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[. Executive Summary

A. ARRA Projects Not Awarded: Included in the FHWA draft *California NR'T (National
Review Team) Review Observations™ (£xhibit A) was the assertion that local agency PS&E
(Plans, Specifications, and Estimate) packages were not fully assembied or ready 1o advertise
at time of authorization. This assertion is somewhat explainable as some, especially the larger
local agencies, have a bureaucratic process which does not allow final approval of the PS&TE
package until the funding is identified, legal review performed, and the project ts brought
betore their Board or Council for approval. Due to the “American Recovery and
Reinvestment Act (ARRA)™ time constraints. projects on the shelf with completed plans and
specifications may not be federal-aid prepared and formatted and in need of revision. In some
instances. once the funds are authorized for the project, then the project documents receive
final approval signature(s) and the funding citations.

As of November 17, 2009; a combined listing from L2000 and LA-ODIS listed a total of’
599 jJocal agency ARRA (American Recovery and Reinvestunent Act) authorized projects
with 321 of the projects awarded, and 278 of the projects not awarded (Exhibit B). Of the
278 projects not awarded, a random sample of roughly 15% or 4() projects were selected for
thts process review to determine the reasons for the delays in the award of the projects and to
estimate their probable award dates. To find out why each ot the 40 projects had not been
awarded and to also ensure that at the timc of the Request For Authorization the local agency
was n compliance with the Division of Local Assistance procedures, a Process Review
Questionnairc was sent to the District Local Assistant Engineer (DLAE) to be completed
(Exhibir C) for ¢ach local agency project and then returmed to the Process Review Engineer.
After collecting the returned Questionnaires {rom the DLAE for each of the 40 projects, the
data was put in a table and it was found that some of the previously not awarded projects had
been awarded. and that the delays in the award of the othcr projects were not caused by the
PS&L documents not being ready to advertise but usually by incurred delays (Exhibit D),
after “Construction Authorization” of the projects resulting from:

(1) the desire of the local agencies to be good stewards of the ARRA funds and ensure they
were used prudently and provided a quality product with the maxiinum benefit of the
public,

(2) delays due to local agency, E-76, and C'TC internal financial controls and management
approvals,

(3) site conditions not conducive to inmediately starting work such as winter weather,
contractor congestion. and holiday congestion;

(4) existing utilities first needing relocation or replacement (leaking waterlines, storm drains.
ete.); and

(5) procurcment delays such as bid protests. combining two ARRA projects into one contract,
the rehidding of the project. and eliminating the California Conservation Corps planned
work so it would become part of the advertised contract work to be done instead by the
contractor.
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It was also found that Chapter 12 of the Local Assistance Procedures Manual (LAPM) does allow the
local agency to submit only the contract special provisions and the preliminary estimate at the
discretion of the DLAE which might appear to the NRT as an incomplete PS&E package. However
the PS&E Checklist, which is an exhibit in Chapter 12, requires the plans and specifications to be
submitted and their cover sheets to be stamped by a registered engineer. This conflict in the LAPM
needs to be corrected.

B. Cicty of Los Angeles ARRA Projects Not Advertised: In addition to the random sample of
40 projects. a second issue of concern by the NRT was tive City of Los Angeles projects that
were identitied by project number as not having yet been advertised (Exhibit A). Three of
these five projects were added to this review because of the specific concerns expressed by
the NRT which indicated further explanation and information were needed from the City as
to the delay in adverusing. Further explanation and information were requested in two
Department of Transportation (Caltrans) letters dated December 22, 2009: one letter (£xhihit
F) addressed to the City, Department of Public Works for Project No. 5006(598); and a
second letter (Exhihit Fy addressed to the City, Department of Transportation. for Project
Nos. 3006(582) and (593). Responses to these letters were sent by the respective City
Departments in a letter (Exhihit ) dated December 28, 2009 for Project Nos. 5006(582) and
(593); and a second letter (Exhibit H) dated January 7, 2010 for Project No. 5006(598). The
City's letters addressed the specific concerns expressed in the Caltrans letters and provided a
copy of the PS&E packages as they existed at time of authorization or referred Caltrans to
earlier dates when the technical portions of the PS&E package had been previously provided
to Caltrans. In essence. the information and explanations provided by the City are
understandable given the short notification period, the size and the complexity of the
organization, and the human capttal investment of the City of Los Angeles. In their response
letters, the City provided assurances that these three projects would be advertised in January
2010, which did occur, with an award anticipated in March 2010.

On January 28, 2010; Robert Cady and Scott McHenry fron the California Division of FHWA
followed up with the City of Los Angeles reparding the questions brought up by the NRT in the
FHWA draft “California NR'T Review Observations.” The questions were specific to ARRA Project
ESPIL.-5006(593). These questions arc identified as Q1, Q2. etc., and the answers provided are
identified as A1, A2, etc., in an email (Exhibit 1) dated 2/18/10 from Magan Champaneria, City of
[.os Angeles; to Robert Cady and Scott McHenry, California Division of FHWA. The email
includes a cost breakdown by the City of Los Angeles of an $800.000 allowance, questioned by the
NRT, and now being provided to FHWA for their information and review. The email also details the
mechanics and steps that were necessary by the City of Los Angeles to get this project ready for
advertising.

The foregoing information and explanations provided by the City of Los Angeles letters are
understandable considering that the project documents had been prepared for advertisement for other
than lederal-aid funding. On short notice. the project documents were taken off the shelf and
converted and formatted as an ARRA federal-aid project after the “Construction Authorization.” The
tinding was that even though this complies with federal requirements, it does not compty with the
Local Assistance Procedures Manual (LAPM) and does not provide a level playing field for all local
agencies. Local agencies, not using the “Alternate PS&E Certification™ are required to submit their
completed and properly formatted documents to Caltrans before receiving “Construction
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(a) Column identifying the expected or actual award dates. Generally the award dates shown in
2009 are actual award dates.

(b) Columns identifying whether u PS&E Certification and PS&E Checklist had becn submitted
to the DLLAE. The PS&L Certitication. or in the case of Los Angeles County an Alternative
PS&E Certification were submitted for all projects sampled. The one project in the sample
chosen for the City of Los Angeles was found to be a “Force Account™ project so it was not
reviewed as part of the sample.

(¢) Columns identitying whether the Plans and Specifications were considered complete by the
DLAE. In all cases, with one exception, the Plans were considered complete by the DLAE.
In that one exception, the County of Orange (5073(062)). the DLAE considered the Plans
were incomplete because two curb ramps had not been identified to be brought up to ADA
standards. The Process Review Engineer has taken the liberty to consider those plans to be
cssentially “complete.” In three other cases, the DLAE considered the plans and
specifications to be complete but failed to provide copies of the cover sheets.

(d) Comiment (Cmts?) column indicating “yes” if there is a comment regarding a dclay in the
award of the project. “No™ comment indicates the project was awarded within 4 to 6 months
and it was not necessary to explain a delay.

(¢) Twelve of the sampled projects were awarded in September. October, November, or to be
awarded in December 2009. Of this group. the project taking the longest (6 months) is the
County of [.os Angeles (5953(596)) which has received bids for the project but due to the
project costs exceeding the estimated cost range spectfied by their Board have had to request
authorization from the Chief Executive Otfice which has delayed the project and award until
Decemnber 2009,

(1) Ten ol the sampled projects are to be awarded in January 2010. Of this group. the two projects
taking the longest (7 months) were the City of Oxnard (5129(053}) and the City of Citrus
Heights (5475(024)). The cover sheet of the Plans for the City of Oxnard project were
approved/signed by the Oxnard City Engineer on March 3, 2009. Oxnard had two ARRA
projects in the same general area and it was nccessary for safety and congestion reasons (o
complete the higher priority ARRA project before this second ARRA project could begin.
The City of Citrus Heights project was originally designed for a portion of the work to be
done by the Conservation Corps, however FHW A’s strict interpretation of the federal rules
would not allow the use of the Conservation Corps so the project plans and specifications had
Lo be redone prior to advertising.

(g) Ninc of the sampled projects are to be awarded in February 2010. Of this group, the two
projects taking the longest (8 months) are the City of Moorpark (5436(015)). and (7months)
the City of Ridgecrest (5385(038)). The Moorpark project was delayed due 10 a change in
scope which required a revised E-76, and the Ridgecrest project has been delayed due to the
City investigating the combining of this ARRA project with another ARRA project to reduce
the costs of both constructing and admintistering the project.
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PS&E has been upproved by the FHIVA and the SHA has been so notified.

Sec. 635,112 Advertising for bids and proposals.

(a) No work shall be undertaken on any Federal-aid project, nor
shall any project be advertised for bids. prior to authorization by the
Division Administrator.

(3) Question: Does ARRA Section 1602 require that the PS&E be fully assembled or ready to be
advertised in a timely manner? ARRA Section 1602 in its entirety reads as follows:

PREFERENCE FOR QUICK-START ACTIVITIES

SEC. 1602. In using funds made available in this Act for infrastructure investment, recipients
shall give preference to activities that can be started and completed expeditiously, including a
goal of using at least 30 percent of the funds for activities that can be initiated not later than {20
duys after the date of the enactment of this Act. Recipients shall also use grant funds in a manner
that maximizes jobh creation and economic benefit

The goal stated in SEC. 1602 above is using 30 percent of the funds for activities that can be initiated
not later than 120 days after the date to the enactment of this Act. The date of the enactment of the
ARRA Act was January 6, 2009; consequently none of these projects reviewed by the NRT would
have been able to meet the goal since they were all authorized long after the 120 day period (May 6.
2009+) . this goal doesn’t apply and was not a mandate anyway. SEC. 1602 does state recipients
shall give preference to activities that can be started and completed expeditiously. Without a doubt
all of the LPAs or local agencies chose projects they believed could be started and completed
expedil 1sly even though some changes. approvals, and adding the federal-aid requirements and
project  mbers to the PS&E documents may have been needed. Such required changes are vividly
describ  in the City of Los Angeles letters and email (Exhibits G, H, & I). SEC.1602 also states
Recipic < shall also use grant funds in a manner that maximizes job creation und economic henefit.
Maxim ng job creation would be a study 1n itself but the intent can only be with modern day
equipn  fand established construction methods, furthermore the argument can be made that no
other governmental entities are more avid about the need to create jobs in their own communities
than the cities and counties of California so they can certainly be expected to make every effort to
tuttil! this requirement. Economic henefit would be to the user and the comimunity. and this is avidly
pointed out in the many responses {rom the local agencies that immediately starting the work would
jeopardize the quality and the life of the final product (generally pavement) due to low temperatures.
wetl weather, and in one case the project being near two schools needing access to the high school
parking lot neccssitates construction during the summer to minimize disruption to the schools,
students, and provide maximum safety to the students, public., and construction workers. The
foregoing also illustrates that the local agencies are striving to maximize the economic benefits of the
ARRA funds by being good stewards. and by ensuring a quality and durable product for the public.

{(4) Qucstion: Does the Local Assistance Procedures Manual require that the PS&E be fully assembled
or ready to be advertised at the tinic of construction authorization? After a review of the relevant
provisions below in the LAPM that apply, which are shown below, it is evident that Chapter 12 of
the LAPM requires that the PS&E be fully assembled and ready to be advertised at the time of
construction authorization with one exception. That exception as previously mentioned in Chapter 12
states “As a minimum, local agencies will submit the contract special provisions and the preliminary
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D. Findings and Corrective Actions:

(1) To ensure that the City of Los Angeles follows the procedures in the LAPM in the future and to
ensure a level playing field for all local agencies, Kirk Cessna, Caltrans District 7 Local Assistance
Engincer (DLAE); and Eugene Shy. Caltrans Division of Local Assistance Process Review Engineer:
conducted a telephone conference on March 17, 2010; with the following City of Los Angeles staff
members: Magan Champaneria, Ron Olive, Shirley Lau, and Michael Uyeno; regarding the
construction authorization and PS&E certification of federal-aid projects 3006(582) and 5006(593).
Due to the City of Los Angeles not having all PS&E documents complete at the time of the City’s
requcst for and receipt of the "Construction Authorization™ for these projects, the corrective action
was agreed to by all participants in the telephone conference that beginning April 1, 2010 the City of
Los Angcles will submit PS&E packages for the authorization of their construction contracts tn
accordance with Chapter 12 of the LAPM. At the end of federal fiscal year 2011, Caltrans will
perform a compliance evaluation to determine if the City of Los Angeles should continue in
accordance with Chapter 12 of the LAPM, or if the “Alternate PS&E Certification” procedure can be
reinstated. The DLAE will implement the foregoing with the City of Los Angeles and. if needed,
provide the City of Los Angeles with a sample PS&E package that the City can follow in preparing
their PS&E packages for construction contract authorizations. The City ot Los Angeles may
continue use of the Alternate PS&E Certification procedure until the April 1, 2010; however, during
this period the DLALE may request and be provided any or all relative PS&E documents for those
pending "Construction Authorization" requests for construction contracts.

(2) The finding that Chapter 12 of the Local Assistance Procedures Manual (LAPM) does allow a local
agency to submit only the contract special provisions and the preliminary estimate at the discretion of
the DLAE which might appear to the NRT as an incomplete PS&E package. However the PS&LE
Checklist. which is an exhibit in Chapter 12, requires the plans and specifications to be submitted
and their cover sheets to be stamped by a registered engineer. This conflict in the LAPM has been
brought 1o the attention of the Caltrans Oftice of Policy Development for review and correction,

PROCESS REVIEW CONCLUSIONS

It is evident that local agencies have used good judgment and made their best efforts to select projects
with quick it activities while trying to ensure construction of an acceptable and quality end product.
Also. it is urderstandable why local agencies have been anxious to seize this opportunity to fund the
construction of sorely needed transportation improvements considering this stressful economic period of
unbalanced and dwindling local agency budgets. Except for concern tor minor changes, technicalities
and trying to maintain a level playing field for all local agencies; the review of the exhibits, data, and
information providcs evidence that in general the local agencies, including the City of Los Angeles. are
prudently cxercising due diligence, quality, and fiscal management responsibility in pursuing the
advertising und construction of their ARRA funded projects. The goal of ensuring projects are advertised
with comnplete plans and specifications is high priority and reduces risk and costs; however no evidence
was found that projects arc being or will be advertised with incomplete plans or specifications.

-------------------- -—-- End of Report ----------mmme oo

Attachments: Exhibits A thruJ
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AM Well¢/ DY Caltrans/CAGovi@DOT, Mohsen
Sultan/HQrCaltrans/CA Govia/DOT

Subjectimmediate Attention: Process Review of ARRA Projects Nut Yet Awarded

DLAESs,

The FHWA National Review Team has expressed concern that authorized ARRA construction
projects may not be PS&E ready to go to advertisement if it takes a long period of time from the
authorization of the project to the award of the project.

As directed by Denix, I am doing a process review of the current ARRA construction projects
that have yet to be awarded to determince if they were PS&E ready and 1 need your help!

In the "Process Review" attuchment below are the ARRA construction projects that are not yet
awarded. I have selected roughly 20% of these projects in each district (shown on the white lines
in the attachment below) to be reviewed. For example in District 1, projects 5076(007) and
SO88(021}) are shown on the white lines and have been selected for the review.

For cach of these selected projects, please immediately respond to the attached "ARRA Pro)
Questionaire” and provide me the requested information by close of business on Monday,
December 7.

I apologize tor the short turn around but this information 1s needed to quickly respond to the
FHW A National Review Team's concerns and comments!

Any questions. please call me at 916 651 6552 or 916 B13 0156 (cell).

Thanks.

Gene

"BE ONE TEAM!"

Eugene R. Shy, PE

Process Review Engineer, Sr. TE

Division of Local Assistance, Caltrans HQ

Tel. (916) 651-6552

Fax. (916) 654-2409

----- Forwarded by Eugene Shy HO/Caltrans CAGov on 1 2022000 01: 11 PM -

Bili
Sandovall HQ/Caltrans/
CAGoy

12012009 05-07 PM ToEugene Shy HQ/Caltrans'C AGovia' DOT
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Award Status

of Local Agency ARRA Funded Projects as of 11/17/09

CONST FEDERAL PS&E [PS&E [Complete |Complete

Dist. [PROJ NO [Agency Name AUTH_DT [toTAlL cosT |FUNDS Award Cert? [CkiIst?|Plans? Specs? Cmts? Comments 1/4/10

01 [5076(007) |Lakeport 6-Aug-09 730,200.00 730,200.00| 2010Jan | Yes | Yes |Yes Yes Yes The two lowest bidders didn't meet UDBE goal nor GFE, agency is carefully preparing to
declare them non-responsive and award to 3rd lowest bidder expected January 2010.

01 |5088(021) |Fort Bragg 18-Sep-09 567,000.00 567,000.00| 2010 Jan | Yes |Yes |Yes Yes Yes Most of the project is between two schools including access to the high school parking lot, be
constructed during summer to minimize disruption, costs, and safety for workers and students. .

02 [5902(061) |Siskiyou County 23-Sep-09 1,200,000.00 1,200,000.00{2009 Dec Yes [Yes |[Yes Yes Yes Project not authorized with ARRA which was a post programming change. ARRA
approved by CTC vote on 8/13/2009. Award deadline is 2/28/2010.

02 [5909(088) |Plumas County 9-Jul-09 413,445.00 355,490.00/2010 April | Yes |Yes |Yes Yes Yes Project is at a higher elevation which does not allow road paving during the winter months.

03 [5009(028) |Marysville 1-Sep-09 1,386,215.00 1,386,215.00(2010 Jan Yes |Yes # # Yes Local agency is waiting on storm drain repair to be completed, expect to advertise in Jan 2010.
# Plans/Specs cover sheets were not submitted with the PS&E certification.

03 [5182(050) |Roseville 17-Jul-09( 1,882,610.00 1,251,767.00|2010 May [Yes [Yes |Yes Yes Yes Need to go to council to bid, and to award project, and to execute agreement and bonds
Would be late fall and too late to start work due to winter weather. Will start in spring.

03 |5475(024) |Citrus Heights 15-Jun-09| 1,496,782.00 1,496,782.00|2010 Jan |Yes |[Yes Yes Yes Yes Portion originally by Conservation Corps, however federal contract rules do not allow this
so the project and specs had to be revised accordingly.

03 5037(016) [Chico 23-Jun-09 9,609,299.00 5,500,000.00/2009 Nov |[Yes [Yes Yes Yes No

03 5919(089) [Placer County 9-Sep-09 8,255,000.00 2,068,237.00(2009 Nov |Yes |Yes |Yes Yes No

04 5038(021) [Antioch 5-Jun-09 2,800,000.00 1,605,000.00/2009 Sep [Yes [Yes Yes Yes No

04 5135(038) [Concord 6-Aug-09 1,000,000.00 1,000,000.00/2009 Dec |[Yes [Yes Yes Yes No

04 |5268(016) |Belmont 14-Aug-09( 2,493,000.00 2,493,000.00(2010 Jan |[Yes |[Yes |[Yes Yes Yes Bids were opened in Nov 2009, a bid protest was received by one bidder. Anticipated bid
protest will be resolved and contract awarded by Dec 2009 or Jan 2010.

04 5934(152) [San Francisco Coun{ 23-Sep-09 2,901,550.00 2,000,000.00|2009 Dec |[Yes [Yes Yes Yes Yes Authorized 9/23/09, advertised 10/10/09, bids opened 11/4/09, anticipated award 12/09

05 [5007(046) |Santa Barbara 18-Sep-09| 2,674,796.00 2,674,796.00(2010 Jan |Yes |[Yes |[Yes Yes Yes Bid opening 12/17/09, award in late Jan 2010, work (AC) is temperature sensitive and should
start in March 2010.

05 5086(030) [Monterey 2-Sep-09 485,567.00 375,000.00(2009 Dec |Yes |Yes |Yes Yes No

05 5194(005) [King City 16-Jul-09 232,000.00 232,000.00(2009 Nov |Yes |Yes |Yes Yes No

05 [5949(117)|San Luis Obispo Coy 22-Oct-09( 6,890,805.00 1,709,000.00|2010 Jan |Yes |Yes |Yes Yes Yes Awaiting allocation of SLPP funds from CTC needed for project. Since it is an earthwork .
project, work will start in the spring

06 [5157(070) |Madera 10-Sep-09 330,000.00 289,000.00/2010 Mar |Yes |Yes |Yes Yes Yes To be advertised in Jan 2010 and awarded in March 2010 as work (AC) is temperature
sensitive.

07 5006(586) [Los Angeles 26-Jun-09 9,000,000.00 9,000,000.00|not used Force |Account Force Account, 2 invoices have been submitted

07 [5129(053) |Oxnard 5-Jun-09| 1,091,462.00 1,091,462.00|2010 Jan |Yes |Yes |Yes Yes Yes Higher priority ARRA project was completed first to eliminate traffic congestion and hazards

07 |5162(018) |Claremont 10-Sep-09 1,211,055.00 948,746.00(2010 Jan |Yes |No Yes Yes Yes The city committed to the award and construction beginning after the holidays. PS&E
Checklist was signed but no box was checked by DLAE staff.

07 |5222(018) |Fillmore 9-Jul-09 400,000.00 400,000.00( 2010 April |Yes |Yes |# # Yes leaking waterline needs to be replaced before street paving (ARRA) can start.

07 |5334(034) [Downey 1-Sep-09| 3,968,607.00| 3,317,000.00{2010 Feb [Yes [Yes |[Yes Yes Yes Delayed due to relocating the overhead utilities to an underground location.

07 |5392(039) [Thousand Oaks 10-Sep-09(  1,449,000.00( 1,301,000.00|2010 Feb |[Yes |Yes [Yes Yes Yes Weather sensitive project, will advertise in Jan 2010 and award in Feb 2010

07 |5405(056) [Simi Valley 15-Sep-09( 1,400,000.00( 1,031,188.00|2010 Feb |[Yes |Yes [# # Yes # A copy of the coversheets of the plans and specs were not provided by DLAE's office.

07  |5436(015) [Moorpark 24-Jun-09 658,566.00 618,566.00|2010 Feb [Yes |Yes [Yes Yes Yes The project was delayed due to a change in scope which required a revised E-76.

07  |5450(051) [Santa Clarita 15-Jun-09 550,101.00 550,000.00{2009 Oct |Yes |Yes |Yes Yes No

07  |5953(596) [Los Angeles County| 5-Jun-09] 3,000,340.00| 3,000,340.00{2009 Dec |Yes* [Yes* |Yes* Yes* Yes *Alternative PS&E Certification. Documents received from local agency except Certification.




Award Status of Local Agency ARRA Funded Projects as of 11/17/09

CONST FEDERAL PS&E [PS&E [Complete |Complete

Dist. [PROJ NO [Agency Name AUTH_DT [toTAlL cosT |FUNDS Award Cert? [CkiIst?|Plans? Specs? Cmts? Comments 1/4/10
Conflict with 2nd project, award req'd by Chief Exec Ofc.-P&S docs approved/signed May 2009

08 |5956(187) [Riverside County 13-Jul-09| 5,190,463.00| 4,482,000.00{2010 Nov |Yes [Yes |Yes Yes No

09  |5385(038) [Ridgecrest 7-Jul-09 513,579.00 513,579.00{2010 Feb |Yes |Yes |Yes Yes Yes The City is investigating the combining with another ARRA project to reduce costs.

10  |5085(019) [Merced 10-Sep-09| 1,555,750.00| 1,555,750.00{2010 Feb |Yes |Yes |Yes Yes No

10 [5938(166) |Stanislaus County | 30-Oct-09| 1,366,675.00( 1,366,675.00{2010 Apr |Yes |Yes |Yes Yes Yes Received E-76 in Nov, advertise in Feb 2010, award in April 2010.

11 [5168(013) |Calexico 18-Sep-09(  1,200,000.00 895,000.00{2010 Feb |Yes |Yes |Yes Yes Yes E-76 received in Sep 2009, Program Supp #10 received on 11/30/2009, Advertise no later
than 12/30/2009

11 [5243(006) |Calipatria 18-Sep-09 895,351.00 895,000.00{2010 Jan |Yes |Yes |Yes Yes Yes E-76 received in Sep 2009, delay due staff consultant contract expiring and soliciting CE
services, award by Jan 2010

11  [6066(067) |San Diego Associati{ 19-Aug-09| 4,002,427.00( 4,002,427.00{2009 Dec |Yes |Yes |Yes Yes Yes To be awarded before Christmas

12 |5055(156) [Anaheim 16-Jul-09] 1,000,000.00| 1,000,000.00{2010Jan |Yes |Yes |Yes Yes No

12 [5073(062) |Orange 9-Sep-09 1,952,692.00| 1,620,734.00|2010 Mar [Yes |Yes [Yes Yes Yes Completing storm drain work prior to ARRA paving starting, also correcting DLAE found errors

12 [5271(020) [Tustin 25-Aug-09[  2,248,230.00 813,324.00{2010 Feb |Yes |Yes |Yes Yes Yes City Council approval of project/documents/funding occurred on 11/17/09, ready to advertise

12 [5330(014) |Cypress 25-Aug-09 544,516.00 544,516.00{2010 Mar |Yes |Yes |Yes Yes Yes Due to the low bids that were received, the City is considering adding to the scope and
rebidding with the added scope

12 [5410(069) [Irvine 25-Aug-09 2,976,811.00| 2,462,713.00|2009 Dec [Yes |Yes [Yes Yes No

12 [5955(068) |Orange County 25-Aug-09(  4,492,424.00| 1,837,401.00|2010 Feb [Yes |Yes [Yes Yes Yes Local agency had a heavy workload and also discovered revisions to the plans were needed!

07 [5006(582) |Los Angeles 5-Jun-09|  6,000,000.00 6,000,000.00/2010 Jan Not included in sample See Caltrans letter dtd 12/22/09 and City of LA response letter dtd 12/28/09

07 [5006(593) |Los Angeles 16-Jul-09 2,368,000.00 2,368,000.00/2010 Jan Not included in sample See Caltrans letter dtd 12/22/09 and City of LA response letter dtd 12/28/09 & 2/8/10

07 [5006(598) |Los Angeles 1-Sep-09| 3,900,000.00 3,900,000.00{2010 Jan Not included in sample See Caltrans letter dtd 12/22/09 and City of LA response letter dtd 1/7/10




STATE OF CALIFORNIA—BUSINESS, TR ANSPORTATION AND HOUSING AGENCY ARNQLD SCHWARZENLUGER, (ioverngs

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

DISTRICT 7

100 MAIN STREET, SUITE 100

LOS ANGELES, CA 90012-3606

PHONE (213) 897-(0362 Flex vour power!
FAX (213) 897-0360 Be encrgy efficient!
TTY (213) 8974917

December 22, 2009

Mr. Gary Lee Moore, City Engineer
City of Los Angeles

Department of Public Works

1149 S. Broadway

Los Angeles, CA 80015

Dear Mr. Mogare:
This is to follow up on socme concerns expressed by the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) National
Review Team (NRT). As you know, the NRT reviewed a number of federally funded City of Los Angeles
projects in early November and has released some preliminary findings. The project under review is
5006(598) and requires further information from the City.

1 The following project was authorized on the following date:

5006(598) 9/01/09

2. The NRT questioned the completeness of the PS&E package at the time of authorization. Please
send copy of the PS&E package as they existed at the time of authorization.

3. The intent of the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act (ARRA)} was to get work underway
quickly. When will these projects be advertised?

4. Why are some of the plan sheets dated after the authorization dates?

5. The Specifications do not show a DBE Goal. Does the DBE specifications meet the current
Federal Requirements?

Based on the observations of the FHWA NRT, a review of the pracedures used by the City to certify,

advertise and administer federally funded projects may be warranted. We can discuss this further as we
can work to address the NRT's concerns..

“Caltrans improves mobilite across California”



NMr. Gary Lee Moore
December 22, 2009

Page 2

If you have any queshons please contact Kirk Cessna of my staff at (213) 897-0131.

Sinceredy.

RICHARD D. LAND
[nterim District Director
District 7

CCalivenns Daproves mobiline across Californ”



STATC OF CALIFORNIA—BLISINGSS, TRANSPORTATION AND HOUSING AGENCY ARNOLD SCHWARZENEGGER, Governor

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

DISTRICT 7

HI0 MAIN STREET, SUITE 100 o
LOS ANGELES, CA 90012-3606 “’
PHONE (213) 897-0362 Flex vour power!
FAX (213) 897-U360 Be energy efficient!

TTY 213) 897-4437

December 22, 2009

Ms. Rita Robinson, Director
City of Los Angeles
Department of Transportation
100 S. Main St.

Los Angeles, CA 90012

Dear Ms. Robinson:

This is to follow up on some concerns expressed by the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) National
Review Team (NRT). As you know, the NRT reviewed a number of federally funded City of Los Angeles
projects in early November and has released some preliminary findings. The projects siill under review
are 5006(582) and 5006({593), which require further information from the City.

1. The following projects were authorized on the following dates:

5006(582) 6/5/09
5006(593) 7/16/09

2. The NRT questioned the completeness of the PS&E packages at the time of authorization.
Please send copies of those PS&E packages as they existed at the time of authorization.

3. The intent of the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act (ARRA) was to get work underway
quickly. When will these projects be advertised?

4. Why are signfficant portions of the plan sheets dated after the authorization dates?

5. The Specifications do not show a DBE Goal. Does the DBE specifications meet the current
Federal Requirements?

Based on the observations of the FHWA NRT, a review of the procedures used by the City to certify,
advertise and administer federally funded projects may be warranted. We can discuss this further as we
can work to address the NRT's concerns.

"Calirans improves mohifity geress Caljfornia™



Mr. (ary Lee Moore
December 22, 2009

. B
Page 2

If you have any questions please contact Kirk Cessna of my staff at {213) 897-0131.

Stneerely.

RICHARD D. LAND
Interim District Director
District 7

CCalteans improves mohiling deross Caltfonna ™
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the original design basis from original project plan sets. The third is relative to the Nationai
Environmentai Policy Act (NEPA) clearance. LADOT project staff was not aware of the status of the
NEPA clearances until we asked Caltrans weeks later for confirmation on the NEPA clearances.

L

LADOT has adopted the Standard Caltrans FFY 2009 DBE Goals and Methodologies. Each of the two
projects has a 13.5% DBE goal. with 6.75% Race Conscious (RC) and 6.75% Race Neutral (EN). Mr.
Magan Champaneria of LADOT has communicated this subject matter in e-mail to Caltrans District 7

staft previously.

»

LADOT hopes that these resnonses have adequatcly addressed your inquiries and we look forward to
implementing these projec the very near tuture.

Sincerely.

P
QJ,W S Fewet
Rita L. Robinson
CGeneral Manager

C: Jim Clarke, Director of Federal Relations, Office of the Mayor

AN EQLAL EMPLOYMENT OPPOR TUNITY ~ AFFIRMATIVE ACTION EMPLOYER
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EXECUTIVE OFFICER

January 7, 2010

Mr. Richard D. Land, Interim District Director
District 7, California Department of Transportation
100 N. Main Street, Suite 100

Los Angeles, CA 50012

Attention: James McCarthy, Deputy District Director
Dear Mr. Land:

RESURFACING AT FOUR BRIDGE LOCATIONS (ESPL 5006-598)} - REPONSE TO
FEDERAL HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION NATIONAL REVIEW TEAM'S REQUEST
FOR INFORMATION

Thes letter is 1o respond to the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) National Review
Team's (NRT) review of project 5006{598) in early November 2009. Provided below is a
response to the questions listed in your letter dated December 23, 2009:

1. The following project was authorized on the following date: 5006{598) 09/01/09
We agree that the project ESPL 5006-598, titled "Resurfacing Approach Roadways
at Various Bridge Locations” received E-76 approval on September 1, 2009.

2. The NRT guestioned the compieteness of the PS&E package at the time of
authorization. Please send a copy of the PS&E package as it existed at the
time of authorization.

A copy of the PS&E package as it existed at the time of authorization is enclosed.

3. The intent of the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act (ARRA) was to get

work underway quickly. When will this project be advertised?
The project is expected to be advertised by January 20, 2010.

r .
AN EQUAL EMPLOYMENT OFPORTUNITY EMPLOYER Pyl anil ra 47 et e ‘0
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Mr. Richard D. Land, Interim District Director
January 7, 2010
Page 2

4. Why are some of the plan sheets, of the most current PS&E package, dated

after the authorization dates?
Only the title sheet (sheet 1) was dated after Authorization to Proceed with
Construction. None of the design sheets were modified.

5. The specifications do not show a Disadvantaged Business Enterprise (DBE)

goal. Do the DBE specifications meet the current federal requirements?

The DBE goals are calculated as a part of the bid package preparation and are
included in the bid package rather than the project specifications. The DBE goals for
this project were calculated to be 11.27% UDBE and 11.54% DBE (race neutral} for
a total DBE goal of 22.81%. These were prepared in accordance with the Caltrans
guidelines under the current Race Conscious DBE program which compares the
number of UDBE and DBE firms in the Market Area to the total number of firms in

the Market Area for each type of work in the project. The calculation summary table
is enclosed.

If you have any questions regarding this matter, please contact John Koo, Acting
Program Manager, Bridge Improvement Program at (213} 202-5591.

Sincerely,

Lez Moore, P E.

Clty Engineer

GLM/GH/INGLM\Word\City Engineer\NRT Response 010710.doc

Enclosures

CC!.

Kirk Cessna, Chief, Distnict 7 Office of Local Assistance w/o enciosures

Jim Clarke, Director of Federal Relalions, Office of the Mayor w/o enclosures

John Koo, Acting Program Manager, Bridge Improvement Program w/o enclosures
Ted Allen, Sr. Civil Engineer, Project Award & Control Division w/o enclosures



o "Magan Champaneria” To <robert.cady@dot.gov>, <scott_mchenry@fhwa.dot.gov>
. <Magan.Champaneria@lacity ) . .
arg> cc <david_w_wang@dot.ca.gov>, <David. Tedrick@dotl.gov>,

“Bill Shao" <Bill. Shao@lacity.org>, "Carlos Rios"
02/18/2010 03:49 PM

b <Carlos.Rios@lacity.org>, "Jose Hernandez"
cc

Subject ARRA Project ESPL-5006(593) - Response to NRT
Questions

Dear Mr. Cady and Mr. McHenry:

This email is in response to the guestions related to the American
Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2005 (ARRA), raised by the Federal
Highway Administration’s (FHWA) National Review Team (NRT), that you
presented to us at the meeting held on January 28, 2010. The issues
presented stemmed from the NRT's Review Summary Report (Review ID:
CAZ0091102} dated November 2, 2009.

Following is the Los Angeles Department of Transportation’s (LADOT)
response to the NRT observations you presented:

Ql: The report gquestioned the $B00,000 allowance amount for work at
4 traffic signal locations out of the project list of 25 locations.
There was alsoc an issue with the use of some of that money for design,
when the funds are te¢ be used for construction only.

Al: As discussed at the meeting, the $B00,000 allowance amount is

for railroad construction work conly and the 4 locations in question are
the only locations requiring work on railroad facilities to accommodate
the need for advance preemption to provide maximized safety to
motorists, pedestrians and rail passengers. The advance preemption will
provide the traffic signal system and the rallroad system with the
ability to effectively clear the railroad crossings well in advance of
the approach of any trains. The other 21 project locations do not
require railroad work, but will regquire work to various traffic signal
systems at highway-rail crossings.

Per your request, a cost breakdown of the $800,000 allowance has been
provided for your review (see A-1l: Port of Los Angeles Cost Breakdown).
Please note that this allowance does not contain a design element as
misrepresented in previous documents. All references to design were
part of boilerplate language that was inadvertently left in.

Q2: During the meeting, project design plans were requested for your
immediate review, which resulted in your guestioning of the signature
dates. The September/October 2010 signature dates were guesticned as
they are 2-3 months after the authorization to proceed was issued (on
July 16, 2009), in the form of the E-76.

A2: The September/October signature dates, can be attributed to two
main reasons. First off, these plans had to be reformatted from their
original designs to reflect the requirements of the federal-aid funding
process, and to include the new necessary elements of the re-packaged
ARRA project. Secondly, this project had been waiting for the City to
sagure the necessary front funding before proceeding with the bid and
award process. It is our Department’s policy not to

until funding has been identified and secured, which

signature date.
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SR The r-; ort also questioned the dr=-t project specifications,

iiich called for the contractor to furnish 7 cell phones with Bluetooth
earpleces and monthly service plans. LAZOT staff was informed trsc
these items are nct eligible for reimbursement.

R3: “nls language from the draft project specificaticns referenced
by trne NRET was boilerplate from rrevious non-federal contracts. These
specifications have since been revised ari the reference for the
contractor to “furnish 7 cecll phones wirt Bluetooth earpieces and
monthly service plans” has been removed in its entirety.

Q4 Lastly, the repori{ questioned how it was determined that the
project will be completed in 400 days as identified in the project
specifications. You :- juecsted justification as to how this number came
about.
A4 Prior to our merting, the projected number of working days was
revised from 400 to 360 in the latest revision of the project
speclfications. The 360 working days to complete the project was
determined via an - ngin - ‘s discretion based on years of project
‘perience. 360 days translates to 18 months at 20 working days per
month.

LAZCT hopes that these responses have ad=juately addressed your
concerns and also the questions raised by the NRT's Review Summary

Report. As mentioned at the meering, this project has been advertised
with a projected bid duc date of March 24, 2010. We are looking
forward to begin construction upon contrz:t award. Should you hav= any

further questiocons or wish to discuss this project further, please
contact me at (213) 972-497¢6.

Sincerely,

Magan Champaneria
Crants Administrator
Jepartment of Transportation
City of Los Angeles
213=-972-437¢

[:*.
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PORT OF LOS ANGELES
ARRA HIGHWAY-RAIL GRADE CROSSING

IMPROVEMENT SYSTEM

LABOR & TOTAL
EQUIPMENT | MATERIAL | FLAGGING | CONSTRUCTION

GRADE CR™"SING COST COST COST COST
SWINFORD STREET | § 3500 (% 1,283 | % 700 | % 5,483
1ST STREET 3 202,500 | % 70263 | % 10,500 | % 283,263
5TH STREET $ 162,000 | $ 64,299 | $ 8,400 | % 234,699
6TH STREET 5 148,500 | § 120.355 | $ 7,700 | $ 276,555
TO™ LS $ 5165001% _____D[$ 273009 800,000
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PORT OF LOS ANGELES
VAY-RAIL GRADE CROSSING

ARRA HIG

SWINFORD STRE T

IMPROVEMENT SYSTEM

s L. T QryY U UNITS | EQUIP.$ MARKUP |TAX 9.25%] TOTAL §

SLuvv RELEASE TIMER T | EATS 103250 51.033 $155 $96 | $1.283

TOTAL COST OF MATERIAL $1,033 $155 $96 | $1,283
1
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