week.

A total of one proposal was received on September 12, 2016. The single proposal
received was from the incumbent, Mobility Advancement Group (MAG).

A market survey was conducted shortly thereafter inquiring as to why members on
the Planholder’s list elected not to participate in the solicitation. Two vendors

No. 1.0.10
Revised 10/11/16



responded. One vendor elected not to participate due to the extensive report
preparation required in the Statement of Work. The second vendor also indicated
that he did not have the required research skills and report preparation experience
as required.

B. Evaluation of Proposals

A Proposal Evaluation Team (PET) consisting of staff from the Office of Civil Rights,
Operations, and Bus Contract Services was convened and conducted a
comprehensive technical evaluation of the proposal received.

The proposal was evaluated based on the following evaluation criteria and weights:

e Firm’s Personnel, Skill, and Experience 30 percent

e Understanding of the Work 25 percent
e Sample of Mystery Rider Observations 25 percent
e Price 20 percent

The evaluation criteria are appropriate and consistent with criteria developed for
other, similar procurements. Several factors were considered when developing
these weights, giving the greatest importance to the Firm’s Personnel, Skill, and
Experience.

During the week of September 21, 2016, the PET met and conducted an
independent technical evaluation and deemed Mobility Advancement Group
technically qualified to perform the tasks as outlined in the RFP.
Qualifications Summary of Firm

Mobility Advancement Group

MAG is located in Altadena, CA. They have performed operator performance
assessments for most of the major transit operations in Southern California since
2009. Martin Gombert, the owner of the Mobility Advancement Group, is
responsible for overseeing transit consulting projects including performance audits,
operation reviews, safety audits, and financial analysis.

MAG is a Metro certified SBE and has been providing transit operator performance
assessments to Metro since 2009. They are familiar with the proposed work and
required approach. MAG is the incumbent vendor and is currently providing Title VI
MRP observations for Metro.

For this project, MAG proposed as the prime contractor and partnered with Temps,
Inc. (Temps), a Metro certified SBE, to manage the contract and serve as the client
interface to Metro.
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Temps, Inc. will provide transit surveyors. They have provided surveyors for the
Metro Mystery Rider project since 2009. Ms. Brenda Sanchez-Johnson, V.P. of
Operations for Temps, Inc., has over fifteen years of experience in data collection
and participating in survey projects for transit agencies throughout Southern
California.
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As a result of the proposal received, the PET recommendation for contract award is
as follows:

Weighted
Average Factor Average
1 Firm Score Weight Score Rank
2 | Mobility Advancement Group
Firm’s Personnel, Skill, and
3 | Experience 93.3 30.00% 27.99
4 | Understanding of the Work 100 25.00% 25
Sample of Mystery Rider
5 | Observations 93.2 25.00% 23.3
6 | Price 100 20.00% 20
7 | Total 100.00% 96.29 1

C. Cost/Price Analysis

The recommended price has been determined to be fair and reasonable based upon
independent cost estimate, price analysis, technical evaluation, fact finding, and
negotiations. Mobility Advancement Group has developed a report preparation
system where the majority of the requirements for Metro have been fully developed
and their solution has been implemented with other transit agencies.

Proposer Name Proposal Metro ICE Negotiated or
Amount NTE amount
Mobility $1,023,492 | $1,003,784 $973,644
Advancement Group

The Period of Performance for the base contract is three (3) years. The option
period is for two (2) single years. The value of the three year (3) base is $565,516.
The value of the (2) one year options is $408,128. The total NTE amount is
$973,644.

D. Background on Recommended Contractor

The recommended firm, MAG, located in Altadena, CA, is a leader in the field of Title
VI MRP Observations. Previous Mystery Rider clients include Long Beach Transit,
Foothill Transit, Bauer’s Intelligent Transportation (Flyaway) and Norwalk Transit.

Mr. Martin Gombert (MAG) and Ms. Brenda Sanchez-Johnson (Temps) are subject
matter experts in the transit operator performance assessments field and represent
over 20 years of combined experience in MRP data collection and report
preparation.
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Both MAG and its subcontractor Temps are Metro certified SBE firms.

The Period of Performance for the base amount is three (3) years with two (2) one
year options.
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ATTACHMENT B

DEOD SUMMARY

METRO MYSTERY RIDER PROGRAM / PS6224700

A. Small Business Participation

Effective June 2, 2014, per Metro’s Board-approved policy, competitive acquisitions
with three or more Small Business Enterprise (SBE) certified firms within the
specified North American Industry Classification System (NAICS) as identified for
the project scope shall constitute a Small Business Prime (Set-Aside) procurement.
Accordingly, the Contract Administrator advanced the solicitation, including posting
the solicitation on Metro’s website, advertising, and notifying certified small
businesses as identified by NAICS code(s) that this solicitation was open to SBE
Certified Small Businesses Only.

Mobility Advancement Group, an SBE Prime, is performing 35.54% of the work with
its own workforce and made a 100% SBE commitment.

SMALL BUSINESS PRIME (SET-ASIDE)

SBE Contractor % Committed
1. | Mobility Advancement Group (Prime) 35.54%
2 TEMPS, Inc. (Subcontractor) 64.46%
Total Commitment 100%

B. Living Wage and Service Contract Worker Retention Policy Applicability

The Living Wage and Service Contract Worker Retention Policy is not applicable to
this Contract.

C. Prevailing Wage Applicability

Prevailing wage is not applicable to this Contract.

D. Project Labor Agreement/Construction Careers Policy

Project Labor Agreement/Construction Careers Policy is not applicable to this
Contract.
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Los Angeles Count
M et rO Metr(?psolitr;gne'l?rsansc;)li)r:tgtion
Authority
One Gateway Plaza
@ 3rd Floor Board Room
Los Angeles, CA
Metro Board Report
File #: 2017-0206, File Type: Ordinance / Administrative Code Agenda Number: 38.
REVISED

EXECUTIVE MANAGEMENT COMMITTEE
APRIL 20, 2017

SUBJECT: CUSTOMER CODE OF CONDUCT AMENDMENTS - TRANSIT COURT

ACTION: APPROVE AMENDMENTS TO ADMINISTRATIVE CODE

RECOMMENDATION

APPROVE amendment of Title 6, Chapter 6-05 of the Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority
(“Metro”) Administrative Code (the “Code”), otherwise known as the Metro Customer Code of Conduct, as set forth in
Attachment A. The amended Code will become effective May 1, 2017.

DISCUSSION

Proposed amendments to the Code are set forth in Attachment A to this Board Report to address several areas:

Enforcement of Minors Citations

On December 1, 2016, agenda item 44 by Directors Ridley-Thomas, Kuehl, Fasana, and Garcetti directed the Chief
Executive Officer and relevant stakeholders to report back in writing in 160 days on an implementation plan to completely
decriminalize fare evasion amongst youth transit users. This board report addresses that motion.

The following summarizes key activities that have already occurred to further the objectives of this motion:

1. Transferring Fare Evasion Citations to Civilian Transit Security Personnel instead of Law Enforcement Officials:
Seventy-seven new transit security personnel have been hired to perform fare compliance checks and provide
customer assistance. Law Enforcement personnel will no longer have fare compliance as a primary job duty.
This supports the decriminalization of fare evasion as Transit Security Personnel will not be performing
background checks as common protocol for every fare evasion citation.

2. Meetings with Key Stakeholders: Meetings have occurred with community stakeholders such as the Los Angeles
Conservation Corps, Children’s Defense Fund - California, and the Los Angeles County Department of Public
Health to receive their input on March 2, 2017 and March 8, 2017.

The following summarizes Transit Security’s next steps to achieve the objectives of the motion:

¢ Implement a non-fine based Transit Fare Resolution Program: Under the new approach, minors will be given
multiple warnings. Transit school, referrals to community service for chronic offenders, and exclusions, will be
pursued if necessary, instead of being asked to pay a fine or referred to the Probation Department, as is current
practice. A fine will only be required when the youth, parent or guardian refuses non-fiscal remedies. If exclusion
is necessary, exceptions will be made so that youth will not be prevented from riding the system to and from
school (K-12).
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e Increase Targeted Efforts to Direct Youth to Fare Subsidy Programs: As part of the Youth Fare Resolution
Program, increased efforts will be made starting at the initial fare evasion attempt, to enroll youth who can’t afford
payment into student or other low cost pass programs.

e Utilize Diversion Programming to Address Chronic Fare Evasion Amongst Youth: Youth who continue to engage
in non-compliance with fare payments will be directed to community service or other programs in lieu of a fine. A
new Transit Fare Resolution Program, housed in Metro Transit Court, will be responsible for promoting education,
awareness and enrollment in student and other low income fare programs, transit school, community service, and
other remedies to resolve fare non-compliance as well as enable resolution in an informal setting.

e Update the Transit Security guidelines as follows:

Metro fare compliance officers may exercise the following options when encountering a minor without valid
proof of fare. Officers may elect to: a) issue a verbal warning and direct the minor to the nearest ticket
vending machine for payment; b) issue a written warning informing the minor and or the minor’s parents
about Metro’s discounted monthly student pass; or c) after multiple written warnings refer the minor to Metro’s
Transit Fare Resolution Program administered through Transit Court. Metro staff will meet with the minor
and/or the minor's parents to resolve the fare compliance issue in a non-punitive manner. Meeting times will
be flexible to accommodate school and work schedules.

The proposed amendment will change section 6-05-020 of the Code to add the bolded and underlined language as
follows:

Definitions

6-05-020 Definitions

The following terms, whenever used in this chapter, shall be construed as defined in this section:
L. “Minor” means a person under the age of 18.

The proposed amendment will change section 6-05-150 of the Code to add the bolded and
underlined language and delete the language shown by strike through as follows:

6-05-150 Noise

The following acts are prohibited in Metro facilities and vehicles:

A. Disturbing others by engaging in-beistereus-or unruly behavior.

B. Failing to comply with a warning by a Metro representative to cease creating loud, boisterous or
unreasonable noise, including unnecessary cell phone or other conversation, that is so loud, lengthy,
sexually explicit, threatening, violent, or disruptive, that it causes a nuisance or unreasonably interferes
with the use, operation, or enjoyment of the Metro facilities or vehicles for Metro representatives or
patrons, or creates an unsafe condition, such as distracting operators of Metro vehicles.

C. Playing a sound device, except when using headphones or earphones that make the sound inaudible
to others unless a permit has been issued for usage of such sound device by Metro.

The proposed amendment will change section 6-05-240 of the Code to add the bolded and underlined
language and delete the language shown by strike through as follows:

6-05-240 Enforcement
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A. Violations

A person who violates the Code is subject to a notice of violation and imposition of any and all
remedies, fines, criminal sanctions, damages, and penalties available by law. Enforcement of any
provisions of the Code involving the payment of any fees, penalties or other administrative amounts, or
community service,-by-adults based on California Penal Code section 640 (b) and (c), shall be pursuant

- Parents or guardians shall also be responsible in addition to the minor for any fees,
penalties, or fines incurred or damages caused by their minor in connection with a citation.

D. Exclusion

1. A person, who violates the Code or a law in a Metro facility or vehicle, may be excluded from all or
part of Metro facilities and vehicles either indefinitely or for a period of time specified in the Metro
penalty schedule or notice of exclusion provided pursuant to subsection E below.

2. Any person to whom a notice of violation or Penal Code citation or a written warning pertaining to
an offense which occurred on or in a public transit facility or vehicle, was issued, and a. who has
received a citation or written warning for the same violation at least 3 times in the prior 12 months; or
b. who has failed to pay any applicable fines, fees, penalties or other administrative amounts by the due
date, or otherwise resolve the citation erwhe-has-etherwise-failed-topayany-finefeeorpenalty when
such payment was due; or c. who is the subject of any outstanding warrant, pending trial, or convicted
with respect to any Penal Code offense that is alleged to have occurred on or in a public transit system
facility or vehicle, is subject to exclusion, and may receive a notice of exclusion pursuant to Subsection E
below.

3. A person excluded under the Code may not enter a Metro facility or vehicle during the period of
exclusion. Metro may take any reasonable steps necessary to enforce an order of exclusion, including
criminal arrest or such other remedies as may be available at law.

F. Review Request

An excluded person may request a review of the exclusion. The exclusion shall be suspended upon
Metro’s receipt of a request for review of a notice of exclusion, and until the review is decided and
notice of the decision or review is received by the excluded person. The request for review must be
made in writing, and may be submitted by mail, or in person or as otherwise provided in the notice of
exclusion, within five (5) days after the Notice of Exclusion is received from Metro. A request for review
or notice of decision or review is deemed to be received on the date it is personally delivered, or if
mailed, five (5) days after the date of the postmark. The excluded person will be notified of the date for
public hearing by mail or in person. The excluded person may request that the exclusion be rescinded or
waived for good cause, that the places of exclusion be altered, or that the duration of exclusion be
reduced or waived based on participation in any diversion program available by Metro for which such
persons are eligible. The request should include a copy of the notice of exclusion or the number
assigned to the notice, a request for review, the current mailing address and signature of the excluded
person, and any written statement (and supporting documentation) to explain why the exclusion should
be rescinded, waived, altered, reduced, or otherwise modified. Students shall receive modification of
an exclusion to enable them to commute to or from school.

G. Administrative Review
The hearing shall be conducted by a Hearing Officer who is fair and impartial. The excluded person is
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not required to attend the hearing, and shall have the choice of the hearing being conducted by mail or
in person. No Metro representative shall be required to attend the hearing. Metro may submit a copy
of the notice(s) of violation, any notice of exclusion, and any documentation or statement by the Metro
representative(s) issuing the notice(s) of violation or notice of exclusion. Any notice(s) of violation
and/or notice of exclusion shall be received into evidence. Other relevant evidence submitted may be
received into evidence at the determination of the presiding Hearing Officer. Copies of the notice(s) of
violation and/or notice(s) of exclusion shall be prima facie evidence of the facts stated therein and shall
establish a rebuttable presumption supporting the exclusion of the individual. At the hearing, the
Hearing Officer will review the prima facie validity of the Notice of Exclusion. Metro and the excluded
person may present evidence including witness testimony to the hearing officer and may question
witnesses who are present at the hearing. The Hearing Officer’s decision shall be based on a
preponderance of the evidence. Hearing officers shall have the discretion to dismiss or reduce the fines
or other penalties, cancel the Notice of Exclusion, and make necessary modifications in the interests of
justice including permitting enrollment in an appropriate Metro diversion program for which such
person is eligible, in accordance with any policies or procedures adopted by the Metro Hearing Unit.
Continuances of the appeal hearing are disfavored but may be ordered by the hearing officer. The
hearing officer may authorize the recording of the hearing. The decision of the hearing officer shall be
made in writing. The decision of the Hearing Officer shall be deemed in full effect upon personal service
to the excluded person or five days after the mailing of the decision to the address provided by the
excluded person.

The proposed amendment will change the Code Chapter 6-05 Penalty Schedule to add a $40 fine for
minors as set forth in Attachment A (intended for non-fare evasion citations, or forfare-evasionrelated
citations-when-a-parent-or-minor-declines-non-fiscalremedies-and for the purposes of calculating the
number of community-service diversion program hours or for fare evasion related citations when a parent or
minor declines non-fiscal remedies.)

Penalty and Ejection Schedules

The Penalty Schedule and Ejection Schedule for the Code currently do not include a fine for failing to obtain
a permit to engage in commercial activity, failing to comply with commercial activity permit rules, and for
engaging in commercial activity in a prohibited area.

The proposed amendment will add the bolded and underlined language to include a fine for violations
of section 6-05-090(A)-(C) of the Code to the Penalty Schedule and Ejection Schedule as set forth in
Attachment A.

NEXT STEPS

Following Board approval of the recommended amendments to the Code, Transit Court staff will continue to
work with Metro Communications and Operations, as well as Transit Security, to communicate the Code
including amendments to the public to promote awareness, compliance, and enforcement.

Metro’s law enforcement and transit security division will also be trained on the new policy including the
ultimate goal of decriminalizing fare evasion and supporting youth ridership to commute to school, jobs and
other community activities. Metro staff will provide a written report back to the Board upon finalization of the
Youth Fare Resolution Program, which will define the types of diversion programs available for youth.
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Metro staff will monitor the amount of fare enforcement encounters that take place with minors and report on
a bi-annual basis to the Board regarding the number of warnings and escalations that have occurred. This
data will be disaggregated based on demographic characteristics. This analysis will also assess whether
modifications to Metro’s fare subsidy programs should be considered.

Metro staff will meet quarterly or as requested with a round table of stakeholders to provide updated
information on the Youth Fare Resolution Program.

ATTACHMENTS

A. Code Amendments

Prepared by: Julie Chang, Principal Hearing Officer, Metro Transit Court

Approved by: Karen Gorman, Chief Hearing Officer

spectqf Geheral/Chief Ethics Officer/
/ Chief Heasing Officer
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REVISED
ATTACHMENT A

CODE AMENDMENTS

LACMTA Administrative Code section 6-05-020
Definitions

6-05-020 Definitions

The following terms, whenever used in this chapter, shall be construed as defined in this
section:
L. “Minor” means a person under the age of 18.

LACMTA Administrative Code section 6-05-150
6-05-150 Noise

The following acts are prohibited in Metro facilities and vehicles:

A. Disturbing others by engaging in beistereus-er unruly behavior.

B. Failing to comply with a warning by a Metro representative to cease creating loud,
boisterous or unreasonable noise, including unnecessary cell phone or other
conversation, that is so loud, lengthy, sexually explicit, threatening, violent, or
disruptive, that it causes a nuisance or unreasonably interferes with the use, operation,
or enjoyment of the Metro facilities or vehicles for Metro representatives or patrons, or
creates an unsafe condition, such as distracting operators of Metro vehicles.

C. Playing a sound device, except when using headphones or earphones that make the
sound inaudible to others unless a permit has been issued for usage of such sound
device by Metro.

LACMTA Administrative Code section 6-05-240

6-05-240 Enforcement

A. Violations

A person who violates the Code is subject to a notice of violation and imposition of any
and all remedies, fines, criminal sanctions, damages, and penalties available by law.
Enforcement of any provisions of the Code involving the payment of any fees, penalties
or other administrative amounts, or community service,by-adults based on California
Penal Code section 640 (b) and (c), shall be pursuant to the authority and according to
the procedures, herein and as set forth in the California Public Utilities Code including
section 99580 et seq. Fhe-procedures-setforth-in-section-99580-et-seg—shal-notapplyte




Courtasprovided-bylaw- Parents or guardians shall also be responsible in addition to
the minor for any fees, penalties, or fines incurred or damages caused by their minor
in connection with a citation.

D. Exclusion

1. A person, who violates the Code or a law in a Metro facility or vehicle, may be
excluded from all or part of Metro facilities and vehicles either indefinitely or for a
period of time specified in the Metro penalty schedule or notice of exclusion provided
pursuant to subsection E below.

2. Any person to whom a notice of violation or Penal Code citation or a written warning
pertaining to an offense which occurred on or in a public transit facility or vehicle, was
issued, and a. who has received a citation or written warning for the same violation at
least 3 times in the prior 12 months; or b. who has failed to pay any applicable fines,
fees, penalties or other administrative amounts by the due date, or otherwise resolve
the citation erwhe-has-etherwisefailed-to-pay-any-finefeeorpenalty when such
payment was due; or c. who is the subject of any outstanding warrant, pending trial, or
convicted with respect to any Penal Code offense that is alleged to have occurred on or
in a public transit system facility or vehicle, is subject to exclusion, and may receive a
notice of exclusion pursuant to Subsection E below.

3. A person excluded under the Code may not enter a Metro facility or vehicle during
the period of exclusion. Metro may take any reasonable steps necessary to enforce an
order of exclusion, including criminal arrest or such other remedies as may be available
at law.

F. Review Request

An excluded person may request a review of the exclusion. The exclusion shall be
suspended upon Metro’s receipt of a request for review of a notice of exclusion, and
until the review is decided and_notice of the decision or review is received by the
excluded person. The request for review must be made in writing, and may be
submitted by mail, or in person or as otherwise provided in the notice of exclusion,
within five (5) days after the Notice of Exclusion is received from Metro. A request for
review_or notice of decision or review is deemed to be received on the date it is
personally delivered, or if mailed, five (5) days after the date of the postmark. The
excluded person will be notified of the date for public hearing by mail or in person. The
excluded person may request that the exclusion be rescinded or waived for good cause,
that the places of exclusion be altered, or that the duration of exclusion be reduced_or
be permitted to participate in any diversion program available by Metro for which
such persons are eligible. The request should include a copy of the notice of exclusion
or the number assigned to the notice, a request for review, the current mailing address
and signature of the excluded person, and any written statement (and supporting
documentation) to explain why the exclusion should be rescinded, waived, altered,
reduced, or otherwise modified.

G. Administrative Review

The hearing shall be conducted by a Hearing Officer who is fair and impartial. The
excluded person is not required to attend the hearing, and shall have the choice of the
hearing being conducted by mail or in person. No Metro representative shall be



required to attend the hearing. Metro may submit a copy of the notice(s) of violation,
any notice of exclusion, and any documentation or statement by the Metro
representative(s) issuing the notice(s) of violation or notice of exclusion. Any notice(s)
of violation and/or notice of exclusion shall be received into evidence. Other relevant
evidence submitted may be received into evidence at the determination of the presiding
Hearing Officer. Copies of the notice(s) of violation and/or notice(s) of exclusion shall be
prima facie evidence of the facts stated therein and shall establish a rebuttable
presumption supporting the exclusion of the individual. At the hearing, the Hearing
Officer will review the prima facie validity of the Notice of Exclusion. Metro and the
excluded person may present evidence including witness testimony to the hearing
officer and may question witnesses who are present at the hearing. The Hearing
Officer’s decision shall be based on a preponderance of the evidence. Hearing officers
shall have the discretion to dismiss or reduce the fines or other penalties, cancel the
Notice of Exclusion, and make necessary modifications in the interests of justice
including permitting enrollment in an appropriate Metro diversion program for which
such person is eligible, in accordance with any policies or procedures adopted by the
Metro Hearing Unit. Continuances of the appeal hearing are disfavored but may be
ordered by the hearing officer. The hearing officer may authorize the recording of the
hearing. The decision of the hearing officer shall be made in writing. The decision of
the Hearing Officer shall be deemed in full effect upon personal service to the excluded
person or five days after the mailing of the decision to the address provided by the
excluded person.

LACMTA Administrative Code section 6-05 Penalty Schedule

Metro Customer Code of Conduct Chapter 6-05 Penalty
Schedule*

Description 3" Offense 5™ Offense or
Section Greater
6-05-040 Bicycles, Skateboards ‘
and Skates
6-05- Riding bicycles and > Notice of > Notice of > Notice of > Notice of > Notice of
040.A skateboards in Metro violation violation violation violation violation
facility > $75fine > S$75fine > $75fine > $75fine > $75fine
> $40 fine > $40 fine > $40 fine > $40 fine > $40 fine
for Minors for Minors for Minors for Minors for Minors
> Ejection > Ejection > Ejection > Ejection > Ejection
> Exclusion > Exclusion > Exclusion
for 30 days for 60 days for 90 days
6-05- Tandem, three- > Notice of > Notice of > Notice of > Notice of > Notice of
040.C wheeled or fuel- violation violation violation violation violation
powered bicycles are > $75fine > $75fine > $75fine > $75fine > $75fine
not permitted in Metro > $40fine > $40fine > $40fine > $40 fine > $40 fine
facilities for Minors for Minors for Minors for Minors for Minors
> Ejection > Ejection > Ejection > Ejection > Ejection
> Exclusion > Exclusion > Exclusion
for 30 days for 60 days for 90 days

6-05-050 Blocking

6-05- Blocking, operating or > Notice of > Notice of > Notice of > Notice of > Notice of




050.A-1

obstructing Metro
vehicle, occupying
more than one seat,
impeding safe boarding

Disorderly Conduct

>
>

>

violation
$75 fine
$40 fine
for Minors
Ejection

>

>
>

violation
$75 fine
$40 fine
for Minors
Ejection

>
>

>
>

violation
$75 fine
$40 fine
for Minors
Ejection
Exclusion
for 30 days

violation

> $75fine

> $40 fine
for Minors

> Ejection
> Exclusion
for 60 days

violation

> $75fine

> $40 fine
for Minors

> Ejection
> Exclusion
for 90 days

6-05-150

Noise

6-05- Spitting, hazardous > Notice of > Notice of > Notice of > Notice of > Notice of
100.A-l, material, urinating, violation violation violation violation violation
K-N defecating, throwing > $75fine > $75fine > $75fine > $75fine > $75fine
an object, gambling, > $40 fine > $40fine > $40 fine > $40 fine > $40fine
hanging from rails, for Minors for Minors for Minors for Minors for Minors
inciting violence, lewd > Ejection > Ejection > Ejection > Ejection > Ejection
conduct, prostitution, > Exclusion > Exclusion > Exclusion
vandalizing/tampering, for 30 days for 60 days for 90 days
littering, injuring
person or property
6-05-110 Food, Alcohol and
Drugs
6-05- Eating, drinking, > Notice of > Notice of > Notice of > Notice of > Notice of
110.A smoking, vaping violation violation violation violation violation
> $75 fine > $75 fine > $75 fine > $75 fine > $75 fine
> $40 fine > $40 fine > $40 fine > $40 fine > $40 fine
for Minors for Minors for Minors for Minors for Minors
> Ejection > Ejection > Ejection > Ejection > Ejection
> Exclusion > Exclusion > Exclusion
for 30 days for 60 days for 90 days
6-05- Placing chewing gum > Notice of > Notice of > Notice of > Notice of > Notice of
110.B onto Metro property violation violation violation violation violation
> $75 fine > $75 fine > $75 fine > $75fine > $75fine
> $40 fine > $40 fine > $40 fine > $40 fine > $40 fine
for Minors for Minors for Minors for Minors for Minors
> Ejection > Ejection > Ejection > Ejection > Ejection
> Exclusion > Exclusion > Exclusion
for 30 days for 60 days for 90 days
6-05- Drinking alcohol > Notice of > Notice of > Notice of > Notice of > Notice of
110.C violation violation violation violation violation
> $75fine > $75fine > $75fine > $75fine > $75fine
> $40 fine > $40 fine > $40fine > $40 fine > $40 fine
for Minors for Minors for Minors for Minors for Minors
> Ejection > Ejection > Ejection > Ejection > Ejection
> Exclusion > Exclusion > Exclusion
for 30 days for 60 days for 90 days
6-05- Loitering > Notice of > Notice of > Notice of > Notice of > Notice of
120.A violation violation violation violation violation
> $75fine > $75fine > $75fine > $75fine > $75fine
> $40 fine > $40 fine > $40 fine > $40 fine > $40 fine
for Minors for Minors for Minors for Minors for Minors
> Ejection > Ejection > Ejection > Ejection > Ejection
> Exclusion > Exclusion > Exclusion
for 30 days for 60 days for 90 days

6-05- Disturbing others > Notice of > Notice of > Notice of > Notice of > Notice of
150.A violation violation violation violation violation
> $75fine > $75fine > $75fine > $75fine > $75fine
> $40 fine > $40 fine > $40 fine > $40 fine > $40 fine
for Minors for Minors for Minors for Minors for Minors
> Ejection > Ejection > Ejection > Ejection > Ejection
> Exclusion > Exclusion > Exclusion
for 30 days for 60 days for 90 days
6-05- Creating disruptive > Notice of > Notice of > Notice of > Notice of > Notice of




150.B noise violation violation violation violation violation
> $75fine > $75fine > $75fine > $75fine > $75fine
> $40 fine > $40 fine > $40 fine > $40 fine > $40 fine
for Minors for Minors for Minors for Minors for Minors
> Ejection > Ejection > Ejection > Ejection > Ejection
> Exclusion > Exclusion > Exclusion
for 30 days for 60 days for 90 days
6-05- Playing sound device > Notice of > Notice of > Notice of > Notice of > Notice of
150.C violation violation violation violation violation
> $75 fine > $75 fine > $75 fine > $75fine > $75fine
> $40 fine > $40 fine > $40 fine > $40 fine > $40 fine
for Minors for Minors for Minors for Minors for Minors
> Ejection > Ejection > Ejection > Ejection > Ejection
> Exclusion > Exclusion > Exclusion
for 30 days for 60 days for 90 days
6-05-090 __Commercial Activity ——
6-05- Permit required, > Notice of Notice of > Notice of > Notice of Notice of
090.A, B, comply with permit violation violation violation violation violation
C rules, no commercial > $75 fine > $75 fine > $75 fine > $75 fine >  $75 fine
in prohibited area > $40fine > $40fine > $40fine > $40fine > $40fine
for Minors for Minors for Minors for Minors for Minors
> Ejection > Ejection > Ejection > Ejection > Ejection
> Exclusion > Exclusion > Exclusion
for 30 days for 60 days for 90 days
—
6-05- Post, destroy, failure to > Notice of Notice of > Notice of > Notice of > Notice of
200.A-D obey signs violation violation violation violation violation
> $75 fine > $75 fine > $75 fine > $75 fine > $75 fine
> $40 fine > $40 fine > $40 fine > $40 fine > $40 fine
for Minors for Minors for Minors for Minors for Minors
> Ejection > Ejection > Ejection > Ejection > Ejection
> Exclusion > Exclusion > Exclusion
for 30 days for 60 days for 90 days
e
6-05- Solicitation > Notice of Notice of > Notice of > Notice of > Notice of
210.A-B violation violation violation violation violation
> $75 fine > $75 fine > $75 fine > $75 fine > $75 fine
> $40 fine > $40 fine > $40fine > $40 fine > $40 fine
for Minors for Minors for Minors for Minors for Minors
> Ejection > Ejection > Ejection > Ejection > Ejection
> Exclusion > Exclusion > Exclusion
for 30 days for 60 days for 90 days
6-05- Patrons must pay fare; > Notice of Notice of > Notice of > Notice of > Notice of
230.A, Fare Evasion violation violation violation violation violation
C (1), (5), > $75fine > $75fine > $75fine > $75fine > $75fine
(6), (8), >  Diversion >  Diversion | >  Diversion >  Diversion >  Diversion
(10) Program Program Program in Program in Program in
in lieu of in lieu of lieu of $40 lieu of $40 lieu of $40
$40 fine $40 fine fine for fine for fine for
for for Minors' Minors' Minors'
Minors’ Minors’ > Ejection > Ejection > Ejection
> Ejection > Ejection > Exclusion > Exclusion > Exclusion
for 30 days for 60 days for 90 days
6-05- Proof of payment > Notice of > Notice of > Notice of > Notice of > Notice of
230.B violation violation violation violation violation
> $75 fine > $75 fine > $75 fine > $75 fine > $75 fine
> Diversion > Diversion > Diversion > Diversion > Diversion
Program Program Program in Program in Program in
in lieu of in lieu of lieu of $40 lieu of $40 lieu of $40
$40 fine $40 fine fine for fine for fine for
for for Minors' Minors' Minors'
Minors' Minors’ > Ejection > Ejection > Ejection




> Ejection > Ejection > Exclusion > Exclusion > Exclusion
for 30 days for 60 days for 90 days
6-05- Misuse of fare media > Notice of > Notice of > Notice of > Notice of > Notice of
230.C violation violation violation violation violation
(2-4), (7), > $75fine > $75fine > $75fine > $75fine > $75fine
(9) > Diversion > Diversion > Diversion > Diversion > Diversion
Program Program Program in Program in Program in
in lieu of in lieu of lieu of $40 lieu of $40 lieu of $40
$40 fine $40 fine fine for fine for fine for
for for Minors' Minors’ Minors’
Minors’ Minors' > Ejection > Ejection > Ejection
> Ejection > Ejection > Exclusion > Exclusion > Exclusion
for 30 days for 60 days for 90 days

* Pursuant to the Customer Code of Conduct Section 6-05-240(C) any person who commits a criminal offense, or fails to pay a penalty when due or

violates any provisions of the Code, including those not listed above, may be ejected from a Metro vehicle or facility by order of an authorized Metro

representative, and may be excluded from all or a portion of Metro vehicles and facilities.

** All violators are subject to all penalties listed above. An individual who received a Notice of Violation is eligible to complete Metro Transit School_and
Community Service which—TFransit-Sehoet may only be completed;fer-the-purpese-of reducingany-penalty-payable; once in any 12 month period-and

prier-to-any-second-level-appeal-exeept_upon order of a Metro Hearing Officer.

1 This amount is used to calculate the nhumber of diversion program hours a minor might complete to satisfy a written warning or notice

of exclusion, or that a minor/parent might select in lieu of non-fiscal remedies.

Violations of the Customer Code that will be addressed through ejection*

Code Description 1st Offense** 2nd Offense 3rd Offense 4th Offense 5th Offense or
Section Greater

6-05-090 Commercial
Activity
6-05-090.A, | Permit Warning and/or Warning and/or | Warning and/or | Warning and/or Warning and/or
B,C required, Ejection Ejection Ejection Ejection Ejection
comply with
permit rules,

no commercial

in prohibited

area
* Pursuant to the Customer Code of Conduct Section 6-05-240(C) any person who commits a criminal offense, or fails to pay a penalty when due or
violates any provisions of the Code, including those not listed above, may be ejected from a Metro vehicle or facility by order of an authorized Metro
representative, and may be excluded from all or a portion of Metro vehicles and facilities.
** All violators are subject to all penalties listed above. An individual who received a Notice of Violation is eligible to complete Metro Transit School_and

Community Service which—TFransit-Sehoel may only be completed;fer-the-purpese-ofreducing-any-penalty-payable; once in any 12 month period-and
prior-to-any-second-evel-appeal-except-by_upon order of a Metro Hearing Officer.
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File #: 2017-0150, File Type: Contract Agenda Number: 36

REVISED
REGULAR BOARD MEETING
MAY 25, 2017
SUBJECT: BIOMETHANE PROVIDER
ACTION:  AWARD BIOMETHANE SUPPLIER CONTRACT

RECOMMENDATION

AUTHORIZE the Chief Executive Officer to:

A. AWARD five (5) year, Indefinite Delivery/Indefinite Quantity Contract No. OP7396000 for a
Biomethane Gas Provider to Clean Energy Renewables, the lowest responsive and
responsible bidder for a not-to-exceed amount of $1,240,520 for the base year (for one bus
division as a pilot) and a not-to-exceed amount of $54,808,110 for a four (4) year option, for a
total contract amount of $56,048,630 (for all bus divisions if the pilot is successful), subject to
resolution of protest(s), if any; and

B. EXECUTE individual Task Orders (Transaction Confirmations) and changes within the Board
approved contract amount.

ISSUE

Metro became the largest compressed natural gas bus fleet in the nation after retiring its last diesel
bus in 2011. However, the transit industry is already looking ahead to new technologies and cleaner
fuel sources that offer improved efficiency and environmental benefits. Metro’s long-term plan to
achieve California’s ambitious air quality and greenhouse gas (GHG) goals is to explore and procure
for Zero Emission Buses (ZEBs). The recent ZEB procurement and testing continue to be used by
our agency to gain first-hand experience through the rapidly growing space of electric vehicle and
battery technology. While this occurs, our agency’s immediate term strategy includes the use of Low
Nitrous Nitrogen Oxides (NOx) “Near Zero” CNG engines and procuring for renewable natural gas
(i.e., biomethane). Based on our modeling efforts, this short-term strategy yields significant regional
air quality benefits and greenhouse gas emissions reductions in a timely and cost-effective manner.

DISCUSSION

Biomethane is natural gas derived from landfills, dairies, and wastewater treatment plants rather than
being extracted or mined from the ground. Therefore, biomethane has a much lower carbon intensity
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(Cl) when compared to traditional forms of natural gas (i.e., “fossil natural gas”). The CI of a fuel is a
measure of its GHG emissions over the lifecycle of that fuel’s production, including extraction,
refinement, transportation, and consumption. Regardless of extraction or production, natural gas is
already considered a lower carbon fuel than diesel or gasoline. Alternative sourcing, such as those
associated with biomethane, reduce natural gas’ carbon intensity with improved greenhouse gas
benefits.

In June 2013, the Board adopted the Biomethane Implementation Plan (Attachment C). This is staff's
comprehensive analysis of the technical, environmental, and financial merits of transitioning to a
renewable source of natural gas for Metro’s bus fleet. In May 2014, the Board approved a staff
recommendation to pursue Pathway 2 of the Biomethane Implementation Plan whereby Metro would
contract with an energy provider as a means of achieving a transition to biomethane. In the same
report, staff demonstrated that the use of biomethane in our CNG buses would not need any new
fueling infrastructure or fleet retrofits.

As a fuel, biomethane will be delivered in the same quality and grade for immediate use by our fleet.
Biomethane supppliers will deliver the fuel to Metro bus divisions using existing natural gas pipelines.
Metro’s current natural gas provider, Southern California Gas Company (Gas Company) allows for
Core Aggregation Transportation (CAT) services whereby Core Transport Agents (CTAs) provide
procurement services to Gas Company Customers such as Metro. In this arrangement, CTAs are
responsible for balancing natural gas delivery and quality meeting stringent California Public Utilities
Commission (CPUC) guidelines. Many transit agencies are already using biomethane under this or
similar models including Santa Monica’s Big Blue Bus (BBB), Orange County Transportation
Authority (OCTA), San Diego Metropolitan Transportation System (MTS), and Torrance Transit.

Transitioning to biomethane provides enormous GHG emissions reduction benefits for Metro’s bus
emissions and overall carbon footprint. Reducing greenhouse gas emissions is not only an important
goal for Metro but a substantial component of California’s climate change policies. Pending ZEB rules
from the California Air Resources Board (CARB) will mandate a shift in bus technology in coming
years. The attached report (Attachment D) from Ramboll/Environ outlines different fleet technology
options for Metro including high-level cost assessments and emissions impacts for electric buses,
fuel cell buses, and Low NOx CNG with biomethane. Highlights of the report particularly relevant to
this document include:

e Low NOx CNG engines fueled with biomethane reduces fleet emissions by two-thirds when
compared to the current baseline over the next 40 years; and

e Compared with the Electric Buses scenarios, Low NOx CNG with biomethane achieves
approximately 39% greater reductions in GHG emissions at half the cost.

In addition to improving the agency’s sustainability performance, a biomethane short-term strategy is
an excellent example of exercising fiscal discipline in the area of energy supply. According to Metro’s
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2016 Energy and Resource Report, the agency spends over $22M each year on natural gas for its
bus fleet. While this expense is susceptible to price volatility outside of the agency’s control, there are
measures Metro can take in order to reduce risk and manage future costs. One such measure is to
procure for a long-term supply contract for natural gas under The Gas Company’s CAT service.
Under such a contract, Metro can secure a competitive rate tied to a natural gas index. Tying natural
gas prices to the natural gas index provides rate transparency for Metro’s natural gas hedging
initiatives.

Finally, Metro’s use of biomethane makes our agency eligible for accumulating additional carbon
credits under state and federal programs. These credits can be sold in open credit markets.
Revenues from these sales have already funded additional cost-saving and value creating projects
under our sustainability capital program, providing additional value to our agency.

DETERMINATION OF SAFETY IMPACT

This Board action will not have an adverse impact on safety standards for Metro.

FINANCIAL IMPACT

If Contract no. OP84203485 is awarded, Metro will realize two distinct financial benefits summarized
in the table below. It should be noted that these figures utilize current (March 2017) projections for
natural gas pricing and consumption, environmental commodity pricing, and credit generation rates.

Case Natural Gas Costs Environmental
Commodities
Business-As-Usual (BAU) $64,325,174 $7,044,474
OP84203485 $56,048,630 (1) $$29,436,460 (2)
Value Added $8,276,544 $22,391,985
Total Value Added $30,668,529
Notes:

(1) Cost savings for shifting to natural gas index vs. Gas Company average cost of gas pricing
(2) Additional carbon credits available due to shift to less carbon intensive natural gas product
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Natural Gas Cost Savings

Moving away from The Gas Company’s procurement services affords a number of financial benefits
to Metro. In addition to securing a competitive rate, Metro requires under the new award that the
price the agency pays for natural gas is tied to a natural gas index rather than The Gas Company’s
average cost of gas. Further, this move provides for additional savings and transparency for Metro’s
natural gas hedging program. In total, Metro is projected to realize over $8M in reduced costs for
natural gas over the term of the contract.

Optimized Environmental Commodities

Under CARB’s Low Carbon Fuel Standard (LCFS) program, Metro is currently generating credits
through the dispensing of natural gas for bus fueling and use of electricity for light and heavy ralil
propulsion. Natural gas that comes from renewable sources have substantially lower Cl value
compared to fossil natural gas, and our use of biomethane provides us with the opportunity to get
many more credits than those from fossil natural gas use. Our agency will get a competitive share of
these credits for our part in the transaction as a transportation fuel end-user. Additional credits will
also be generated under the federal Renewable Fuel Standard (RFS) program. In total, these credits
have been valued at over $29M over the term of the contract, if awarded.

These environmental commodities can be sold in respective credit markets. Our agency has been
participating in the LCFS credit market since 2014, selling over 290,000 credits bringing in nearly
$28M in revenue used in value-creating and cost-saving projects. Part of our optimization plan for
these credits is a key performance indicator (KPI) to monitor the success of the carbon credits
program:

Key Performance Metric Current Performance|Goal

Indicator

Portfolio-wide average [$/credits sold $96.54 Above Market
Average ($81)

The FY17 adopted budget includes $19,329,625 for the purchase of compressed natural gas under
Project 306002 Bus Operations Maintenance, cost center 3365, and Account 50402 Fuel CNG -
Revenue Equipment. Since this is a multi-year contract, the Project Manager and Cost Center
Manager will be responsible for budgeting in future fiscal years. Upon approval of Recommendation
A, future gas costs will be budgeted against this project. Anticipated natural gas cost savings of
$8,276,544 are based on the natural gas index pricing at the time of bid.
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Impact to Budget

Metro will realize a reduction in annual natural gas costs over the duration of this Contract. Based on
index projections, these savings will total over $8M over the term of the Contract. Further, Metro will
generate additional environmental commodities valued at over $22M over the term of the contract.
Together, the execution of Contract No. OP84203485 will add over $30M in value for our agency.

This contract will be funded by project number 306002 - Bus Operations, which is funded by
Operations eligible sources such as Prop C40%, Measure R 20%, TDA 4, STA and other local
sources. No other funding sources were considered.

ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED

If Contract No. OP84203485 is not awarded, Metro will continue to receive natural gas procurement
services from The Gas Company. As a result, Metro will not have the opportunity to get a competitive
rate for natural gas nor choose the source of its natural gas until The Gas Company offers their own
biomethane service. We do not anticipate The Gas Company to offer a biomethane service any time
soon. If not awarded, we will also not realize the short-term greenhouse gas gains we anticipate from
a Low NOx and biomethane strategy. This is key to our continued clean air success during a
possible transition towards a zero emissions fleet.

NEXT STEPS

After the recommended Board Action is approved, staff will execute the contract and commence
biomethane delivery at one bus division. Staff will evaluate the performance of the contract over the
next year and determine whether to exercise the four-year option.

ATTACHMENTS

Attachment A - Procurement Summary

Attachment B - DEOD Summary

Attachment C - Biomethane Implementation Plan April 2013
Attachment D - Ramboll Environ Report September 29, 2016

Prepared by:

Cris B. Liban, EO, Environmental Compliance and Sustainability (213) 922-2471

Reviewed by:

Richard Clarke, Chief Program Management Officer (213) 922-7557
Debra Avila, Chief Vendor/Contract Management Officer (213) 418-3051
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Phillip A. Washington \
Chief Executive Officer '
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ATTACHMENT A

PROCUREMENT SUMMARY

BIOMETHANE PROVIDER / OP7396000

1. Contract Number: OP7396000

Recommended Vendor(s): Clean Energy Renewables

3. | Type of Procurement (check one): [X] IFB [ ] RFP [ | RFP-A&E
[ ] Non-Competitive [ ] Modification [ ] Task Order
4, Procurement Dates:

A. Issued: 5/13/15

B. Advertised/Publicized: 5/11/15

C. Pre-proposal/Pre-Bid Conference: 5/20/15

D. Proposals/Bids Due: 2/13/17

E. Pre-Qualification Completed: 3/15/17

F. Conflict of Interest Form Submitted to Ethics: 2/17/1 7
G. Protest Period End Date: 4/21/17

n

5. Solicitations Picked Bids/Proposals Received:
up/Downloaded: 24 2

6. Contract Administrator: Telephone Number:
Nathan Jones Il (213) 922-6101

7. Project Manager: Telephone Number:
Evan Rosenberg (213) 922-7326

A. Procurement Background

This Board Action is to approve a Contract No. OP739600 for the procurement of a
Biomethane Provider of Renewable Natural Gas (RNG) to support Metro’s bus fleet.

IFB No. OP84203485 was issued in accordance with Metro’s Acquisition Policy and
the contract type is a Fixed Unit Price, Indefinite Delivery, Indefinite Quantity (IDIQ).

Eight amendments were issued during the solicitation phase of this IFB:

e Amendment No. 1, issued on May 19, 2015, to revise the Instructions to
Bidders, Insurance Requirements, Pre-Qualification Application, and the
Required Certifications;

¢ Amendment No. 2, issued on May 27, 2015, to revise the Statement of Work;

e Amendment No. 3, issued on December 18, 2015, to revise the bid due date;

e Amendment No. 4, issued on January 7, 2016, to revise Exhibit C, Bid Form,
Schedule of Quantities and Prices;

e Amendment No. 5, issued on February 3, 2016, to change the bid due date;

e Amendment No. 6, issued on January 4, 2017, to revise the Contract, Bid
Forms, and the bid due date;

¢ Amendment No. 7, issued on January 4, 2017, to revise the due date for
Bidders’ comments and questions; and

¢ Amendment No. 8, issued on January 27, 2017, to revise the due date for
Metro’s formal responses to Bidders’ questions, Bid Forms and revise the bid
due date.



The Two Step Seal Bid process, as defined in Metro’s Acquisition Policy, was used
for this acquisition. Step 1 required potential bidders to submit a technical proposal
for Metro to evaluate and to make a determination on whether the bidder was
technically qualified. In response to Step 1, Metro received three formal technical
proposals, and Metro evaluated each technical proposal and made individual final
determinations that each bidder was technically qualified to furnish RNG. A formal
notification was issued to each bidder advising them that they were deemed
technically qualified and were invited to participate in Step 2 by submitting a formal
bid price.

Prior to the public bid opening due date, Metro received a formal letter from one of

the technically qualified bidders advising Metro that it had elected to No Bid. A total
of two bids were received on the bid due date, February 13, 2017. One of the bids

was rejected for material changes to the IFB requirements.

B. Evaluation of Bids

The firm recommended for award is Clean Energy Renewables (Clean Energy)
which was found to be in full compliance with the IFB requirements.

Bidder Name Base Option Total Contract Price
Clean Energy $1,240,520.00 $54,808,110.00 | $56,048,630.00

The Base period is for one year and to cover supplying RNG for all buses at one
Metro bus division. The Option is for four years to supply RNG for all buses at all
Metro bus divisions.

C. Price Analysis

The recommended total bid price was determined to be fair and reasonable based
upon adequate price competition and selection of the lowest responsive and
responsible bidder. There are three components to this price analysis: gas
commodity price, environmental commodities value, and total bid price. The IFB
required the vendor to supply the total bid price that is the net of the gas commodity
price and environmental commodities value. The lowest total bid price gets awarded
the contract. The table below provides these information.

While the lowest total bid price is the basis for award, the contract value to be
awarded is based on the gas commaodity price.

Low Bidder Name Bid Amount Metro ICE

Clean Energy $26,612,169 (1) $34,414,674




Bid Breakdown Bid Amount Metro ICE
Gas Commodity Price $56,048,630 (2) $57,008,630
Environmental Commodities

Value $29,436,460 $22,593,956
Total Bid Price $26,612,169 $34,414,674
Notes:

(1) Basis for award
(2) Contract value

. Background on Recommended Contractor

The recommended firm, Clean Energy, has over seven years of experience in
biomethane industry, including biomethane production, marketing, sales and
distribution. Clean Energy is the only company that has built, owns and operates
biomethane production facilities and is a registered Energy Service Provider with
SoCalGas. Since 2009, Clean Energy has delivered biomethane to customers at
customer owned stations as well as Clean-Energy owned public access stations.
The firm meets and exceeds Metro’s specified IFB minimum technical qualification
requirements for supplying biomethane. Some of Clean Energy’s customers include
Foothill Transit, City of Santa Monica (Big Blue Bus), Sacramento Municipal Utilities
District, City of Sacramento, and University of California, San Diego, and Atlas
Refuel. Clean Energy has been a Metro supplier of natural gas products and
commodities for over 20 years and their services to Metro have been satisfactory.



ATTACHMENT B

DEOD SUMMARY
BIOMETHANE PROVIDER / OP7396000

. Small Business Participation

The Diversity and Economic Opportunity Department (DEOD) did not recommend a
Disadvantaged Business Enterprise (DBE) goal for this solicitation, which involves
the purchase of a commodity (natural gas), to be delivered via existing pipelines to
Metro. DEOD explored subcontracting opportunities and determined that
opportunities for subcontracting were not apparent. It is expected that Clean Energy
Renewables will perform the scope of work with their own workforce.

. Living Wage and Service Contract Worker Retention Policy Applicability

The Living Wage and Service Contract Worker Retention Policy is not applicable to
this Contract.

. Prevailing Wage Applicability

Prevailing wage is not applicable to this Contract.

. Project Labor Agreement/Construction Careers Policy

Project Labor Agreement/Construction Careers Policy is not applicable to this
Contract.

No. 1.0.10
Revised 01-29-15
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority (LACMTA) currently operates an active
fleet of 2,194 urban transit buses in fixed-route service throughout the Los Angeles metropolitan area.
All of LACMTA'’s buses are compressed natural gas (CNG) buses which operate on standard natural gas
procured from the local natural gas utility. LACMTA fuels these buses at eleven CNG fuel stations
located on LACMTA property at various locations throughout the city.

LACMTA continually renews their bus fleet by purchasing new buses and retiring their oldest buses.
Their general policy is to keep buses in service for 14 years; as such approximately 7% of the fleet is
replaced each year with new buses.

This report summarizes the results of modeling to estimate capital and operating costs, as well as
exhaust emissions, for the LACMTA bus fleet over the period 2015 — 2055 under five different future
bus technology/fuel purchase scenarios:

1) BASELINE: Continue to purchase standard CNG buses to replace retiring buses, and continue
to purchase conventional natural gas.

2) RENEWABLE NATURAL GAS: Beginning in 2016 start to phase in the purchase of renewable
natural gas (RNG), with 100% of natural gas use by the bus fleet renewable gas after 2017.
Continue to purchase standard CNG buses to replace retiring buses.

3) RENEWABLE NATURAL GAS PLUS LOW NOx BUSES: In addition to phasing in the use of
renewable natural gas, in 2019 begin to purchase new CNG buses with “Low NOXx” engines
(LNOXx), certified to have NOx, CH4, and PM emissions 92%, 72% and 50% lower, respectively,
than emissions from “standard” natural gas engines that meet California Air Recourses Board
new engine standards. In addition, beginning in 2018 begin to repower old buses with new Low
NOx engines during their mid-life overhaul. Under this scenario the entire fleet will turn over to
Low NOx natural gas engines by 2028.

4) ELECTRIC BUSES: Starting in 2025 replace all retiring buses with battery-electric buses.
Under this scenario the entire bus fleet will turn over to electric buses by 2039. There are two
options for battery charging under this scenario: 1) charging at the bus depot only, and
2) charging at the bus depot and in-route throughout the day.

5) FUEL CELL BUSES: Starting in 2025 replace all retiring buses with hydrogen fuel cell buses.
Under this scenario the entire bus fleet will turn over to fuel cell buses by 2039. There are two
options for producing the necessary hydrogen fuel under this scenario: 1) produce hydrogen
on-site at LACMTA depots using steam reformation of natural gas (SMR), and 2) produce
hydrogen on-site at LACMTA depots using electrolysis of water.

Scenarios four and five represent current options available to transit agencies under the California Air
Resources Board’s (CARB) proposed Zero Emission Bus (ZEB) rule. Scenario three is an alternative
approach to reducing both GHG and NOx emissions that could be considered as an alternative method
to meet the intent of CARB’s ZEB rule.

This September 2016 updated draft report is a revision to a Draft report released by LACMTA/ATVC in
February 2016 (“draft analysis™). It incorporates updated assumptions based on newly available
information. The major differences between this revised analysis and the draft analysis include:

e Fuel costs for electricity used to power battery buses, and hydrogen used to power fuel cell
buses, presented in this revised analysis, are net of credits that LACMTA could generate under
California’s Low Carbon Fuel Standard (LCFS). LCFS credits for electricity and hydrogen were
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not included in the draft analysis. Commercial providers of Renewable Natural Gas can also
generate credits under LCFS, and these credits were implicitly included in LACMTA'’s projected
cost of RNG in the draft analysis, as well as in this revised analysis.

e Projected purchase and overhaul costs for battery-electric and fuel cell buses were revised
downward based on feedback from bus manufacturers. The revised prices reflect recent,
significant reductions in near-term battery prices (2017 — 2020) as well as recent projections
of continued, significant battery cost reductions through 2030.

e Revised assumptions for projected average energy use (kWh/mi) for electric buses in LACMTA
service. The revised assumptions are based on the average energy use from a fleet of five
40-ft electric buses recently put into service by LACMTA, which has accumulated
approximately 30,000 in-service miles to date. In this revised analysis, electric buses are
projected to use approximately 20% more energy per mile than was assumed in the draft
analysis.

e Revised assumptions for projected average range per charge for electric buses, based on the
revised assumptions for average energy use, as well as revised assumptions about the battery
capacity of commercially available electric buses after 2025. Based on feedback from bus
manufacturers, and recent developments, this analysis assumes that future electric buses will
have approximately 20% larger battery packs than was assumed in the draft analysis, thus
increasing their expected range per charge. The effect of the larger projected battery packs on
range is, however, offset by projected greater energy use per mile.

e Revised assumptions about the practical replacement ratio of in-service CNG buses with
battery-electric buses. The revised assumptions are based on an analysis of all of LACMTA’s
week-day scheduled bus assignments (time and mileage in-service), compared to the revised
assumptions for practical battery bus range per charge. This analysis is summarized in Section
2.1 and 2.2. This analysis determined that lower replacement ratios would be required in the
2025 — 2035 time frame than was assumed in the draft analysis (i.e. fewer electric buses
would be required to replace CNG buses).

Note that on 9/12/16 one electric bus manufacturer (Proterra) released preliminary information about
an extended range version of their 40-ft transit bus, which can carry up to 660 kWh of batteries,
potentially extending practical electric bus range beyond that estimated in this analysis. Significant
questions remain unanswered about this bus, including its purchase cost, its in-use energy use in
LACMTA service, its passenger capacity, and the manufacturer’s production capability and timing. As
such, this updated draft report does not incorporate the potential effect of this bus on future electric
bus costs.

LACMTA currently has an active solicitation for purchase of 40-ft and 60-ft buses, including electric
buses, with bids due in January 2017. It is expected that this solicitation will yield better information
about the near-term purchase costs and technical capabilities of electric buses from several
manufacturers, including the Proterra extended range bus.

When this information is available, this analysis will be updated again, with revised assumptions that
reflect the new information. It is expected that this next update will be available in late January 2017.
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SUMMARY OF RESULTS

Table 1 summarizes the net present value of total estimated fleet costs from 2015 — 2055 under each
scenario in 2015 dollars. As shown, the use of RNG by itself is not projected to increase total fleet
costs. The use of RNG and the transition to LNOx buses is projected to increase total fleets costs by
$173 million over the next 40 years, an increase of $0.001 per revenue seat-mile, which is 1.1%
greater than projected baseline costs.

The transition to electric buses is projected to increase total fleets costs by $376 - $768 million over
the next 40 years, an increase of $0.003 - $0.006 per revenue seat-mile, which is 2.3% - 4.7%
greater than projected baseline costs. Exclusive depot charging is projected to be more expensive
than depot and in-route charging.

The transition to fuel cell buses is projected to increase total fleets costs by $1.4 - $1.7 billion over the
next 40 years, an increase of $0.012 - $0.014 per revenue seat-mile, which is 8.5% - 10.3% greater
than projected baseline costs. Production of hydrogen fuel for fuel cell buses using electrolysis is
projected to be more expensive than hydrogen production using SMR.

Table 1. LACMTA Zero Emission Bus NPV Estimated Total Fleet Costs 2015 - 2055
(2015 $ million)

BASEUNE | RENew g | OWNOXCNGBUS& ELECTRIC BUS FUEL CELL BUS
REPOWER
Cost Element Std CNG Bus | Std CNG Bus [ LNOxBus | LNOxBus pepot | DePot&in- H, by
. Route H, by SMR
Conv NG RNG ConvNG RNG Charging |\ - rging Electrolysis
Bus Purchase $2,299.1 $2,299.1 $2,332.0 $2,332.0 $3,031.6 $2,931.4 $3,133.2 $3,133.2
Bus Repower $100.3 $100.3
Capital Bus mid-life OH $164.2 $164.2 $173.2 $173.2 $307.3 $280.8 $609.1 $609.1
Depot Mods $61.1 $36.0 $49.8 $49.8
Fuel Infra $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $49.3 $63.6 $165.2 $165.2
sub-total $2,463.3 $2,463.3 $2,605.5 $2,605.5 $3,449.3 $3,311.7 $3,957.4 $3,957.4
BO Labor $10,441.4 | $10,441.4 | $10,441.4 | $10441.4 | $106635 | $10,441.4 | $10,441.4 | $10,441.4
operating Fuel $1,244.4 $1,244.4 $1,248.3 $1,248.3 $862.5 $844.9 $1,071.4 $1,372.3
Maintenance $2,128.6 $2,128.6 $2,155.6 $2,155.6 $2,070.3 $2,055.9 $2,186.9 $2,186.9
sub-total $13,814.4 $13,814.4 | $138453 | $138453 | $135963 | $133422 | $13699.7 | $14,000.5
TOTAL $16,277.7 | $16,277.7 | $16,450.8 | $16,450.8 | $17,045.6 | $16,653.9 | $17,657.1 | $17,957.9
INCREASE NA $0.00 $173.03 $173.03 $767.85 $376.14 | $1,379.33 | $1,680.15
AVG $/mile $4.18 $4.18 $4.22 $4.22 $4.27 $4.28 $4.53 $4.61
AVG value $0.138 $0.138 $0.139 $0.139 $0.144 $0.141 $0.150 $0.152
$/revenue
seat-mile % diff to baseline NA 100.0% 101.1% 101.1% 104.7% 102.3% 108.5% 110.3%

Table 2 summarizes total estimated fleet emissions from 2015 — 2055 under each scenario. This data
is also shown in Figure 1.

As shown, compared to the baseline the use of RNG is estimated to increase NOx emitted within the
South Coast Air Basint over the next 40 years by 1% and reduce PM emitted within the basin by
128%. The use of RNG will also reduce NOx and PM emitted outside of the South Coast Air Basin over

1 The South Coast Air basin encompasses Orange County and parts of Los Angeles, San Bernardino, and Riverside counties in southern

California, including the entire city of Los Angeles.
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the next 40 years by 82% and 600% respectively. PM emissions decrease by more than 100%
because both in-basin and out-of-basin upstream PM emissions from production of RNG are negative
due to credits, more than offsetting all tailpipe PM emissions from CNG buses.

The use of RNG will reduce CH4 emissions by 2%, reduce CO2 emissions by 81% and reduce total
COz-equivalent GHG emissions by 70%.

Table 2. LACMTA Zero Emission Bus Estimated Total Fleet Emissions (tons) 2015 - 2055
BASELINE RENEW NG Cobufin S oL ELECTRIC BUS FUEL CELL BUS
REPOWER
Pollutant Std CNG Bus | Std CNG Bus | LNOXx Bus LNOXx Bus Depot Depot & In- H, by
Charei Route H, by SMR i
Conv NG Renew NG | ConvNG Renew NG arging Charging Electrolysis
NOx (in-basin) 6,296 6,385 3,483 3,573 3,444 3,431 6,228 3,792
PM (in-basin) 81.1 -22.8 79.0 -25.4 40.0 39.7 7235 49.1
CH,4 89,590 87,421 76,590 74,414 41,124 40,965 59,292 45,651
CO, 13,637,506 2,618,086 13,681,149 2,624,750 6,537,416 6,486,030 11,106,350 8,011,017
GHG (CO,-e) 15,877,260 4,803,609 15,595,906 4,485,096 7,565,519 7,510,164 12,588,639 9,152,286
NOXx (Out-of-basin) 10,157 1,785 10,190 1,789 4,954 4,910 6,410 6,228
PM (out-of-basin) 110.4 -551.7 110.7 -553.5 70.1 68.3 73.0 117.5

Compared to the baseline the use of RNG and the transition to LNOx buses is projected to reduce NOx
and PM emitted within the South Coast Air Basin over the next 40 years by 43% and 131%,
respectively, and to reduce NOx and PM emitted outside of the South Coast Air Basin over the next
40 years by 82% and 602%, respectively. PM emissions decrease by more than 100% because
upstream PM emissions from production of RNG are negative due to credits, more than offsetting all
tailpipe PM emissions from LNOx CNG buses. The use of RNG and LNOx CNG buses will reduce CHa
emissions by 17%, will reduce CO2 emissions by 81% and will reduce total COz-equivalent GHG
emissions by 72%.

Compared to the baseline the transition to electric buses is projected to reduce NOx emitted within the
South Coast Air Basin over the next 40 years by 45% -46%, and to reduce NOx emitted outside of the
South Coast Air Basin over the next 40 years by 51% - 52%. It will also reduce PM emitted within the
South Coast Air Basin over the next 40 years by 51%, and reduce PM emitted outside of the South
Coast Air Basin over the next 40 years by 51% -52%. The transition to electric buses will reduce CH4
emissions by 54%, reduce CO2 emissions by 52%, and reduce total COz-equivalent GHG emissions by
52% - 53%. The use of depot and in-route charging will reduce emissions slightly more than the use
of depot charging only, due to fewer in-service bus miles.

Compared to the baseline, the transition to fuel cell buses is projected to reduce NOx emitted within
the South Coast Air Basin over the next 40 years by 1% - 40%, and to reduce NOx emitted outside of
the South Coast Air Basin over the next 40 years by 37% - 39%. The transition to fuel cell buses will
also reduce CH4 emissions by 34% - 39%, reduce CO2 emissions by 19% - 41%, and reduce total
CO2-equivalent GHG emissions by 21% - 42%.

Production of hydrogen using electrolysis will reduce NOx and GHG emissions significantly more than
production of hydrogen using SMR. In addition, compared to the baseline, production of hydrogen
using electrolysis will reduce PM emitted within the South Coast Air basin by 39%, but will increase PM
emitted outside of the South Coast Air Basin by 6%. Production of hydrogen using SMR will increase
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PM emitted within the South Coast Air Basin by 792% while reducing PM emitted outside of the South

Coast Air Basin by 34%.

Figure 1. LACMTA Zero Emission Bus Estimated Total Fleet Emissions 2015 — 2055

Total Fleet Emissions 2015 - 2055
(million tons)

20.0 ¥ Baseline B LNOx Bus & RNG B EV- Depot Charging
M EV-Depot & in-route Charging FC - SMR M FC - Electrolysis
15.0
10.0 |
-5.0
-10.0
GHG co2 NOx (x1000) NOx (x1000) CH4(x100) PM (x10000) PM (x10000)
Total Total In-basin Out-of-basin Total In-basin Out-of-basin

The modeling summarized here indicates that Scenario 3, the use of RNG and transition to LNOx
buses, will be more effective at reducing in-basin PM, total CO2, total GHGs, and total NOx from the
LACMTA fleet over the next 40 years than transition to either electric or fuel cell buses, but will be
slightly less effective at reducing in-basin NOXx.

This approach will also be less expensive than transition to either electric or fuel cell buses. Table 3
presents a summary of the cost-effectiveness of emission reductions under each scenario.

If all incremental costs (above baseline) are attributed to GHG reduction, the use of RNG and
transition to LNOx buses will cost $15/ton of GHG reduced over the next 40 years. The transition to
electric buses will cost $46 - $94/ton of GHG reduced, and the transition to fuel cell buses will cost
$250 — $419/ton of GHG reduced.

If all incremental costs (above baseline) are attributed to NOx reduction, the use of RNG and

transition to LNOx buses will cost $64 thousand/ton of in-basin NOx reduced over the next 40 years.

The transition to electric buses will cost $133 - $272 thousand/ton of in-basin NOx reduced, and the
transition to fuel cell buses will cost $0.67 — $20 million/ton of in-basin NOx reduced.

5
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Table 3. Zero Emission Bus Options Cost Effectiveness of Emission Reductions ($/ton)

Electric Bus Fuel Cell Bus
LNOx Bus & Depot &
Depot .
RNG . In-route SMR Electrolysis
Charging .
Charging
Increased Cost (NPV $ million) $173.0 $767.8 $376.1 $1,379.3 $1,680.2
Compared . .
. GHG Reduction (million ton) 11.4 8.2 8.2 3.3 6.7
to Baseline
In-basin NOx Reduction (ton x000) 2.72 2.83 2.84 0.07 2.50
Cost effectiveness of Emission  $/ton GHG $15.19 $93.71 $45.69 $419.43 $249.84
Reductions $/ton 1B NOx $63,530 $271,638 $132,667 $20,247,155 $670,849
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1. FLEET COST & EMISSIONS MODEL DESCRIPTION

Both the fleet cost model and the fleet emissions model are based on a fleet assignment of
2,500 40-ft buses, which provides equivalent total passenger capacity (seat-miles) to LACMTA'’s
current mixed fleet of 1,212 40-ft, 626 45-ft, and 356 60-ft buses. This fleet assignment is held
constant throughout the analysis period; the models assume no growth (or reduction) in LACMTA
service during the 40-year analysis period.

The starting fleet in calendar year 2015 is assumed to be composed of 625 buses with engines built
prior to model year 2007, and 1,875 buses with model year 2007 — 2014 engines, consistent with
LACMTA'’s current fleetz. The model assumes that 178 older buses will be retired each year and
replaced by new buses, to maintain 7% annual fleet turnover. For all scenarios other than electric
buses charged exclusively at the depot, the model assumes that old buses will be replaced one-for one
with new buses, so that total fleet size and total annual fleet miles will stay constant from
year-to-year.

Due to daily range restrictions the model assumes that one retiring bus will need to be replaced with
more than one electric bus, if the electric buses are charged only at the depot; the replacement ratio
is based on assumed daily range between charging events relative to the minimum required daily
range for current buses based on actual week-day bus assignments (see section 2.2). For this scenario
this results in a slight increase in fleet size over time, as well as an increase in annual fleet miles,
because dead-head mileage is also assumed to increase due to the need to make more daily
bus-swaps in service.

For electric buses charged both at the depot and in-route using route-based chargers, the model
assumes that the in-route charging will increase daily bus range above the minimum requirement, so
that retiring buses can be replaced one-for one with new electric buses, and fleet size and annual fleet
mileage will stay constant over time.

As the fleet composition changes over time, the model calculates for each scenario total mileage and
fuel use each year by all buses of each type (CNG, Low NOx CNG, Electric, Fuel Cell) in each of the
following model year bins: Pre-MY2007, MY2007 - MY2014, MY2015 - MY2024, MY2025 — MY2034,
MY2035 — MY2044, MY2045 — MY2054. The model then applies cost and emission factors to calculate
total costs and emissions associated with the buses of each type in each model year bin that year, and
sums the costs and emissions across the bins to get the calendar year annual fleet totals.

The cost and emission factors used by the model are specific to each bus type and each model year
bin. In that way, the model accounts for changes in technical capability and purchase and operating
costs, as well as changes in emissions performance, for the different technologies as they mature over
time. For example, range between charging events is assumed to be greater for MY2035 — MY2044
electric buses than for MY2025 — MY2034 buses, resulting in a smaller replacement ratio. Similarly,
purchase and maintenance costs for electric and fuel cell buses (in 2015%) are assumed to be lower
for MY2035 — MY2044 buses than they are for MY2025 — MY2034 buses.

2 The current fleet has a larger number of older buses, but for the past few years LACMTA has been repowering older buses with new
engines during mid-life overhauls. Engines built in model year 2007 and later have significantly lower nitrogen oxide (NOx) emissions than
earlier model year engines.

Fleet Cost & Emissions Model Description Ramboll Environ
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1.1 Fleet Cost Model

The fleet cost model includes capital and operating costs associated with each bus and fuel purchasing
scenario. The included capital cost elements are: bus purchase, bus repower (Low NOx CNG scenario
only), bus mid-life overhaul, depot upgrades and expansion, and new fueling infrastructure.

Fueling infrastructure costs include purchase of battery chargers (electric bus scenarios), and
purchase of hydrogen production and fueling stations (fuel cell bus scenarios). The model does not
directly include any future costs associated with renewal or replacement of existing LACMTA CNG
fueling stations. These stations are currently operated under contract by a third party, and the
contract requires that the operator maintain these stations in full working order at all times. In effect,
the future cost of upgrade and overhaul for these stations is included in the contract price of natural
gas (dollars per therm?) and is therefore captured indirectly in the model for all scenarios as part of
natural gas fuel costs.

Depot expansion is only required for the electric bus scenarios. For the depot-only charging scenario,

in which fleet size increases, expansion of existing depots or construction of new depots is required to
accommodate the larger fleet. Expansion of depot parking areas is also required for both electric bus

scenarios to accommodate the installation of depot-based chargers in bus parking areas.

Other depot upgrades include investments related to high voltage safety and diagnostic equipment
(electric bus and fuel cell scenarios) and investments in hydrogen sensors and improved ventilations
systems (fuel cell scenario). Neither the baseline nor Low NOx CNG bus scenarios require any depot
upgrades.

The included operating cost elements are: bus operator labor (including direct fringe benefits), bus
maintenance (labor and material), and fuel purchase (including commodity costs and operating costs
for fueling infrastructure). For all bus technologies, the fuel costs used in the model are net of
projected financial credits that could be generated under California’s Low Carbon Fuel Standard
(LCFS). For natural gas (baseline) and renewable natural gas these LCFS credits would accrue to the
fuel provider under LCFS rules; they are implicitly included in the model based on projected LACMTA
costs to purchase natural gas or RNG. For electricity used to power battery-electric buses, and for
hydrogen produced on-site at LACMTA depots to power fuel cell buses, LCFS credits would accrue
directly to LACMTA. The model explicitly calculates these credits and deducts them from projected
electricity purchase and hydrogen production costs.

The fleet cost model does not include original purchase costs associated with any existing LACMTA
fueling, maintenance, or bus storage facilities; operating costs associated with maintenance and bus
storage facilities; overhead costs for maintenance and transportation supervision or management; or
overhead costs associated with operations planning, marketing, and revenue collection activities. All of
these costs are assumed to be substantially similar regardless of which future bus technology and fuel
purchase scenario is followed.

1.2 Fleet Emissions Model

The fleet emissions model estimates, for each future bus technology/fuel purchase scenario, total
annual emissions of carbon dioxide (COz2), nitrogen oxides (NOx), particulate matter (PM), and
methane (CHa4). Using the global warming potential of methane over a 100-year period (GWP100) the
model also uses estimated CO2 and CH4 emissions to estimate total annual greenhouse gas (GHG)
emissions in terms of COz-equivalent emissions (CO2z-e). For both NOx and PM emissions the model

3 A therm is an amount of natural gas with 100,000 British thermal units (BTU) heat content
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estimates separately the amount emitted under each scenario within the South Coast Air Basin, as
well as the amount emitted outside of this air basin. The South Coast Air Basin encompasses Orange
County and parts of Los Angeles, San Bernardino, and Riverside counties in southern California.

The fleet emissions model estimates total emissions associated with each bus technology/fuel
purchase scenario on a “wells-to-wheels” life cycle basis. In addition to direct tail-pipe emissions from
the engine of each in-service bus, the model estimates “upstream” emissions associated with the
production and delivery of the fuel used by the buses each year.

For CNG buses upstream emissions include those associated with natural gas production, processing,
pipeline transport, and compression. For electric buses upstream emissions include stack emissions
from electricity generation, as well as emissions associated with production, processing, and transport
of the hydrocarbon fuel(s) (i.e. coal and natural gas) used for electricity generation. For fuel cell buses
upstream emissions include emissions generated directly during production, storage, transport, and
compression of hydrogen; these emission come mostly from generating the electricity used for both
water electrolysis and SMR. For the SMR production path upstream emissions also include emissions
associated with production, processing, and transport of the natural gas used to produce the
hydrogen.

All tailpipe NOx and PM emissions are assumed to be emitted within the South Coast Air Basin, as are
upstream emissions from facilities and processes conducted within the basin (i.e. emissions from
power plants located within the basin and from fuel production and transport activities that occur
within the basin). Other upstream emissions (i.e. from natural gas extraction and processing, and
from power plants located outside of the basin) are assumed to be out-of-basin emissions.

Emission factors used for upstream emissions vary by calendar year, to account for expected changes
in the energy mix over time. For example, it is assumed that over the next 40 years average emission
rates for electricity generation in California will fall significantly, reflecting greater use of zero-emission
and renewable generating sources, in response to both government policy and market forces.

Fleet Cost & Emissions Model Description Ramboll Environ
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2. MAJOR ASSUMPTIONS AND DATA SOURCES

2.1 Electric Bus Range

To estimate the range per charge for current and future electric buses used in LACMTA service, the
authors conducted a literature review, interviewed technical and sales staff from three transit bus
manufacturers that currently offer 35-ft to 42-ft electric transit buses commercially*, and evaluated
the results of an on-going in-service test of battery buses at LACMTA.

For an electric bus, range per charge (miles) is a function of two primary variables: 1) the energy
capacity of the installed battery pack (kwh), and 2) actual energy use in service (kWh/mi). For any
given bus the size of the battery pack is fixed, but energy use can vary based on a number of
variables, including driver behavior, bus loading, and route characteristics (i.e. average speed and

topography).

In addition, batteries lose capacity over time, as they are charged and dis-charged on a daily basis.
This loss of capacity must be factored in to establish a practical range that can be relied on over the
expected service life of a bus. Capacity loss is not solely a function of charge/discharge cycles;
however, it can also be affected by the “depth” of discharge. Most battery manufacturers do not
recommend depleting the battery fully (to zero percent state of charge) on a daily basis, as this can
increase the rate at which batteries lose capacity. Over the past 20 years the general rule of thumb
has been to use 80% depth of discharge as a planning factor when calculating practical electric vehicle
range, to maximize in-service battery life.

Each of these variables is discussed further below, along with the author’s projections of practical
electric bus range based on these variables.

2.1.1 Electric Bus Battery Capacity

Virtually all commercially available 40-ft electric transit buses sold today (MY2016) have installed
batteries with 300 — 330 kWh of energy storage capacity. In practical terms the size of the battery
pack is constrained primarily by available packaging volume on the vehicle, but may also be
constrained by axle weight limits. As such, increasing the energy storage capacity of electric buses will
require further improvements in battery technology, to increase energy density (kWh/kg; kWh/ft3).

All bus manufacturers interviewed indicated that their battery suppliers are promising significant
improvements in energy density over the next 5 — 15 years, though estimates vary as to when these
improvement will be available, and how large they will be. One bus manufacturer indicated that
battery packs larger than 400 kWh would be available within two years; others were more cautious,
indicating that battery packs with 33% greater capacity than current packs “might” be available by
2025, with further increases in later years.

For this analysis the authors used conservative estimates for the energy storage capacity of battery
packs on future electric buses, as follows: Model Year 2025 — 2034, 420 kWh; model year
2035 — 2044, 450 kWh; model year 2045+ 482 kWh.

4 BYD, Proterra, and New Flyer.
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2.1.2 Electric Bus Energy Use

LACMTA operated a pilot fleet of 5 40-ft battery buses in regular Metro service between June 2015 and
April 2016. These buses are used on a route with average speed of approximately 9 MPH. Since
entering service they have accumulated more than 30,000 in-service miles. Weekly average energy
use for all 5 buses has ranged from 2.3 kWh/mi to 3.5 kWh/mi; the over-all average since the
beginning of the test is 3.2 kWh/mi. The route on which these buses operate has a slower average
speed (9 MPH) than the LACMTA fleet average speed (12 MPH). Prior modeling conducted by the
authors indicates that projected average energy use for these buses on a 12 MPH route would be
2.8kWh/mi.

Electric bus energy economy testing conducted by the Federal Transit Authority’s New Model Bus
Testing program indicates that there is a significant range in average energy use (kWh/mi) for
different commercially available buses todays. One of the tested buses averaged 15% less energy per
mile on the test routes than the bus model which LACMTA is currently operating in service.

In addition, all bus manufacturers interviewed indicated that electric buses will become more efficient
over time, as the technology continues to mature.

Based on all of the above information, this analysis assumes that MY2025 — MY2034 electric buses will
use an average of 2.5_kWh/mi in LACMTA service, MY2035 — MY2044 electric buses will use an
average of 2.4 kWh/mi, and MY2045+ electric buses will use an average of 2.3 kWh/mi. These values
reflect a 5% reduction in “industry average” energy usage per decade, compared to current buses.

The above values were used to calculate electricity use and cost. To calculate expected range per
charge 10% was added to these figures, to account for driver and route variability.

2.1.3 Battery Life & Depth of Discharge

One electric bus manufacturer currently offers a 12-year warranty on their batteries, which guarantees
that after 12 years in service the battery pack will retain at least 70% of its original name plate
capacity (kwh). This implies 2.5% loss of capacity per year. This manufacturer also indicated that
there is no restriction on daily depth of discharge.

The other manufacturers are less aggressive with respect to claims of battery life, offering only a
standard 5-year warranty which guarantees no less than 80% of initial name plate capacity after that
time, and recommending 80% depth of discharge as a planning factor in order to maximize effective
battery life. One manufacturer indicated that actual capacity loss after 6 years in service indicates the
possibility of a 10-year life, but they are not ready to guarantee that level of performance. This
manufacturer also indicated that their battery management system limits depth of discharge to no
more than 80% in the first few years of bus life, but opens that up over time, to allow 95% depth of
discharge after year 5. In this way, buses are able to achieve consistent daily range even though the
pack is losing effective capacity over time.

LACMTA currently keeps their buses in service for 14 years. For electric buses to be reliably usable
over their entire life, the expected capacity loss must be included in calculations of the practical range

5 Bus Testing and Research Center, Pennsylvania Transportation Institute; Federal Transit Bus Test; Report Number LTI-BT-R1307, June

2014; Report Number LTI-BT-R1405, July 2015; Report Number LTI-BT-R1406, May 2015.
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per charge. One option is to assume that batteries will last 14 years without replacement, but the
range calculation would then need to assume a usable capacity of only 65% - 70% of battery
nameplate capacity. The other option would be to assume that batteries will be replaced at bus
mid-life (7 years). Under this scenario LACMTA will incur additional costs for battery replacement, but
they will need fewer buses because range per charge can be based on approximately 80% of battery
nameplate capacity.

Analysis indicates that buying fewer buses, but planning to replace the battery packs at 7 years, will
be the least costly option for LACMTA. Thus, this is the scenario on which projected range per charge
was calculated for this analysis.

2.1.4 Electric Bus Range per Charge

Based on projected nameplate battery capacity, protected in-service energy use, and expected battery
degradation, as discussed above, this analysis assumes that the practical, reliable electric bus range
per charge for buses used in LACMTA service will be 126 miles for MY2025-MY2034 buses, 142 miles
for MY2035 -2044 buses, and 161 miles for buses purchased after MY2045. These values represent
expected range per charge at the end of year 7 with 95% depth of discharge.

2.2 LACMTA Bus Assignments & Electric Bus Replacement Ratio

Figures 2 and 3 show a summary of LACMTA’s week-day scheduled bus assignments. An “assignment”
is a piece of work encompassing the time and mileage from when a bus first leaves a depot and enters
service to when that bus returns to the depot. Figure 2 plots the weekday bus assignments based on
accumulated mileage (miles) before the bus returns to the depot, and Figure 3 plots the assignments
based on the accumulated time (hours) before the bus returns to the depot.

There are 2,878 daily bus assignments handled by 1,908 peak buses. That means that approximately
938 buses (49%) do one assignment per day, and 970 buses (51%) do two assignments per day. In
general buses that do two assignments per day go out early in the morning to cover the morning peak
period, return to the depot in late morning, and then leave the depot again in mid-afternoon to cover
the afternoon peak. These buses generally spend three to six hours parked at the depot during mid-
day and most will also be parked at the depot for three to six hours again in the late evening/early
morning.

As shown on Figures 2 and 3, about 30% of all assignments are longer than 12 hours and 125 miles,
and these are the assignments that are typically handled by buses that do only one assignment per
day. These assignments average 165 miles and 15 hours per day in service. The remaining 70% of
assignments, which are typically handled by buses that do two assignments per day, average 62 miles
and 4.7 hours per day in service. That means that the buses that handle these assignments (two per
day) generally average 124 miles and 9.4 hours per day in service.
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Figure 2. LACMTA Weekday Bus Assignments, Percent versus Accumulated Miles in Service
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Figure 3. LACMTA Weekday Bus Assignments, Percent versus Accumulated Time in Service

LACMTA WEEKDAY BUS ASSIGNMENTS
100%

80%
2 assignments/bus/day

&

60%

40%

% of Assignments Less than

20%

0%
0 4 8 12 16 20 24
Hours

When at the depot, LACMTA buses are parked nose-to-tail in adjacent parking lanes. As such, bus
pull-outs for service are based on first-in, first-out; i.e. when a bus operator leaves for his or her
assignment they take the first bus in line. When they return from service they park the bus in
whatever spot is available. Given this, it is difficult, if not impossible, to dedicate specific buses to
specific routes or assignments, except on a limited basis. Every bus of a given size assigned to a depot
must be usable for every assignment operated from the depot on which that size bus is used. This
means that in practical terms: 1) electric buses must have sufficient range per charge to handle every
daily assignment, or 2) long assignments (miles) must be broken up into shorter assignments to
accommodate actual electric bus range, or 3) depot charging of electric buses must be supplemented
by in-route charging. Option 2, the break-up of long bus assignments into shorter assignments will
increase the number of peak buses required compared to the current fleet of CNG buses (i.e. the
electric bus replacement ratio will be greater than 1).

As discussed above in Section 2.1, this analysis assumes that model year 2025 — 2034 electric buses
will have a practical, reliable range of 124 miles/charge in LACMTA service throughout their service
life. This is a 34% increase from the current generation of electric buses (model year 2016) which are
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estimated to have a reliable range of 85 — 100 miles per charge in LACMTA services. The analysis
assumes that battery technology will continue to improve in future years, such that model year

2035 — 2044 electric buses will have a reliable range of 142 miles/charge and model year 2045 — 2055
electric buses will have a reliable range of 161 miles/charge.

Electric buses can replace current CNG buses one-for-one on daily bus assignments, or combinations
of assignments, with shorter accumulated mileage than the assumed range per charge. Daily bus
assignments longer than the assumed range per charge will need to be reconfigured to create more,
shorter assignments, thus increasing the total number of peak buses required, if only depot charging
is used.

To determine the number of electric buses required to replace CNG buses in the depot-charging only
scenario, the authors calculated the percentage of current daily bus assignments shorter than the
assumed range per charge, and then calculated the percentage of peak buses that would be used for
these assignments. The percentage of peak buses is smaller than the percentage of assignments,
because most if not all buses used for these short assignments do two assignments per day. Next the
authors calculated the average daily mileage for all assignments longer than the assumed
miles/charge, and the electric bus replacement ratio that would be required to accommodate these
longer assignments. Finally the authors calculated a fleet average electric bus replacement ratio,
which is a weighted average of peak buses needed to accommodate short assignments (1:1
replacement) and buses needed to accommodate the current long assignments (greater than 1:1
replacement ratio). The results of this analysis are shown in Table 4.

Table 4. Estimated Electric Bus Replacement Ration for Depot charging-only Scenario

Model Year Model Year Model Year Model Year
2016 2025 - 2034 | 2035 - 2044 2045 - 2054
Projected Electric Bus range/charge . . . .
; 93 mi 126 mi 142 mi 161 mi
[miles]
% of Bus Assignments
° 9 55% 68% 75% 84%
<range/charge
% of Peak Buses with daily mileage
42% 51% 55% 59%
< range per charge
Aver Daily Mil for B
e_ age Daily Mileage for BuS 152 mi 168 mi 177 mi 190 mi
Assignments > range/charge
Replacement Ratio for Assignments
1.70 1.34 1.27 1.19
> range/charge
FLEET AVERAGE
1.41 1.17 1.12 1.08
REPLACEMENT RATIO

6 Projected range varies by bus manufacturer based on differences in installed battery capacity (kWh) and projected average energy use

(KWh/mi).
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As shown in Table 4, in the 2025 — 2034 time frame 1.17 electric buses would be required to replace
one CNG bus if charging is done only at the depot. In the 2035 — 2044 time frame this electric bus
replacement ratio drops to 1.12, and it drops further to 1.08 after 2045.

2.3 Other Assumptions

Table 5 lists the major assumptions used in the fleet cost and emissions models, as well as the source
of these assumptions.

All costs in Table 5 are shown in 2015%. For each year the model escalates these values based on
assumed annual inflation, to calculate yearly total costs in nominal dollars. For net present value
calculations these annual nominal dollar totals are then discounted back to 2015% based on an
assumed discount rate.

Table 5a. Major Assumptions and Data Sources Used in Fleet Cost & Emissions Model —
LACMTA System Characteristics

5A: LACMTA SYSTEM CHARACTERISTICS

Metric Data Sources Values/Notes
Average Annual Total Miles per | LACMTA, National Transit .
38,000 miles
bus database, 2013
Average Annual Revenue Miles | LACMTA, National Transit .
9 32,000 miles
per bus database, 2013
Fleet Spare Factor LACMTA policy 20%
Average Daily Total Miles per . 130 miles; (annual miles/bus =+
MJIB&A analysis
Bus (365 day/yr x (1-spare factor))

Average In-service Bus Speed LACMTA, National Transit 12.1 MPH; total bus miles + total
(MPH) database, 2013 bus hours

LACMTA, National Transit

Average Daily in-Service Hours
database, 2013; MIB&A

10.8 hours; average daily miles =+

er bus . average in-service speed
P analysis 9 P
Bus Retirement age LACMTA policy 14 years
In-service Bus Lay-over Time LACMTA Service Planning 10 minutes per hour of driving
Total Lay-over (Terminal) . . 280 = 140 bus lines x 2
. . LACMTA Service Planning . .
Locations, System-wide Terminal/line (one at each end)
2015 Bus Operator Labor Cost . . $33.50/hour; includes direct fringe
LACMTA Service Planning .
($/hr) benefits

Bus Operator Availability (%6) LACMTA Service Planning 80%

Bus Operator % of shift time

. LACMTA Service Planning 83%
driving
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Table 5b. Major Assumptions and Data Sources Used in Fleet Cost & Emissions Model — Fuel

Costs

5B: FUEL COSTS

Metric

Data Sources

Values/Notes

Natural Gas (2015)

LACMTA Fuel report

Actual average cost for 2015, $0.780/therm,
includes cost of fuel station maintenance and
operation.

This price implicitly includes California Low
Carbon Fuel Standard (LCFS) credits that can be
earned by the natural gas supplier, and which
are wholly or partially passed on to LACMTA via
commercial market pricing.

Renewable Natural Gas
(2015)

LACMTA Procurement

Assume that purchase cost of renewable natural
gas will be the same as standard natural gas, at
$0.780/therm in 2015. This is based on LACMTA
market research showing that there are multiple
providers willing to provide renewable gas at
this rate today.

This price implicitly includes California Low
Carbon Fuel Standard (LCFS) credits that can be
earned by the RNG fuel supplier, and which are
wholly or partially passed on to LACMTA via
commercial market pricing.

Electricity (2015)

Southern California
Edison, Schedule TOU-
8, Time-of-Use
General-Service Large;
Cal. PUC Sheet No.
53221-E

California Air
Resources Board, Final
Regulation Order,
Subchapter 10 Climate
Change, Article 4
Regulations to Achieve
Greenhouse Gas
Emission Reductions,
Subchapter 7 Low
Carbon Fuel Standard

MJB&A Analysis

TOU-8 is the electric rate applicable to large
commercial customers in Los Angeles with
expected usage greater than 500 kW. The rate is
composed of delivery and generation energy
charges ($/KWh) which vary by time of day
(off-peak, mid-peak, and high-peak) and season
(summer, winter). There are also monthly
facility demand charges ($/kW) based on over-
all peak demand within the month and monthly
time-based demand charges ($/kW) based on
monthly peak demand within each daily rate
period (off-peak, mid-peak, and high-peak) over
the month.

Based on an analysis of scheduled daily LACMTA
service (% of buses in service and at the depot
by time of day), MIB&A determined that
approximately 64%, 32%, and 5% of electric
bus depot charging would occur during off-peak,
mid-peak, and high-peak periods, and that
approximately 24%, 65%, and 11% of in-route
charging would occur during off-peak, mid-peak,
and high-peak periods.
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5B: FUEL COSTS

Metric Data Sources

Values/Notes

Based on this charging distribution the average
annual cost of electricity in 2015 under Southern
California Edison’s TOU-8 rate would be
$0.172/kWh for depot charging and $0.143/kWh
for in-route charging.

Based on an assumption of constant daily
production during only off-peak and mid-peak
hours the average annual cost of electricity for
hydrogen production in 2015 would be
$0.1061/kWh under the TOU-8 rate.

LACMTA can earn credits under California’s low
carbon Fuel Standard (LCFS) for battery electric
bus charging. Available credits in each year were
calculated using the procedures outlined in the
LCFS Final Regulation Order, and assuming a
credit value of $100 per metric ton of CO2
reduction, which is the current market value of
LCFS credits. These credits were then deducted
from LACMTA'’s projected cost of purchasing
electricity, to yield their net cost of electricity for
battery bus charging. Projected LCFS credits are
$0.118/kWh in 2015, increasing to $0.127/kWh
in 2055 as the projected carbon intensity of
electricity production falls over time. LACMTA’s
net electricity costs for battery bus charging are
projected to be $0.053/kWh for depot charging
and $0.025/kWh for in-route charging in 2015.

National Renewable
Energy Laboratory,
H2FAST: Hydrogen
Financial Analysis
Scenario Tool, April,
2015, Version 1.0

Hydrogen (2015) California Air

Resources Board, Final
Regulation Order,
Subchapter 10 Climate
Change, Article 4
Regulations to Achieve
Greenhouse Gas
Emission Reductions,

Hydrogen production via steam reforming (SMR)
assumes 1.7 therms NG and 10 kWh electricity
input per kg or hydrogen produced. The model
also assumes $0.25/kg maintenance and
operating cost, which equates to approximately
$300,000 per station/year with one station per
depot.

Hydrogen production via electrolysis assumes 50
kWh electricity input per kg hydrogen produced
in 2015, falling to 44.7 kWh/kg in 2025 and later
years. The 2025 value is consistent with US
Department of Energy research and
development targets and equates to 75% net
efficiency (the theoretical minimum energy
requirement is 33 kWh/kg). The model also
assumes $0.35/kg maintenance and operating
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5B: FUEL COSTS

Metric

Data Sources

Values/Notes

Subchapter 7 Low
Carbon Fuel Standard

MJIB&A Analysis

cost, which equates to approximately $420,000
per station/year with one station per depot.

Using these assumptions LACMTA'’s cost of
hydrogen production is projected to be $2.64/kg
using SMR and $5.65/kg using electrolysis in
2015, not including amortized capital costs for
the production equipment, which is calculated
separately and included in capital costs.

LACMTA can earn credits under California’s low
carbon Fuel Standard (LCFS) for fuel cell bus
hydrogen production. Available credits in each
year were calculated using the procedures
outlined in the LCFS Final Regulation Order, and
assuming a credit value of $100 per metric ton
of CO2z reduction, which is the current market
value of LCFS credits. These credits were then
deducted from LACMTA'’s projected cost of
producing hydrogen, to yield their net cost of
producing hydrogen. Projected LCFS credits are
$1.03/kg in 2015, resulting in net hydrogen
production costs in 2015 of $1.60/kg for SMR
and $4.62/kg for electrolysis.

Annual Fuel Cost
Inflation

Energy Information
Administration, Annual
Energy Outlook 2016
early release, Table
3.9, Energy Prices by
Sector & Source,
Pacific region,

May 2016

Projections for % change in annual nominal price
of natural gas and electricity used for
transportation (reference case), through 2040;
for 2041 — 2055 assumed average rate for

2031 — 2040.
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Major Assumptions and Data Sources Used in Fleet Cost & Emissions Model —

5C: EMISSIONS FACTORS

Metric

Data Sources

Values/Notes

CNG bus tailpipe NOXx,
PM, CHa4 (g/mi)

California Air Resources
Board, EMFAC2014

Season - annual; Sub area - Los Angeles
(SC); vehicle class — UBUS; Fuel — NG;
Process — RUNEX; Speed Time - Weighted
average of bins 5 through 30 to simulate
urban bus duty cycle with 12.5 MPH
average speed. Values calculated for each
model year in each calendar year.

Low NOx CNG bus
tailpipe NOx, PM, CHa4
(g/mi)

California Air Resources
Board Executive Orders
A-021-0631 and A-021-0629

NOx, PM, and CH4 g/mi emissions
assumed to be proportionally lower than
emissions from standard CNG buses of the
same model year based on model year
2016 certified engine emissions for

Low NOx and standard CNG engines. NOx
emissions assumed to be 92% lower
(0.01 g/bhp-hr vs 0.13 g/bhp-hr),

CHa4 g/mi emissions assumed to be 72%
lower (0.56 g/bhp-hr vs 1.97 g/bhp-hr)
and PM emissions assumed to be 50%
lower (0.001 g/bhp-hr vs 0.002 g/bhp-hr).

CNG and Low NOx
CNG bus tailpipe CO2
(g/mi)

U.S. Department of Energy,
Alternative Fuels & Advanced
Vehicles Data Center
(www.afdc.energy.gov/afdc/f
uels/properties.html)

5,593 g CO2/therm, assuming NG with
22,453 btu/Ib (high heating value) and
75.5% carbon by weight (90% methane
and 10% ethane by volume).

Gram/mile emissions = Fuel use
(therm/mi) x g CO2/therm.

Natural Gas Upstream
COz2, NOx, PM, CHa4
(g/therm)

Renewable Natural Gas
Upstream CO2, NOx,
PM, CHa4 (g/therm)

Hydrogen Production
COz2, NOx, PM, CH4
(9/kg)

Argonne national Laboratory,
The Greenhouse Gases,
Regulated Emissions, and
Energy Use in Transportation
(GREET) Model, as modified
by California Air Resources
Board to reflect California
conditions (CAGREET)

G. Saur and A. Milbrandt,
National Renewable Energy
Laboratory, Renewable
Hydrogen Potential from
Biogas in the United States,

CA GREET was used to calculate upstream
emission rates (g/mmbtu, g/therm) for
pipeline natural gas and renewable natural
gas. The emission rates for renewable
natural gas assume the following mixture
of production sources: 100% landfill, 0%
animal waste, and 0% wastewater
treatment plant. These assumptions are
conservative; LACMTA has not yet
determined actual production sources for
commercially available RNG. Inclusion of
gas produced from wastewater treatment
plants and/or food waste would further
reduce emissions of both GHG and NOx
compared to current assumptions.
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5C: EMISSIONS FACTORS
Metric Data Sources Values/Notes
NREL/TP-5400-60283, July CA GREET was used to calculate upstream
2014 emission rates (g/mmbtu, g/kg) for

production of hydrogen using SMR.

All upstream emission rates for natural
gas, renewable natural gas and SMR
hydrogen are assumed to be constant
throughout the analysis period.

For production of hydrogen using
electrolysis, emission rates (g/kg) were
determined by multiplying the electrical
energy required for production (kWh/kg)
by emission rates for electricity generation
(g/kWh).

For standard natural gas, including the
natural gas used for production of
hydrogen via SMR, the following
components of upstream NOx and PM
emissions are assumed to be emitted
within the South Coast Air Basin: 7.4% of
emissions from “natural gas transmission
to fueling station” (50 out of 680 pipeline
miles) and 100% of emissions from
compression. The following components of
natural gas upstream NOx and PM
emissions are assumed to be emitted
outside of the South Coast Air Basin:
100% of emissions from natural gas
recovery and processing; and 92.6% of
emissions from natural gas transmission to
fueling station (630 out of 680 pipeline
miles).

For RNG, 25% of NOx and PM emissions
from “natural gas transmission to fueling
station” (50 out of 200 pipeline miles) are
assumed to be in-basin, as well as 100%
of emissions from RNG compression.
Emissions from production and processing
of RNG are attributed as in-basin or out-
of-basin depending on the location of the
RNG sources. The model assumes that in
2018 100% of RNG will be from out-of-
basin sources, but that over time a greater
percentage of RNG will be from in-basin
sources, rising to 30% by 2055. NREL'’s
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5C: EMISSIONS FACTORS

Metric

Data Sources

Values/Notes

projections of bio-methane potential from
all sources shows that approximately 30%
of potential bio-methane in California is
attributed to sources located within the
South Coast Air basin.

All emissions from production and
compression of hydrogen produced via
SMR are assumed to be in-basin.

Electricity Generation
COz2, NOx, PM, CHa4
(g/kWh)

Argonne national Laboratory,
The Greenhouse Gases,
Regulated Emissions, and
Energy Use in Transportation
(GREET) Model, as modified
by California Air Resources
Board to reflect California
conditions (CAGREET)

ARB targets for renewable
generation through 2050

ABB Velocity Suite™
database of electric
generating units within
CAISO

CA GREET was used to calculate 2015 and
2020 emission rates (g/kWh) for each
discrete electric generating source type
used in California: wind, solar,
geothermal, hydroelectric, nuclear,
biomass, natural gas, and coal. For each
pollutant in each calendar year the model
uses source-weighted average emissions
factors calculated by multiplying the
emission factor for each source type by
the assumed percentage of electricity
produced by that source type in California
that year. The assumptions for percentage
of generation by source type match the
California Air Resources Board’s published
targets for increases in zero-emitting and
renewable resources through 2050. For
example, the model assumes that there
will be no electricity generation using coal
after 2027, and that zero-emitting sources
will increase from 46% of total generation
in 2015 to 78% in 2050. At the same time,
generation with natural gas will fall from
53% of total generation in 2015 to 22% in
2050.

CA Greet indicates that emission rates
(g/kWh) of NOx, PM, COz, and CHa will fall
between 2015 and 2020 for nuclear,
natural gas, biomass, and coal generating
sources, presumably based on
improvements in efficiency and/or addition
of emission controls in response to
regulation. The difference in emission
rates between 2015 and 2020 were used
to calculate an annual adjustment factor

for each pollutant and generating source,
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5C: EMISSIONS FACTORS

Metric Data Sources Values/Notes

which was applied in each year of the
analysis — i.e. emission rates were
assumed to continue to improve at the
same annual rate through 2055, which is a
conservative assumption.

To determine the percentage of NOx and
PM emissions emitted within the South
Coast Air Basin from electricity generation
under each scenario, the ABB Velocity
Suite™ database was used to determine
the percentage of current generation
(MWh) within the California Independent
System Operator (CAISO) territory
produced by generating plants located in
the South Coast Air Basin. In 2013
approximately 22.2% of total CAISO
generation by natural gas-fired plants was
from plants within the basin, while 0% of
coal generation was from plants within the
basin and 9.4% of biomass generation was
from plants within the basin. These
percentages were applied separately to
the emission factors for each type of
generation to calculate weighted average
NOx and PM emission factors (g/kWH)
within and outside the basin. The analysis
assumes that total gas generation will fall
each year through 2050, while total
biomass generation will increase; however
the percentage of total generation from
plants of each type within the basin is
assumed to stay constant.
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Table 5d. Major Assumptions and Data Sources Used in Fleet Cost & Emissions Model — CNG

Buses

5D: CNG BUSES

Metric

Data Sources

Values/Notes

Purchase Cost
(2015 $)

LACMTA Maintenance
Department

$490,000 per bus. This is the actual price paid
by LACMTA for 40-ft CNG bus purchases in
2013.

Mid-Life Overhaul Cost
(2015 %)

LACMTA Maintenance
Department

$35,000 per bus. This is the actual average cost
for overhauls completed in 2014.

Maintenance Cost
($/mi)

LACMTA maintenance
records for 2013 -
2014

Average cost of $0.850/mile for buses near
mid-life (7 years old). 35% of costs ($0.30/mi)
attributed to propulsion system (engine,
transmission, brakes) and 65% attributed to all
other bus systems ($0.55/mi).

Fuel Use (therm/mi)

LACMTA fueling
records

Average of 0.476 therm/mi.
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Major Assumptions and Data Sources Used in Fleet Cost & Emissions Model —

SE: LOW NOx CNG BUSES

Metric

Data Sources

Values/Notes

Purchase C